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ABSTRACT 
In this study I contend that in Luke 17:21 the right translation of 
Jesus’ words is not, “God’s Kingdom is among you,” or “in the midst 
of you,” as modern versions into English and other languages gener-
ally render, but “God’s Kingdom is inside you.” Strong support for 
the latter comes from ancient Syriac versions of this and other Gospel 
passages, from a systematic investigation of the meaning of e)nto/j in 
all of Greek literature anterior to, and contemporary with, Luke, and 
from a careful analysis of the expression e)nto/j + genitive in the 
New Testament and the Septuagint. I argue that, if the evangelist 
had meant “The Kingdom of God is among you,” he would have 
used, not e)nto\j u(mw=n, but e)n me/sw| u(mw=n, which is widely at-
tested in this meaning in the New Testament and especially in Luke. 
Moreover, the translation that I advocate and that the Syriac versions 
support fits better in the immediate context of an address to the 

                                                      
* I am very grateful to the anonymous readers of my article and to 

George Kiraz, whose work on the ancient Syriac versions of the Gospels 
is more helpful than I can say, and offers a constant source of inspiration.  
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Pharisees and in Luke’s theology and conception of God’s Kingdom, 
and is also corroborated by a Kingdom logion in the Gospel of Tho-
mas and by Greek and Syriac Patristic exegesis.  

 In Luke 17:21 Jesus is asked when the Kingdom of God will come, 
and he replies: Ou)k e1rxetai h( basilei/a tou= Qeou= meta\ 
parathrh/sewj, ou)de\ e)rou=sin: i)dou\ w{de, h1: e)kei=: i)dou\ ga\r h( 
basilei/a tou= Qeou= e)nto\j u(mw=n e)stin, “The Kingdom of God 
does not come when people are spying on it, nor will they say, ‘Be-
hold, it is here,’ or ‘there;’ for the Kingdom of God is entos humôn.” 
No variant readings are attested for e)nto\j u(mw=n, an expression 
which modern translations generally render “among you,” meaning 
either that the Kingdom is not in the political and military struc-
tures of the world, but only in the community of believers, or that 
the Kingdom is there and is represented by Jesus. But I shall argue 
that the right translation is “inside you,” and that the ancient Syriac 
versions, together with many other elements, strongly support this 
interpretation. This saying of Jesus may have been preserved origi-
nally in Aramaic, in which case e)nto/j might be a translation of 
 meaning “interior,” and, in the prepositional construct ,גּוא / גַּו
 meaning ,גַּו ,גֵּו inside.” It is related to the Hebrew noun“ ,בְּגוֹא
“interior, inside,” and to Syriac Íܐ ,ܓÍܓ meaning “the inside, 
the inner parts,” which, as I shall show, also appears in the Peshitta 
and the Harklean version of this logion of Jesus. 

  Let us see, first of all, the current translations. The Revised 
Standard Version and the Darby Bible both render:  

  “For behold, the Kingdom of God is in the midst of you”; the 
New Revised Standard Version, which is highly influential, likewise 
translates: “For, in fact, the Kingdom of God is among you.” The 
Bible in Basic English is almost identical: “For the Kingdom of 
God is among you.” The French Bible de Jérusalem (1973) similarly 
runs: “Car voici que le Royaume de Dieu est au milieu de vous”; the 
Louis Segond version renders: “Car voici, le royaume de Dieu est 
au milieu de vous”; the Spanish Bíblia en lenguaje sencillo (2000) 
offers an analogous translation: “Porque el reino de Dios ya está 
entre ustedes,” which is very similar to that already provided by the 
old Reina-Valera version: “porque he aquí el reino de Dios está 
entre vosotros.” The Italian CEI translation (that of the Italian 
Episcopal Conference, which is the standard Italian version) also 
has: “il Regno di Dio è in mezzo a voi.” All these modern transla-
tions fully agree in understanding the Greek as meaning: “the 
Kingdom of God is among you.” Modern commentators generally 
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follow this trend,1 often without even offering an explanation for 
their preference.2 

                                                      
1 E.g., A. Stöger, Vangelo secondo Luca (2nd edition; Rome: Città Nuova, 

1969), 2.107–8 renders: “Ecco che il Regno di Dio è in mezzo a voi” 
(“Behold, God’s Kingdom is in the midst of you”) and in note 19 he re-
marks that most recent exegetes adopt this interpretation because only 
this is consistent with Jesus’ other statements concerning the Kingdom. I 
shall rather argue that the rendering “The Kingdom of God is inside you” 
is more consistent with Jesus’ presentation of God’s Kingdom in Luke. E. 
Schweizer, Das Evangelium nach Lukas, 2nd edition (Göttingen: Vandenhoek 
& Ruprecht, 1986); Il Vangelo secondo Luca, translated by P. Floridi (Brescia: 
Paideia, 2000), 256, translates: “Il Regno di Dio è in mezzo a voi” (“The 
Kingdom of God is amidst you”), and rules out the translation, “Il Regno 
di Dio è in voi, cioè nel cuore degli uomini” (“The Kingdom of God is 
within you, that is, in people’s heart”), stating that the former interpreta-
tion is more probable (258–259). The evidence he adduces for the mean-
ing of e)nto/j as “amidst,” however, is only Deut 5:14 and Xenophon, 
Cyropaedia, 5.5.13, whereas I shall show that very many passages in the 
Septuagint and the only other occurrence of e)nto/j in the New Testament 
(indeed, all Biblical linguistic evidence), together with the analysis of all 
uses of e)nto/j in Greek literature before Luke, prove that e)nto/j means 
“inside.” This is not recognized by J. Schlosser, “Le Règne de Dieu est au 
milieu de vous (Lc 17.20–21),” in Le Règne, I, 179–243.  

2 J. Reiling and J. L. Swellengrebel, A Translator’s Handbook on the Gos-
pel of Luke (Leiden: Brill, 1971), 586, translate: “The Kingdom of God is 
among you,” and list two other possible meanings (“within you, i.e., 
within your heart,” and “within your reach”), but they add that the first 
rendering “seems to be preferable,” without explaining the reason why it 
should be so. R. Maynet, Il Vangelo secondo Luca. Analisi retorica (Bologna: 
Dehoniane, 2003), 637, translates: “Il Regno di Dio è in mezzo a voi” 
(“God’s Kingdom is amidst you”) and comments: “è presente ora, in 
mezzo a voi” (“it is present now, among you”), with no further support 
for such an understanding. The only recent articles devoted to this verse, 
but largely incomplete in argument and evidence, are, to my knowledge: 
H. Riesenfeld, “Le Règne de Dieu, parmi vous ou en vous?” (RB 98 
[1991]): 190–98; J. Lebourlier, “Entos hymôn. Le sens ‘au milieu de vous’ 
est-il possible?” (Bib 73 [1992]): 259–62, and T. Holmén, “The Alterna-
tives of the Kingdom. Encountering the Semantic Restrictions of Luke 
17:20–21” (ZNW 87 [1996]): 204–29. Other articles on this passage are 
either very old and brief (B. C. Easton, “Luke 17,20–21: An Exegetical 
Study,” AJT 16 [1912]: 275–83; A. G. Smith, “The Kingdom of God is 
Within You,” ExpT 43 [1931/2]: 378–79; A. Sledd, “The Interpretation of 
Luke XVII.21,” ExpT 50 [1937/8]: 235–37; P. Allen, “Lk XVII.21,” ExpT 
49 [1937/8]: 476–77; 50 [1938/9]: 233–35; C. H. Roberts, “The Kingdom 
of Heaven (Lk. XVII.21),” HTR 41 [1948]: 1–8; J. G. Griffiths, “Entos 
hymôn,” ExpT 63 [1951/2]: 30–31; A. Rüstow, “Entos hymôn estin. Zur Deu-
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  I think that the King James Version (1611), followed by the old 
Webster translation (1833) and by Robert Young’s Literal Transla-
tion (1862), in this case was more correct (“For, behold, the King-
dom of God is within you”), just like Luther’s ancient German ver-
sion (1545): “Das Reich Gottes ist inwendig in euch.” In fact, I 
contend that the correct translation is “The Kingdom of God is 
inside you.” The Greek e)nto\j u(mw=n here cannot mean “among 
you” or “in the midst of you,” because in Luke this would rather be 
expressed by means of the phrase, e)n me/sw| u(mw=n. But before ar-
guing on grammatical and linguistic grounds, I shall demonstrate 
that the ancient Syriac translations, just as the Latin, definitely point 
to the understanding I am proposing.  

  The Vulgate, the ancient Latin translation of the 4th–5th century 
ascribed to Jerome, renders the Greek as follows: ecce enim regnum 
Dei intra vos est, which means, “inside you.”3 Differently from e)nto/j 
in Greek, intra is unambiguous, because it doesn’t mean “among” 
or “in the midst,” but only “inside, within.” In the Vetus Latina, 
represented by the old Latin versions circulating before the Vul-
gate, no variant readings are attested for the words intra vos,4 and 
also the Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis in its Latin column has the 
identical sentence, ecce enim regnum Dei intra vos est.5 Thus, the ancient 
Latin translations are all unanimous in understanding the Greek as 
“The Kingdom of God is inside you.” 

  Now, the ancient Syriac translations, too, or at least most of 
them and precisely those which are closer to the Greek, support my 
                                                                                                          
tung von Lukas 17,20–21,” ZNW 51 [1960]: 197–224; R. Sneed, “The 
Kingdom of God is within You,” CBQ 24 [1962]: 363–82; F. Mussner, 
“Wann kommt das Reich Gottes?” BZ 6 [1962]: 107–11) or they do not 
address the e)nto\j u(mw=n issue, e.g., A. Strobel, “Die Passa-Erwartung als 
urchristliches Problem in Lc 17,20f.” (ZNW 49 [1958]): 157–96; Id., “Zu 
Lk 17,20f.” (BZ 7 [1963]): 111–13; W. Grimm, Jesus und das Danielbuch 
(Frankfurt a.M.: Lang, 1984), 1.70–90. 

3 Edition: R. Weber, Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam Versionem (4th edition; 
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). 

4 Itala: Das neue Testament in altlateinischer Überlieferung, Hrsg. A. Jülicher, 
vol. 3: Lucasevangelium (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1954), 196, registers no variant 
reading.  

5 A. Ammassari, Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis. Copia esatta del manoscritto 
onciale greco-latino (Città del Vaticano: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1996), 525, 
with review article by I. Ramelli (RSCI 52 [1998]): 171–78, with further 
documentation on this manuscript. In fact, A. Ammassari, Il Vangelo di 
Luca nella colonna Latina del Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis (Città del Vati-
cano: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1996), 125, interprets the Latin words as 
follows: “Il Regno di Dio è già dentro di voi,” i.e., “inside you.”  
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interpretation of e)nto/j in the verse under examination. If we 
compare the four main and most ancient Syriac translations of 
Luke 17:21b, i.e., the Vetus Syra in its earlier phases,6 as repre-
sented by mss. Sinaiticus and Curetonianus,7 the Peshitta version, 
and the Harklean version,8 we realize at once that they differ from 
one another precisely and exclusively in the words that render 
e)nto/j (which may indicate that some difficulty was perceived in 
connection with this expression). Sinaiticus and Curetonianus dis-
play a text that is identical in both:  ܐÌßܬܗ ܕܐÍÝàâ ûÙܗܐ ܓ

ÍÜÿæܢÙܒ , “For, behold, the Kingdom of God is within you.” The 
preposition ÿæÙܒ, however, is ambiguous, and may mean “within, 
inside,” or “between,” or “among.” It is often used with ܐýòå to 

                                                      
6 This is the oldest Syriac version of the Gospels after Tatian’s frag-

mentary Diatessaron (which moreover was a harmony rather than a transla-
tion of the four Gospels). The Vetus Syra, i.e., the “Gospel of the Sepa-
rated” (in reference to its distinction from the Diatessaron), dates to the late 
second century in its earliest phases, and in its late phases to the fourth. 

7 Sinaiticus, or ms. Syr. Sin. 30, is a palimpsest from the Monastery of 
St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai: its original leaves date back to the fourth cen-
tury, and it reflects a still earlier translation, of the second or third century: 
thus, it is a fundamental witness to a very early phase of the Vetus Syra. It 
is probable that relatively soon further parts of this translation will be 
available, which would be most valuable to scholars. Curetonianus (ms. 
Brit. Lib. Add. 14451), written in the fifth century, represents a later stage 
of the Vetus Syra, probably of the fourth century. It stems from the Mon-
astery of the Deipara in the Natron Valley in Egypt. See S. Brock, The 
Bible in the Syriac Tradition (2nd edition; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2006), 17; 
19; 33–34; 111–14.  

8 I use G. A. Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels, Aligning the 
Sinaiticus, Curetonianus, Peshît?tâ and H?arklean Versions (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 
3.352 on Luke 17:21b. The Peshitta was born as a revision of the Vetus 
Syra aimed at a more literal adherence to the Greek; it was completed in 
the fifth century for the New Testament. The Harklean translation was 
finalized in 616 in a monastery outside Alexandria by Thomas of H?arqel, 
who, in turn, revised the Peshitta on the basis of a former revision pro-
moted by Philoxenus of Mabbug and completed by his chorepiscopus 
Polycarp in 508. The Harklean version, which, for the first time in the 
history of Syriac translations, covers the whole of the New Testament, is 
extremely literal and is based on a refined translation technique. See 
Brock, The Bible, 17–18; 34–35 (on the Peshitta, on which I do not cite 
scholarship, which would be extremely rich); 19–20; 35–37 (on the Hark-
lean version). The Kiraz edition, as for the Harklean version, is based 
primarily on one of the earliest witnesses to this text, ms. Vat. Syr. 268, 
considered by Angelo Mai to have been written by Thomas of H?arqel 
himself. In any case, the ms. dates to the eighth or early ninth century. 
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indicate the interiority in expressions such as “within oneself, in 
one’s heart.” But this ambiguity is excluded in the subsequent ver-
sions, the Peshitta and the Harklean, each of which endeavored to 
be closer to the Greek than the preceding version, that is, the Vetus 
Syra and the Peshitta itself respectively. The Peshitta translates:  ܗܐ
 For, behold, the“ ,ܓÍÝàâ ûÙܬܗ ܕܐÌßܐ ßܓÍÝæâ Íܢ ܗܝ
Kingdom of God is inside you.” And the Harklean version, which 
is even more literal than the Peshitta, runs as follows:  ûÙܗܐ ܓ
ÌØÿØܢ ܐÍÜÍܐ ܒܓÌßܬܗ ܕܐÍÝàâ̇ , “For, behold, the Kingdom 
of God is inside you.” Both çâ Íܓß and Íܒܓ unequivocally 
mean “inside,” “on the inside of,” and derive from Íܐ ,ܓÍܓ, 
meaning “the inside, the inner parts.” Íܒܓ is most often, and in-
deed virtually always, used in this sense. Only two exceptions may 
be adduced, but they are more apparent than substantial. In 1Cor 
5:12 in the Peshitta ÍܓßÊß derives from Íܓ, but the Greek 
Vorlage is completely different: it is not e)nto\j u(mw=n, but tou\j 
e1sw, with an adverbial construct (not a prepositional one with a 
genitive) and in fact a different adverb: the Greek tou\j e1sw in this 
passage means “those inside” (sc. inside the community of 
believers; inside Christianity) as opposite to “those outside” (tou\j 
e1cw), so that the meaning “inside” for Íܓ / Íܒܓ is confirmed 
even here. In the Vulgate, too, the rendering is hi qui intus sunt, 
“those who are inside” vs. hi qui foris sunt, “those who are outside.” 
The second apparent exception is Heb 2:12, which in the Peshitta 
reads ܬܐÊîܗ ܕÍ̇ܒܓ ; the Greek is not e)nto/j + genitive here (in 
this case, e)nto\j e)kklhsi/aj), but e)n me/sw| e)kklhsi/aj, both here 
and in Ps 21:23 (LXX) of which our passage is a quotation. In the 
Hebrew Bible, in Ps 22:23 the preposition is ּבְּתוֹך, “within,” from 
the noun ּתּוֹך, meaning both “inside, interior” and “midst, middle.” 
In fact, the meaning “inside” for Íܒܓ is present even here, and 
very clearly: “inside the assembly,” which in Heb 2:12 acquires a 
local meaning. The Syriac translator who used Íܒܓ understood 
e)kklhsi/a as “church” and thus felt the syntagm as meaning “inside 
the church” (ܬܐÊî in Syriac Christianity always means “church,” 
just as e)kklhsi/a from the meaning “assembly” acquired the 
meaning “church”). 

  Thus, whereas the Vetus Syra is ambiguous in Luke 17:21, 
surely the Peshitta and the Harklean version support my interpreta-
tion, showing that their translators understood the Greek e)nto/j in 
the relevant passage as “within,” not as “among.” This, to be sure, 
does not automatically mean per se that the former must be the 
right understanding, but it certainly demonstrates that it was possi-
ble to understand that expression in this way and that indeed it was 
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understood thusly in at least two Syriac versions, precisely those 
closest to the original Greek.  

  Moreover, there are strong grammatical, linguistic, and 
theological reasons that fully support my interpretation of Luke 
17:21 and its Syriac translations. I shall put them forward in the 
following paragraphs. And we shall see that the Syriac translations 
again offer a crucial witness.  

  First of all, the only other occurrence of e)nto/j in the whole 
New Testament is in Matt 23:26, where it undoubtedly bears the 
meaning, “inside.” There is no possibility of rendering it with 
“among” or “in the midst:” Farisai=e tufle/, kaqa/rison 
prw=ton to\ e)nto\j tou= pothri/ou, i3na ge/nhtai kai\ to\ e)kto\j 
au)tou= kaqaro/n, “Blind Pharisee, first cleanse the internal part of 
the glass, that the external part, too, may be clean.” In fact, the 
Latin version of the Vulgate is again unambiguous: Pharisaee caece, 
munda prius q u o d  i n t u s  e s t  calicis et parapsidis, ut fiat et id quod de 
foris est mundum. There is no question that the meaning of the Latin, 
too, as well as of the Greek, is: “the part that is inside.” The mean-
ing “among” or “amidst” is completely ruled out.  

  And here, again, the ancient Syriac versions—this time all of 
them, with no ambiguity—are extremely significant, all the more if 
we compare them with the Syriac translations of Luke 17:21. For 
Matt 23:26a only Sinaiticus is available as a witness to the Vetus 
Syra, since the text in Curetonianus breaks off immediately before 
this verse.9 Now, all three versions are unanimous in rendering to\ 
e)nto/j with ܐÍܓ, the same word that two of them, the Peshitta 
and the Harklean version, used in a prepositional form to translate 
e)nto/j in Luke 17:21. All three, in fact, render to\ e)nto/j in Matt 
23:26a with ܐéÜܗ ܕÍܓ. They are highly consistent, and surely in 
the Syriac translations there is no possibility of a meaning 
“among,” just as there is none, at least for the Peshitta and the 
Harklean version, in Luke 17:21. 
 Furthermore, all occurrences of e)nto/j in the LXX clearly 
mean “inside” (within a person, within a building, etc.): Ps 38:4: 
e)qerma/nqh h( kardi/a mou e)nto/j mou, “My heart warmed up inside 
me”; Ps 102:1: eu)lo/gei h( yuxh/ mou to\n Ku/rion kai\ pa/nta ta\ 
e)nto/j mou to\ o1noma to\ a3gion au)tou=, “Bless the Lord, my soul; 
all that is inside me [sc. my interiority, my spirit], bless His holy 
Name”; Ps 108:22: h( kardi/a mou teta/raktai e)nto/j mou, “My 
heart was frightened inside me”; Cant 3:10: e)nto\j au)tou= 
liqo/strwton, “What is inside it is all a decoration”; Isa 16:11: h( 

                                                      
9 See Kiraz, Comparative Edition, 1.358–59.  
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koili/a mou e)pi\ Mwab w(j kiqa/ra h)xh/sei kai\ ta\ e)nto/j mou, 
“My belly will sound as a lyre for Moab, what is inside me”; 1 Mac 
4:48: ta\ e)nto\j tou= oi1kou, “The internal part of the building”; Sir 
19:26: ta\ e)nto\j au)tou= plh/rh do/lou, “What is inside him is full 
of deception.” Therefore, there is not even one single occurrence 
of e)nto/j in the whole Greek Bible in the sense of “among, amidst, 
in the middle of.”  
 This is because, in order to express “among, amidst,” or “in 
the middle of,” the New Testament always uses e)n me/sw| + genitive, 
already employed in the Old Testament 307 times, which would be 
useless to list here. In the New Testament there are 27 occurrences: 
Matt 10:16, 18:2, 18:20; Mark 6:47, 9:36; Luke 2:46 (kaqezo/menon 
e)n me/sw| tw=n didaska/lwn, “sitting among the teachers”); 8:7 
(e3teron e1pesen e)n me/sw| tw=n a)kanqw=n, “another fell among 
thorns”); 10:3 (w(j a1rnaj e)n me/sw| lu/kwn, “like lambs among 
wolves”); 21:21 (oi( e)n me/sw| au)th=j, “those who are inside Jerusa-
lem”); 22:27 (e)gw\ de\ e)n me/sw| u(mw=n ei)mi, “I am among you”); 
22:55 (periaya/ntwn de\ pu=r e)n me/sw| th=j au)lh=j, “when they lit 
a fire in the midst of the court”); 24:36 (au)to\j e1sth e)n me/sw| 
au)tw=n, “he stood among them”); John 8:3; 8:9; Acts 1:15; 2:22; 
17:22; 27:21; 1 Thess 2:7; Heb 2:12; Rev 1:13; 2:1; 4:6; 5:6; 6:6; 
22:2. As is evident from this complete list, precisely Luke, whose 
occurrences I cited in extenso, often uses e)n me/sw|, even much more 
than the other evangelists (moreover, in Luke Acts there are four 
other occurrences). Now, this clearly implies that Luke would cer-
tainly have e)n me/sw| also in 17:21 if the meaning were “among 
you” also in that verse, which is not the case. 
 Here, again, a close investigation into the Syriac versions will 
provide an excellent confirmation. For they translate all the Lucan 
occurrences of e)n me/sw| + genitive in a way that is entirely different 
from how they translate e)nto\j u(mw=n in Luke 17:21. In Luke 2:46 
the Greek e)n me/sw| tw=n didaska/lwn is rendered ܐæòàâ ÿî÷â̈  
in the Vetus Syra (here represented only by Sinaiticus) and in the 
Peshitta, and, with just a slight alteration due to its well known hy-
per-literal rendering, ܐæòàâܐ ܕÿî÷ã̈ܒ  in the Harklean version. 
The meaning is unequivocal: “among the teachers,” “in the middle 
of the teachers.” In Luke 8:7, the Harklean version, again in line 
with its close literal style, renders e)n me/sw| tw=n a)kanqw=n again 
with ܒܐÍÜܐ ܕÿî÷ã̈ܒ ; the other Syriac versions, i.e., the Peshitta 
and the Vetus Syra in both its witnesses, translate: ܒܐÍÜ ÿÙ̈ܒ . The 
meanings are almost identical, respectively “in the middle of 
thorns” and “among thorns.” In Luke 10:3 the Greek e)n me/sw| 
lu/kwn is rendered ܕܐܒܐ ÚæÙ̈ܒ  in the Vetus Syra, as represented by 
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Sinaiticus and Curetonianus, and in the Peshitta: this expression 
properly would mean both “among” and “inside,” but here the 
context is clearly disambiguating, and moreover the Harklean trans-
lation is unmistakable: ܐ ܕܕܐܒܐÿî÷ã̈ܒ , meaning “among 
wolves.” The same is the case with Luke 21:21, where oi( e)n me/sw| 
au)th=j, in the sense of “those who are within Jerusalem,” is trans-
lated ܗÍܕܒܓ in the Vetus Syra (Sinaiticus and Curetonianus) and in 
the Peshitta, clearly because, in the case of a city, being “in the 
middle of it” or “within it” is the same thing, but in the Harklean 
version there is the usual disambiguating expression: ܗÿî÷ãܕܒ, 
“in the middle of it.” Exactly as in Luke 10:3, also in Luke 22:27 
the expression e)n me/sw| u(mw=n is rendered ܢÍÜÿæÙܒ, “among you,” 
in the Vetus Syra (Sinaiticus and Curetonianus) and in the Peshitta, 
but with the unequivocal and literal form ܢÍÜÿî÷ãܒ, “in the 
middle of you,” in the Harklean version. Identical is the situation 
also in Luke 24:36, where e)n me/sw| au)tw=n is rendered ܗܘܢÿæÙܒ, 
“among them,” in the Vetus Syra (Sinaiticus and Curetonianus) and 
in the Peshitta, while the Harklean version employs again the dis-
ambiguating and literal form: ܘܢÌàØܐ ܕÿî÷ãܒ, “in the middle of 
them.” Finally, in Luke 22:55 all Syriac translations (the Vetus Syra 
is represented here by both Sinaiticus and Curetonianus) render e)n 
me/sw| th=j au)lh=j in the same way, ܕܪܬܐ ÿî÷â, “in the middle 
of the court”; only, the Harklean version, in its hyper-literalism, 
adds the preposition and the pronoun: ܗ ܕܕܪܬܐÿî÷ã̇ܒ . To 
summarize the result of this examination: there is not a single case 
in which all the ancient Syriac versions in Luke translate the expres-
sion e)n me/sw| + genitive in the same way as they render e)nto\j 
u(mw=n in Luke 17:21. This clearly means that the ancient translators 
understood e)nto\j u(mw=n in Luke 17:21 as bearing an utterly differ-
ent meaning, and precisely, not “among,” but “inside.” 
 The old Latin versions, too, i.e., the Vetus Latina and the Vul-
gate, including Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis, fully confirm my con-
tention: whereas in Luke 17:21 they all render e)nto\j u(mw=n with 
intra vos, as I have pointed out, in all the Lucan occurrences of e)n 
me/sw| + genitive they always use a completely different translation. 
In Luke 2:46 the Vulgate renders kaqezo/menon e)n me/sw| tw=n 
didaska/lwn as sedentem in medio doctorum, with no variant reading 
in Bezae Cantabrigiensis and no difference in the Vetus Latina. 
This is a clear ad verbum rendering of e)n me/sw| + genitive. In Luke 
8:7 the Vulgate translates e3teron e1pesen e)n me/sw| tw=n a)kanqw=n 
as aliud cecidit inter spinas, where inter obviously means “among,” not 
“inside” like intra. Here there is one variant reading, in cod. 
Amiatinus (8th century), which reads secus spinas, where secus is a 
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preposition meaning “along” or “against,” as synonyms of 
“among,” but certainly not “inside.” Similarly, in Luke 10:3 the 
Greek w(j a1rnaj e)n me/sw| lu/kwn is rendered in the Vulgate sicut 
agnos inter lupos, with no variant reading in Bezae Codex, nor differ-
ent versions in the Vetus Latina. In Luke 21:21 oi( e)n me/sw| au)th=j 
is translated by the Vulgate qui in medio eius, again with a direct 
transposition of the Greek construct into Latin, which is present 
also in the translation of Luke 22:27, e)gw\ de\ e)n me/sw| u(mw=n ei)mi: 
ego autem in medio vestrum sum, once more with no variant reading and 
no difference in the Vetus Latina. Analogously, in Luke 22:55 the 
Vulgate renders periaya/ntwn de\ pu=r e)n me/sw| th=j au)lh=j with 
accenso autem igni in medio atrio.10 Finally, in Luke 24:36 the words 
e1sth e)n me/sw| au)tw=n are rendered in the Vulgate stetit in medio 
eorum, without variant readings or differences in the Vetus Latina. 
Thus, all occurrences of e)n me/sw| + genitive in Luke are always and 
consistently translated into Latin in a totally different way from that 
in which e)nto\j u(mw=n is translated in Luke 17:21.  
 At this point, a systematic analysis of the use of e)nto/j in all of 
Greek literature anterior to Luke and contemporary with this Gos-
pel is fundamental. I have conducted it not only on the Liddell-
Scott, but also on the whole TLG, taking into account first of all 
the prepositional use with genitive. The first and main meaning of 
this preposition is not “among,” which is virtually never attested, 
but “within, inside,” as opposite to e)kto/j, “outside,” in a spatial 
meaning: Iliad 12.374=380=22.85: tei/xeoj e)nto/j; 
1.432=10.125=16.324=352: lime/noj polubenqe/oj e0nto&j; 20.258: 
e0nto_j e0u+staqe/oj mega&rou; Hesiod Theogony 37=51=408: e)nto\j 
)Olu/mpou “inside Olympus”; 753: do&mou e0nto/j, “inside the 
house”; Aesop Fabulae 273.3: e0nto_j tou~ a)etou~; Hellanicus fr. 89: 
e0nto_j 1Idhj; Aeschylus, Agamemnon 77: ste/rnwn e)nto/j, “inside 
the chest”; Eumenides 607: e0nto&j ... zw&nhj; Scylax Periplus 13: 
e0nto_j tei/xouj; Herodotus 3.16: e0nto_j th~j e9wutou~ qh&khj; 
3:117: e0nto_j tw~n o)re/wn; 6.133: e0nto_j tei/xeoj; Thucydides 
1.13.5: tw~n te e0nto_j Peloponnh&sou kai\ tw~n e1cw; 2.90.4: 
e0nto_j tou~ ko&lpou; 2.96.1: e0nto_j tou~  1Istrou potamou~; 3.94.2: 
e0nto_j tou~ i0sqmou~; 4.67.5: e0nto_j tw~n pulw~n; 4.130.3: e0nto_j 
tou~ tei/xouj (see 7.5.3: e0nto_j li/an tw~n teixw~n); 5.90.1: e0nto_j 
tou~ a)kribou~j; Xenophon, Hellenica 3.2.10=7.5.15: e0nto_j tou~ 

                                                      
10 The so-called Vulgata Sixto-Clementina (Biblia Sacra Vulgatae Edi-

tionis Sixti Quinti iussu recognita et auctoritate Clementis Octavi edita [Romae: in 
aedibus Vaticanis, 1592–1598]), differently from the codices, has in medio 
atrii. At any rate, this makes no difference in respect to my argument.  
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tei/xouj; De republica Lacedaemoniorum 3.4: e0nto_j tou~ i9mati/ou tw_ 
xei=re e1xein; Isocrates, Panegyricus 116=Areopagiticus 52=Ctesias, fr. 
1b.329 Jacoby: e0nto_j tei/xouj; Plato, Symposium 222A: e0nto_j 
au)tw~n gigno&menoj; Sophista 263E: o( me\n e0nto_j th~j yuxh~j 
pro_j au(th_n dia&logoj a1neu fwnh~j gigno&menoj tou~t' au)to_ 
h(mi=n e0pwnoma&sqh, dia&noia, where precisely the spiritual interi-
ority is understood; Phaedrus 247A=Timaeus 40C: e0nto_j ou)ranou~; 
Timaeus 25AB: e0nto_j tou~ sto&matoj; 45B: e)nto\j h(mw=n; 74C: 
e0nto_j e9auth~j; Critias 117D: e0nto_j th~j a)kropo&lewj, and many 
other occurrences in contemporary authors and in the subsequent 
centuries, up to Philo and Josephus.11 It can also mean “within” in 

                                                      
11 Euripides, Medea 353: e0nto_j th~sde termo&nwn xqono&j; 1312: 

e0nto_j h2 'cwqen do&mwn; Hippolytus 131: e0nto_j e1xein oi1kwn; Andromacha 
1112: krhpi=doj e0nto&j; Hecuba 1013: pe/plwn e0nto/j; Electra 94=615: 
teixe/wn e0nto/j; 394: do&mwn tw~nd' e0nto&j; Troiades 12: pu&rgwn 
e1pemyen e0nto&j; Iphigenia Taurica 1383: e0nto_j eu)se/lmou new/j; 1391: 
e0nto_j h}n lime/noj; Ion 1309: e0nto_j a)du&twn; Helena 332: e0nto_j oi1kwn; 
Bacchae 547: e0nto_j e1xei dw&matoj; Iphigenia Aulidensis 678: mela&qrwn 
e0nto&j; Aristotle, Historia animalium 495a18:  0Ento_j de\ tou~ au)xe/noj o3 t' 
oi0sofa&goj; Theophrastus, De sensu et sensibilibus 7: to_ me\n e0nto_j au)th~j 
ei]nai pu~r, to_ de\ peri\ au)to_ gh~n kai\ a)e/ra; Demosthenes, De corona 33; 
e0nto_j ei1h Pulw~n; De falsa legatione 86: e0nto_j tei/xouj; In Aristogitonem 1 
97: e0nto_j tei/xouj; Aeneas tacticus, Poliorcetica 37: e0nto_j tou~ tei/xeoj; 
Zeno, SVF 1.95: e0nto_j me\n tou~ ko&smou mhde\n ei]nai keno&n, e1cw 
d'au)tou~ a1peiron; Chrysippus, SVF 3.120: e)nto\j ei]nai tw=n 
sumbaino/ntwn paqw=n; 3.604: e0nto_j ei]nai th~j fu&sewj th~j qei/aj; 
Apollonius, Conica 1.2: e0nto_j tou~ ku&klou; 1.10: e0nto_j pesei=tai tou~ 
kw&nou; 1.17: e0nto_j pesei=tai th~j grammh~j; Archimedes, De sphaera et 
cylindro 1.10.16: e0nto_j tou~ kw&nou; De lineis spiralibus 2.34.14: e0nto&j e0sti 
ta~j e3likoj; De planorum aequilibriis 2.81.1: e0nto_j ei]men dei= tou~ 
sxh&matoj; Euclides, Catoptrica 12: e0nto_j th~j sumptw&sewj kei=tai 
tw~n o1yewn; Polybius 1.40.4=8.28.9: e0nto_j tw~n pulw~n; 2.55.3: e0nto_j 
tw~n teixw~n; 8.3.5: e0nto_j th~j po&lewj; Hipparchus, In Arati et Eudoxi 
Phaenomena 1.4.9: e0nto_j tou~ ko&smou; Apollonius Paradoxographus, His-
toriae mirabiles 5.2: e0nto_j tou~ lime/noj; Posidonius fr. 8 Theiler: th~j 
e0nto_j qala&tthj kai\ th~j e0kto/j; fr. 194b: e0nto_j tw~n pulw~n; Philo, 
Legum allegoriae 1.60: ou1te ei0 e0nto_j ou1te ei0 e0kto&j e0sti tou~ 
paradei/sou; De somniis 1.184: h2 e0nto_j tou~ ko&smou h2 e0kto_j au)tou~ 
metako&smio&n tina; De vita Mosis 2.34: e0nto_j tei/xouj; De Decalogo 43: 
e0nto_j th~j fu&sewj; De specialibus legibus 2.116: ai9 me\n kata_ po&leij 
e0nto_j teixw~n ei0sin, ai9 d' e0n a)groi=j e1cw tei/xouj; 4.21: e0nto_j tou~ 
tei/xouj; De Providentia fr. 2: teixw~n e0nto/j; Josephus, Antiquitates 3.114: 
e0nto_j de\ tw~n pulw~n; 8.376: e0nto_j tw~n teixw~n; 14.470=Bellum 4.8: 
e0nto_j tou~ tei/xouj; Plutarch, Numa 10.4: e0nto_j th~j po&lewj; Publicola 
23.5: e0nto_j a1steoj. 
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the sense of “on this side, closer than,” as citra, citerior in Latin (as 
opposed to e)kto/j = ultra, ulterior), e.g., in Hecataeus fr. 119 Jacoby: 
ta_ e0nto_j 0Isqmou~ kai\ ta_ e0kto/j; Herodotus 
1.6=1.28=5.102=Thucydides 1.16=Isocrates Panegyricus 144: e)nto\j 
3Aluoj, and a number of other occurrences over the centuries.12 It 
can also correspond to interior, e.g., in Strabo 1.1.10: th~j 
qala&tthj th~j e0nto&j. The same meaning, “within, closer,” but 
transposed to time is “within, before,” e.g., in Herodotus 2.11: 
e0nto&j ge dismuri/wn e0te/wn; Thucydides 4.28.4 and 4.39.3: e)nto\j 
ei1kosin h(merw=n, “within twenty days”; Xenophon, Anabasis 7.5.9: 
e0nto_j o)li/gwn h(merw~n, and very many other occurrences up to 
the first century A.D.13 With numbers or measures, “within” as-
sumes the meaning of “under, less than:” e.g., e0nto_j ei1kosin in 
Aristophanes, Ecclesiazusae 984; e0nto_j a)konti/smatoj in Xeno-
phon, Hellenica 4.4.16; e0nto_j pollw~n stadi/wn in Cynegeticus 12.7; 

                                                      
12 See Herodotus 8.47; 4.46: e)nto\j tou= Po&ntou; 4:173: e0nto_j th~j 

Su&rtioj; Thucydides 2.9.2: e0nto_j 0Isqmou~; Plato, Timaeus 25C: e)nto\j 
o3rwn (Hraklei/wn; Aristotle, Meteorologica 354a11: e0nto_j 9Hraklei/wn 
sthlw~n; Polybius, Historiae 10.6.7: e0nto_j tou~ potamou~; 10.7.3=10.35.3: 
e0nto_j 1Ibhroj potamou~; 10.7.5: e0nto_j 9Hraklei/wn sthlw~n; Posi-
donius fr. 27 Theiler: th~j e9kate/rwqen qala&tthj, th~j te e0nto_j kai\ 
th~j e0kto&j; Philo, De Abrahamo 226: ta& te e0kto_j kai\ e0nto_j Eu)fra&tou; 
De specialibus legibus 1.158: ai9 me\n e0kto_j ai9 de\ e0nto_j 0Iorda&nou tou~ 
potamou~; Strabo 1.2.10: e0nto_j tou~ Tau&rou; 
2.5.24=2.5.31=15.3.23=17.3.25: e0nto_j 3Aluoj; 3.3.2=3.5.3: e0nto_j 
sthlw~n; 3.4.10: e0nto_j tw~n te Purhnai/wn o)rw~n; 4.3.4: e0nto_j tou~ 
9Rh&nou; 5.1.3: e0nto_j  1Alpewn; 5.1.11: e0nto_j tou~ Pa&dou; Josephus, An-
tiquitates 15.95=Bellum 1.362: e0nto_j  0Eleuqe/rou potamou~; Plutarch, Cato 
Maior 10: h( e)nto\j (Ispani/a = Hispania Citerior. 

13 Xenophon, Cynegeticus 4.11: e)nto\j e(spe/raj “within the evening,” 
“before (the end of) the evening”; Antiphon, De caede Herodis 69 = 
Cratinus fr. 189.1: e0nto_j ou) pollou~ xro&nou; Plato, Timaeus 18D: th~j 
prepou&shj e0nto_j h(liki/aj; Hippocrates, De purgantibus 72=De diebus 
judicatoriis 9: e0nto_j tessareskai/deka h(merw~n; Isocrates, Aegineticus 22: 
e0nto_j tria&konq' h(merw~n; Evagoras 64: e0nto_j triw~n e0tw~n; Archidamus 
46: e0nto_j triw~n mhnw~n; Xenophon, Hellenica 3.3.4: e0nto_j pe/nq' 
h(merw~n; Athenaion Politeia 48.4: e0nto_j g & h(merw~n; 49: e0nto_j triw~n 
mhnw~n; Plato, Timaeus 18D: th=j prepou/shj e)nto\j h(liki/aj, “within 
the fitting limits of age”; Leges 914E: e0nto_j triw~n h(merw~n; Philo, De 
specialibus legibus 2.121=Quaestiones in Genesim 2 fr. 5b=De numeris fr. 122: 
e)nto\j e)niautou=; 3.205: e0nto_j h(merw~n e9pta&; 4.4: e0nto_j e9ptaeti/aj; 
Josephus, Antiquitates 16.344: e0nto_j h(merw~n tria&konta; Plutarch, Ca-
millus 31.3: e0nto_j e0niautou~. 
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e)nto\j draxmw=n penth/konta in Plato, Leges 253B, etc.14 Like-
wise, with degrees of relationships “within” assumes the meaning 
of “closer than,” e.g., in Plato, Leges 871B e)nto\j a)neyio/thtoj, 
“closer than cousins,” literally “within the relationship of cousins.” 
And being e)nto\j e(autou= (e.g., Herodotus 1.119; 7.47; Demosthe-
nes, Contra Phormionem 35 and 49; Philo, De gigantibus 38) means 
being “in one’s mind, in one’s senses or capacities,” as opposed to 
being “out of one’s mind, mad,” or “terribly scared.” With double 
genitive, e)nto/j means “within” in the sense, “between one thing 
and another,” e.g., in Herodotus 8.47: e0nto_j oi0khme/noi 
Qesprwtw~n kai\  0Axe/rontoj potamou~. There seems to be a 
strong coherence in the meaning of e)nto/j as “within,” and sub-
stantially no development along the centuries: the sense “among” is 
practically unattested,15 whereas the main and most important 
meaning of e)nto/j is surely “within, inside.” I have already demon-
strated in section [9] that this is also the only meaning that e)nto/j 
bears in the LXX and indeed in the whole Bible. Also, it is reveal-
ing that ta\ e)nto/j means “the inner parts,” those which are within a 
person (e.g., Thucydides 2.49), and that as an adverb e)nto/j always 
means “within, inside,” including those cases in which it assumes 
the function of an adjective or a noun: Iliad 10.10: trome/onto de/ 
oi9 fre/nej e0nto&j: 12.8: e0nto_j e1xon; 18.512: e0nto_j e1ergen; 
24.544=22.121=2.845=2.617= Hesiodus, Opera et dies 269 and 
Theogonia 751: e0nto_j e0e/rgei; Iliad 2.845: e)nto\j e)e/rgein; Odyssey 
2.341: e0nto_j e1xontej; 7.88: e0nto_j e1ergon; 12.225: e0nto_j de\ 
puka&zoien sfe/aj au)tou&j; 17:11: plh~sqen d' a1ra oi9 me/le' 
e0nto/j; Hesiod, Theogonia 159: e)nto\j stonaxi/zeto; fragment 
343.18: ai0gi/da poih&sasa fobe/straton e1ntoj; Hymn to Hermes 
251: e0nto_j e1xousin; Hymn to Apollo 30: e0nto_j e1xei, and so on, 
with a great many occurrences, until the first century A.D., where 
e)nto/j is often opposed to e)kto/j and e1cw.16 Likewise, it is signifi-

                                                      
14 Aristotle, Metaphysica 1084a34: e0nto_j th~j deka&doj; Demosthenes, 

De corona 38: e0nto_j stadi/wn e9kato_n ei1kosi; Agatharchides, De mari 
Erythraeo 26: oi9 e0nto_j tw~n tria&konta e0tw~n, “those who are less than 
thirty”; Philo, De opificio mundi 91=Legum allegoriae 1.15=De numeris fr. 
40=43b: e0nto_j deka&doj; Strabo 16.2.36. 

15 One apparent exception is Xenophon, Hipparchicus 5.13: e1sti de\ 
pezou_j ou) mo&non e0nto_j a)lla_ kai\ o1pisqen i9ppe/wn a)pokru&yasqai. 
However, here “among the knights” is understood as “inside the cavalry,” 
as is often the case in Greek (where “cavalry” is expressed by i(ppei=j 
more often than with singular abstract nouns, which are much rarer).  

16 Aeschylus, Septem contra Thebas 968: e0nto_j de\ kardi/a ste/nei; 
Empedocles fr. 86: to_ e0nto_j fw~j u(po_ tou~ e0kto&j; Herodotus 3.116: 



272 Ilaria Ramelli 

                                                                                                          
xw/rhn e)nto\j a)pe/rgein; 6.79: ou)k w3rwn oi9 e0nto_j tou_j e0kto_j o3 ti 
e1prhsson; 6.134: o3 ti dh_ poih&sonta e0nto&j; 9.22: e0nto_j qw&rhka ei]xe 
xru&seon; Thucydides 1.93.5: e0nto_j de\ ou1te xa&lic ou1te phlo_j h}n; 
2.78.1: ta&froj de\ e0nto&j te h}n kai\ e1cwqen; 5.2.4: e0nto_j boulo&menoj 
poih~sai; 6.75.1: e0nto_j poihsa&menoi; 6.100.2: e0nto_j poihsa&menoi; 
7.25.5: e0nto_j o(rmoi=en; 7.78.2: e0nto_j ei]xon; Ctesias, fr. 1b.465 Jacoby: 
e3kaston de\ tou&twn ei]xen e0nto_j a1ndra; Democritus, fr. 135: o3tan de\ 
e0nto_j ge/nhtai ... e0kto_j poiei= th_n ai1sqhsin, ou3tw kai\ e0nto&j; Xeno-
phon, Hellenica 5.4.41: ta_ e0nto_j e1temne kai\ e1kae me/xri tou~ a1stewj; 
Cyropaedia 7.5.24: o3tan d' e0nto_j genw&meqa; Corpus Hippocraticum, De 
natura ossium 18: katedu&sato e0j to_ e0nto/j; 19: e0j ta_ koi=la ta_ e0nto/j; 
Plato, Protagoras 334C; Symposium 216E: ta_ e0nto_j a)ga&lmata, meaning 
“the statues in their inside”; Sophista 230C: ta_ e0mpodi/zonta e0nto&j tij 
e0kba&lh|; 252C: e0nto_j u(pofqeggo&menon; Meno 85A: a)pote/tmhken 
e0nto&j; Timaeus 45E: ta_j e0nto_j kinh&seij; 85C: kaqeirgnume/nh d' 
e0nto/j; 85E: tro&mon e0nto_j pare/xei; 86E: e0nto_j de\ ei9llo&menoi; 91D: 
e0nto_j e0kqre/ywntai; Phaedrus 279B, where e)nto/j is opposed to e1cwqen, 
as in Critias 116A; Cratylus 432B: ta_ e0nto/j; 427C, where e)nto/j is equated 
with e1ndon, and Parmenides 138E, where it is opposed to e1cw as in Philebus 
46E (toi=j e0nto_j pro_j ta_ tw~n e1cw), in Timaeus 46A, in Respublica 
588D, and in Respublica 414B, where it is opposed to e1cwqen; Timaeus 
88E, where it is opposed to e)kto/j, “outside”; Respublica 414D: u(po_ gh~j 
e0nto_j platto&menoi kai\ trefo&menoi; 401D, where to_ e0nto_j th~j 
yuxh~j is the innermost soul; Aristotle, Analytica 66a14 Bekker, where 
e)nto/j is opposed to e)kto/j; De caelo 272b15 Bekker: peri/eisin a3pasan 
th_n e0nto&j; 281a10: ta_ mo&ria ta_ e0nto&j; De generatione animalium 716b18–
23: e0nto_j d' e1xei tou&touj ... tau~ta pa&nta e0nto_j e1xei; 717b33, where 
e)nto/j is opposed to e1cw; 719a31, where it is opposed to e0kto&j, as in 
741b25, 753a4, and 757a29; 728b9: ka&mptei ta_ o)pi/sqia ske/lh e0nto&j; 
Historia animalium 492a9: h2 e0kto_j sfo&dra h2 e0nto_j h2 me/swj; 497b1: Ta_ 
me\n ou}n mo&ria kai\ ta_ e0nto&j kai\ ta_ e0kto&j; 502a4: glw~ttan d' e1xei 
mikra&n te sfo&dra kai\ e0nto&j, w3ste e1rgon e0sti\n i0dei=n; 504b18: ou1t' 
e0nto_j ou1t' e0kto&j; 528a4: to_ d' o1strakon e0kto&j, e0nto_j d' ou)de\n 
sklhro&n; 559a18: e0kto_j me\n to_ leuko&n, e0nto_j de\ to_ w)xro&n; 621a7: 
e0ktre/petai ta_ e0nto_j e0kto&j ... ei]q' ou3twj ei0stre/petai pa&lin e0nto&j; 
Magna moralia 1.15.1: w{n d' e0nto_j kai\ e0n au)toi=j h( ai0ti/a, ou) bi/a, where 
e)nto/j means inside, in the interiority of one’s soul and will; Mechanica 
856b24: h( me\n e0kto&j, h( de\ e0nto&j; Theophrastus, Historia Plantarum 1.1.4: 
h2 kata_ ta_ e1cw mo&ria kai\ th_n o3lhn morfh_n h2 kata_ ta_ e0nto&j; 4.7.5: 
to_ d' e0nto_j suneli/ttetai; 6.6.4.11: ta_ me\n e0kto_j ta_ d' e0nto&j; De sensu 
et sensibilibus 8: e0panisou~sqai ga_r au)toi=j to_ e0nto_j fw~j u(po_ tou~ 
e0kto&j; De causis plantarum 6.10.7: e0kkrino&menon a)po_ tou~ e0nto&j; Ar-
chimedes, De conoidibus et sphaeroidibus 1.190.2: ai9 me\n ... e0kto_j pi/ptonti, 
ai9 de\ e0pi\ qa&tera e0nto&j; Euclides, Elementa 1 demonstratio 18: e0pei\ 
trigw&nou tou~ BGD e0kto&j e0sti gwni/a h( u(po_ ADB, mei/zwn e0sti\ th~j 
e0nto/j: 1 demonstratio 28: eu)qei=a e0mpi/ptousa th_n e0kto_j gwni/an th|~ 
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cant that all other derivates from e)nto/j have meanings that are 
connected, not with “among,” but with “within:” e)nto/sarkej, 
according to Hesichius, s.v., are the fleshly parts inside the body and 
correspond to ta\ e)nto/j (which in Thucydides 2.49.2 and Aesop 
Fab. 89.1; 188.1–3 precisely indicates the inner parts of the body); 
e1ntosqe and e1ntosqen always mean “from within” or “from the 
inside,” not “from among” (e.g., Iliad 22.237; Odyssey 1.380; 2.424; 
Lucian Vera Historia 1.24). The nouns e)ntosqi/dia and e)nto/sqia 
(or e)ndo/sqia) and the adjectives e)ntosqi/dioj and e)nto/sqioj re-
spectively mean “entrails” and “intestine” (e.g., Aristotle De Partibus 
Animalium 684b32; 685a3; Timaeus of Locris 100b; Galen 14.42; 
Hesychius, Etymologicum Magnum 345.21). Of these, e)ndo/sqia is 
also attested in the Septuagint (Ex 12:9), like e)nto/teroj, “inner,” 
in Es 4:11: th\n au)lh\n th\n e)ntote/ran. Therefore, in the light of 
the meaning of e)nto/j in all of Greek literature preceding the New 
Testament and contemporaneous with it, it is clear that it means 
“within, inside,” and not “among” (which, as I have shown, in the 
New Testament is always expressed with e)n me/sw| + genitive). 
Thus, it comes as no surprise that in Liddell-Scott, p. 577a, pre-
cisely for Luke 17:21 the translation of e)nto\j u(mw=n that is offered 
is: “in your hearts.” Thus, not “among you,” but “inside you.” In-
deed, the reason for the modern translation “the Kingdom of God 
is among you,” against most ancient and early modern versions and 
interpretations, seems to be first of all the lack of consideration for 
the meaning of e)nto/j in the Bible and in Greek literature.  

  Moreover, some contextual, conceptual, and theological 
arguments further support the interpretation of Luke 17:21 I advo-
cate.17 First of all, the fact that in Luke 17 Jesus is addressing the 

                                                                                                          
e0nto/j; 3 demonstratio 13: e0a&n te e0nto_j e0a&n te e0kto_j e0fa&pthtai; Ni-
cander, Alexipharmaca 287: pneu~ma e0nto_j u(pobrome/ei; Posidonius fr. 
463 Theiler: h( me\n e0nto&j, h( de\ e0kto_j e1stai; Oracula Sibyllina 8.370: 
e0nto_j e0w_n sigw~; Philo, De opificio mundi 118: ta& t' e0kto_j kai\ e0nto_j 
me/rh … ta_ d' e0nto_j lego&mena spla&gxna; De plantatione 30: o3sa 
e0nto&j te kai\ e0kto&j; De aeternitate mundi 22: dittw~n ou)sw~n fqora~j 
ai0tiw~n, th~j me\n e0nto_j th~j de\ e0kto&j; Quaestiones in Exodum fr. 32: 
0Ento_j fe/rei to_n o1leqron o( th|~ kaki/a| suzw~n; Strabo, 1.3.6: to_ e1cw 
pe/lagoj tw|~ e0nto/j; 1.3.17: th_n e0kto_j qa&lattan th|~ e0nto&j; see also 
3.1.7; Josephus, Antiquitates 2.250: h( ga_r po&lij e0nto_j ou}sa; 2.304: tw~n 
e0nto_j diafqeirome/nwn; 2.343: o( tw~n Ai0gupti/wn strato_j a3paj 
e0nto_j h}n; 3.135: xrusw|~ de\ ta& t' e0nto_j kai\ ta_ e1cwqen perielh&lato 
pa~sa; 14.60: toi=j e0nto&j, “those who were inside.” 

17 On Luke’s theology see most recently J. B. Green, The Theology of the 
Gospel of Luke (Cambridge: University Press, 1995); P. Pokorny, Theologie 
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Pharisees fits perfectly well with Jesus’ declaration that the King-
dom is an interior reality (e)nto\j u(mw=n) rather than a visible and 
exterior one, and thence it is impossible to say that it is here or 
there and to spy on its coming, because it is a spiritual and interior 
reality, already present in the spiritual dimension and to be com-
pletely fulfilled in the eskhaton (as is strongly suggested by the im-
mediately following Luke passage, which is eschatological). Indeed, 
this stress on interiority is perfectly appropriate to the addressees of 
this logion, since the Pharisees are notoriously accused by Jesus 
precisely of giving importance only to exteriority and ostensibility, 
formal practices and human glory. Jesus, instead, emphasizes that 
God’s Kingdom is interior, invisible, impossible to locate in one 
place or another, in that it is of a spiritual nature (compare also 
John 18:36: “My Kingdom is not of this world”). What is more, as 
I have pointed out, the only other occurrence of e)nto/j in the New 
Testament, in Matt 23:26, is precisely found in an exhortation ad-
dressed by Jesus to the Pharisees, and focused precisely on the con-
trast between interiority and exteriority, e)nto/j vs. e)kto/j (“Blind 
Pharisee, first cleanse the internal part [to\ e)nto/j] of the glass, that 
the external part [to\ e)kto/j], too, may be clean.”). This seems to 
me highly significant and further supports my contention. 

  Luke repeatedly contrasts this world with the Kingdom;18 as a 
consequence, it is perfectly consistent with the Lucan opposition 
between this world and the Kingdom that the latter is said by Jesus 
to be “inside you, in your spirit.” In fact, especially in Luke 16—the 
chapter that immediately precedes the one in which Luke 17:21 is 
located—the Kingdom of God seems to be contrasted with this 
                                                                                                          
der lukanischen Schriften (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998); 
documentation in F. Bovon, Luc le théologien (Geneva: Labor et Fides, 
2006), who offers an overview of the last fifty years of scholarship, includ-
ing a great deal on soteriology in Luke.  

18 On the Kingdom of God in Luke and in the Gospels I refer to Y. 
Cho, Spirit and Kingdom in the Writings of Luke and Paul: An Attempt to Recon-
cile these Concepts (Waynesboro, GA: Paternoster, 2005), to Y.-S. Ahn, The 
Reign of God and Rome in Luke’s Passion Narrative (Leiden: Brill, 2006), and to 
the documentation collected by L. D. Chrupkala, The Kingdom of God: A 
Bibliography of Twentieth-Century Research (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing 
Press, 2007). The Kingdom of God is characterized by peace, on which 
Luke’s theology is focused, according to J. Grassi, Peace on Earth: Roots and 
Practices from Luke’s Gospel (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2004). On 
the peculiarities due to Luke’s own source (called L in the Q hypothesis) 
see K. Paffenroth, The Story of Jesus According to L (Sheffield: Academic 
Press, 1997); see also B. Shellard, New Light on Luke: Its Purpose, Sources and 
Literary Context (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002).  
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world, with its cleverness and its richness.19 This is clear in particu-
lar in the contrast between the “children of this world” and the 
“children of light,” in the saying about serving two masters, in the 
opposition between God and mammon (v. 13) and Dives and 
Lazarus (v. 19ff.), and in the remark on the Pharisees who love 
richness (v. 14). The polarity between this world and God’s King-
dom is insisted on in many other Luke passages, such as 18:16—
notably, in the chapter that immediately follows that of Luke 
17:21—where the Kingdom of God is said to belong to those who 
are like children, or 4:6, where the power, glory, and richness of 
this world are said to be in the hands of the devil. The opposition 
between this world and the Kingdom is patent in Luke 12:31, with 
the exhortation to pursue the Kingdom of God rather than the 
things of this world, and in the beatitudes, where, in Luke’s account 
(6:20ff.), Jesus systematically contrasts this world with the King-
dom, which belongs to the poor, to those who are starving, who 
cry, who are hated and insulted, in opposition to the rich, to those 
who are sated, who laugh, who enjoy glory from this world. A simi-
lar antithesis is clear in Luke 8:25 between acquiring the whole of 
this world (ko/smoj) and losing oneself, and in 8:29–30 between 
God’s Kingdom and all the rest: in order to enter the Kingdom one 
must leave everything else. Luke stresses Jesus’ work of announcing 
the good news of God’s Kingdom. So, for example, in Luke 4:43 
Jesus declares, eu)aggeli/sasqai/ me dei= th\n basilei/an tou= 
Qeou=, “I must spread the Good News of the Kingdom of God” 
(cf. also Luke 16:16, which corresponds to Luke 4:43 but in the 
passive); in Luke 8:1 Jesus is khru/sswn kai\ eu)aggelizo/menoj 
th\n basilei/an tou= Qeou=, “announcing and proclaiming the 
Good News of the Kingdom of God,” and in 7:23: ptwxoi\ 
eu)aggeli/zontai, “the poor are announced the Good News” by 
Jesus.20 The proclamation of the Kingdom is also extended to the 
Twelve (Luke 9:2) and the Seventy-Two (Luke 10:9), and is a work 
of Jesus’ disciples (in Luke 9:60 Jesus says to a man whom he wants 
to be his disciple: dia/ggelle th\n basilei/an tou= Qeou=, “pro-
claim the Kingdom of God!”). There seems to be not only an op-
position between this world and the Kingdom, but also a tension, 
                                                      

19 Attention to the proclamation of the Kingdom by Jesus precisely in 
these chapters of Luke is paid by F. Bovon, L’évangile selon saint Luc 15,1–
19,27 (Genève: Labor et Fides, 2001).  

20 On Jesus’ proclamation of the Kingdom see E. P. Meadors, Jesus the 
Messianic Herald of Salvation (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995). Also, M. Par-
sons, Luke: Storyteller, Interpreter, Evangelist (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 
2007). 
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or better a complementarity, between present and future in respect 
to the realization of God’s Kingdom: whereas in Luke 17:21 it is 
said to be already present (but in spirit, as I argue21), in Luke 13:28 
the accent seems more on eschatology: Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, the 
prophets, and the gentiles will be in God’s Kingdom.22 Thus, if the 
Kingdom is presented by Luke as something that is to be fully real-
ized in the other world, and if it is often contrasted with this 
world,23 it is all the more probable that in Luke 17:21 the Kingdom 
of God is said by Jesus to be “inside you,” i.e., in your spirit, not in 
this world. Even if the alternative interpretation “among you” does 
not automatically mean “in this world,” the representation of the 
Kingdom as opposed to this world and oriented to eschatology fits 
better with the declaration that the Kingdom is inside the believers, 
in their spirit. Indeed, in the Lucan context the Kingdom of God is 
presented as a spiritual reality, as opposed to this world, and as es-
chatologically oriented.  

  An important parallel to my interpretation also comes from the 
above-mentioned Gospel of Thomas, which is composed of a series of 
logia of Jesus, and is often related by scholars to the Q source of the 
synoptic gospels24 (at least in the Q hypothesis, which in source 

                                                      
21 The spiritual life depicted by Luke and analyzed by J. L. Resseguie, 

Spiritual Landscape: Images of the Spiritual Life in the Gospel of Luke (Peabody, 
MA: Hendrickson, 2004) is precisely the dimension of the Kingdom.  

22 On the eschatological and, at the same time, present nature of the 
Kingdom in Luke see L. D. Chrupkala, Il Regno opera della Trinità nel Van-
gelo di Luca (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 1998), 192; 198. Cf. also 
B. Noack, Das Gottesreich bei Lukas (Lund-Uppsala: Gleerup, 1948); G. F. 
Hawthorne, “The Essential Nature of the Kingdom of God” (WestmTJ 25 
[1963]): 35–47; H. Hartl, “Die Aktualität des Gottesreiches nach Lk 
17,20f.” in H. Merklein & J. Lange (Hrsg.), Biblische Randbemerkungen. 
Schülerfestschrift für R. Schnackenburg zum 60. Geburtstag (Würzburg: Echter, 
1974), 25–30; A. Feuillet, “La double venue du règne de Dieu et du Fils de 
l’homme en Luc XVII,20–XVIII,8” (RThom 81 [1981]): 5–33. 

On Lukan eschatology see, e.g., E. E. Ellis, “La fonction de 
l’eschatologie dans l’évangile de Luc,” in F. Neirynck (ed.), L’évangile de Luc 
(Leuven: University Press / Uitgeverij Peeters, 1989), 51–65; S. L. Bridge, 
‘Where the Eagles are Gathered’: The Deliverance of the Elect in Lukan Eschatology 
(Sheffield: Academic Press, 2003). 

23 On the theology of the Kingdom in Luke and its relation to escha-
tology see I. Ramelli, “Luke 16:16: The Good News of the Kingdom is 
Proclaimed and Everyone is Forced into it” (JBL 127,4 [2008]): 747–68. 

24 See G. Quispel, “The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament” 
(VC 11 [1957]): 189–207; R. McL. Wilson, review of W. Schrage, “Das 
Verhältnis des Thomas-Evangeliums zur synoptischen Tradition” (VC 20 
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criticism flanks the Farrar-Goulder and the Griesbach hypotheses, 
and other minor ones).25 Moreover, it shows a particular closeness 
to the materials that are peculiar to Luke, among which there is also 
Jesus’ statement h( basilei/a tou= Qeou= e)nto\j u(mw=n e)sti.26 Its 
Syriac, and specifically Edessan origin, is debated.27 In Logion 3 
                                                                                                          
[1966[): 118–23; J.-D. Kaestli, “L’évangile de Thomas: son importance 
pour l’étude des paroles de Jésus” (ETR 54 [1979]): 375–96; M. Lelyveld, 
Les Logia de la Vie dans l’Évangile selon Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1987); H. 
Koester and S. J. Patterson, “The Gospel of Thomas: Does it Contain 
Authentic Sayings of Jesus?” (BRev 6 [1990]): 28–39; H. MG. Ross, Thirty 
Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Longmead: Element Books, 1990); K. R. 
Snodgrass, “The Gospel of Thomas: A Secondary Gospel” (SecCent 7 
[1990]): 19–38; C. M. Tuckett, “Q and Thomas: Evidence of a Primitive 
Wisdom Gospel?” (EThL 67 [1991]): 346–60; Id., “Das Thomasevan-
gelium und die synoptischen Evangelien” (BThZ 12 [1995]): 186–200; R. 
Valantasis, The Gospel of Thomas (London-New York: Routledge, 1997); R. 
Uro, Neither Here Nor There. Lk 17.20–21 and Related Sayings in Thomas, 
Mark, and Q (Claremont: Institute for Antiquity and Christianity, 1990); 
Id., “Thomas and the Oral Gospel Tradition,” in Id. (ed.), Thomas at the 
Crossroads (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 33–64; H. M. Schenke, On the 
Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas (Claremont: Institute for Antiq-
uity and Christianity, 1998). N. Perrin, Thomas, The Other Gospel (Louisville: 
Westminster John Knox, 2007) also offers a good overview of major 
scholarship on Thomas, like S. J. Patterson, “The Gospel of Thomas and 
Historical Jesus Research” in Coptica-Gnostica-Manichaica (eds. L. Pain-
chaud-P.H. Poirier; Québec: Université de Laval / Louvain: Peeters, 
2006): 663–684. 

25 For a useful summary of these source-critical hypotheses see L. M. 
White, From Jesus to Christianity (San Francisco: Harper Collins, 2004), 112–
15. 

26 See especially H. Schürmann, “Das Thomasevangelium und das lu-
kanische Sondergut” (BZ 7 [1963]): 236–60; B. Dehandschutter, 
“L’évangile selon Thomas: témoin d’une tradition prélucanienne?” in F. 
Neirynck (ed.), L’évangile de Luc (Leuven: University Press / Uitgeverij 
Peeters, 1989), 197–207. 

27 See B. Ehlers, “Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Edessa stam-
men?” (NovT 12 [1970]): 284–317; A. F. J. Klijn, “Christianity in Edessa 
and the Gospel of Thomas” (NovT 14 [1972]): 70–77; B. Dehandschutter, 
“Le lieu d’origine de l’Évangile selon Thomas” (OLP 6 [1975]): 125–31. 
Elaine Pagels thinks that the Gospel of John was written as a response to 
that of Thomas, which dates back to the 1st century; Perrin argues for the 
late 2nd century, and for a Syriac original version, depending not on the 
Synoptic Gospels, but on Tatian’s Diatessaron: see his Thomas, The Other 
Gospel and already his Thomas and Tatian (Atlanta: SBL, 2002), and: J. 
Helderman and S. J. Noorda (eds.), Early Transmission of the Words of Jesus. 
Thomas, Tatian, and the Text of the New Testament (Amsterdam: VU Uit-



278 Ilaria Ramelli 

Jesus is speaking precisely of the Kingdom of God, and he says: “It 
is inside you.” The whole logion reads: “Jesus said: If those who lead 
you should say to you, ‘Behold, the Kingdom is in heaven,’ then 
the birds of heaven will precede you.’ If they say to you, ‘It is in the 
sea,’ then the fish will precede you. But the Kingdom is inside you, 
and it is <not> outside you. If you know [sc. recognize] yourselves, 
you will be recognized, and you will understand that you are the 
children of the Living Father. If, instead, you will not know your-
selves, you dwell in poverty and it is you who are that poverty.” 
Another Kingdom logion in the same writing points to the same 
understanding of the Kingdom of God, which Jesus here calls “the 
Kingdom of the Father,” as an interior reality. For Jesus, when 
asked when the Kingdom will come, makes it clear that the King-
dom is not in time or space (“It will not come by waiting, nor will it 
be a matter of saying, ‘Here it is,’ or ‘There it is’”), and that, al-
though it is already present, it is invisible: “People do not see it” 
(Logion 113).28 Now, lack of dimensionality and invisibility are 
typical of a spiritual reality. And when Jesus says, “The Kingdom of 
God is inside you,” he is certainly indicating a spiritual reality.  

  Strong additional support to the interpretation of Luke 17:21 I 
advocate also comes from Syriac and Greek Patristic exegesis. The 
ancient Fathers of the Church who comment on this passage are 
unanimous in understanding it as meaning, “The Kingdom of God 
is inside you.” Again, this per se does not necessarily demonstrate 
that this must be the right translation, but it certainly demonstrates 
that it was possible to understand the expression under investiga-
tion in the way I propose to understand it, and that it was indeed 
understood in this way by virtually all Syriac and Greek ancient 
exegetes who commented on this passage. Among them, especially 
the Greek exegetes knew Greek very well, were Greek-speaking, 
steeped in ancient rhetorical culture, and much closer than we are 
to koine. The so-called Ephraem Graecus (a Greek translation of 
works by Ephrem, stemming from the fourth century, although not 

                                                                                                          
geverij, 1983); M. Desjardins, “Where Was the Gospel of Thomas Writ-
ten?” (Toronto Journal of Theology 8 [1992]): 121–33. A high dating of the 
Gospel of Thomas is supported by P. J. Williams, “Alleged Syriac Catch-
words in the Gospel of Thomas,” VigChr 63 (2009) 71–82, who denies 
that it depends on Tatian’s Diatessaron and thinks it may be much earlier. 

28 On the Kingdom parables in the Gospel of Thomas see L. Cer-
faux, “Les parables du Royaume dans l’Évangile de Thomas" (Mus 70 
[1957]): 311–27.  
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always reliable from the point of view of Ephrem’s paternity)29 in 
Consilium de vita spiritali ad monachum novitium, 55,30 states that divine 
activity, as opposed to spiritual laziness, does not consist in bodily 
movement, “because the Kingdom of God is inside us,” that is, an 
interior and spiritual reality. And in his Institutio ad monachos, 
343.12,31 he comments that “the very fact that God’s Kingdom is 
inside us” means “the heavenly joy of the Spirit being active in the 
soul that is worthy of it.” Among the Greek Fathers, Origen inter-
prets the indwelling Kingdom of God as the Logos that the Chris-
tian has in him/herself everywhere: ti/ ga_r a)ll' h2 to_n lo&gon to_n 
pantaxou~ o( a3gioj du&natai e1xein e0n e9autw|~; h( ga_r basilei/a 
tw~n ou)ranw~n e0nto_j u(mw~n e0sti (Homilies on Jeremiah, 18.2). The 
same exegesis is maintained in his Commentary on John, 19.12.78: the 
Kingdom of God is inside us when “we keep in ourselves the seeds 
and principles of truth that have been sowed in our soul” ((H 
basilei/a tou~ qeou~ e0nto_j u(mw~n e0sti/n: kai\ o3son ge sw&zomen 
ta_ e0nspare/nta h(mw~n th|~ yuxh|~ th~j a)lhqei/aj spe/rmata kai\ 
ta_j a)rxa_j au)th~j, ou)de/pw a)pelh&luqen a)f' h(mw~n o( lo&goj). 
Thus, e)nto\j u(mw=n is understood as “in the interiority of your 
soul.” In his Homilies on Luke, 36, preserved in Latin, Origen spe-
cifically deals with Luke 17:21 and interprets e)nto\j u(mw=n as “in-
side you,” and precisely “in your heart:” Non omnibus Salvator dicit: 
Regnum Dei intra vos est, siquidem in peccatoribus regnum peccati est et ab-
sque ulla ambiguitate aut regnum Dei i n  c o r d e  n o s t r o  imperat aut peccati 
... videbimus utrum Dei imperium regnet i n  n o b i s  aut imperium delictorum. 
Didymus the Blind, who was deeply influenced by Origen, in Frag-
ments on Psalms, 977.17, equates the indwelling Kingdom of God 
with the rational faculty of the human being, or, as an alternative, 
with the tranquil condition of the inner faculties,32 with virtue and 
knowledge of God and the image of God in us, the true Good: o( 
swth_r toi=j du&namin a)reth~j kai\ gnw&sewj qei/aj 
metalabou~sin e1fh: 9H basilei/a tou~ qeou~ e0nto_j u(mw~n e0sti, 

                                                      
29 On the so-called Ephraem Graecus see D. Hemmerdinger-Iliadou, 

“Ephrem Grec,” Dictionnaire de Spiritualité 6, 800–19. 
30 Edition in K. G. Phrantzoles, 9Osi/ou 0Efrai/m tou~ Su&rou e1rga, 

vol. 2 (Thessalonica: To Perivoli tis Panagias, 1989): 209–51. 
31 Edition in K. G. Phrantzoles, 9Osi/ou 0Efrai/m tou~ Su&rou e1rga, 

vol. 5 (Thessalonica: To Perivoli tis Panagias, 1994): 300–70. 
32 0Ento_j de\ au)tou~ kalei= pa~san th_n logikh_n tou~ a)nqrw&pou 

du&namin. ou3tw ga_r a)kouste/on kai\ tou~ swth~roj le/gonto&j tisin  
9H basilei/a tw~n ou)ranw~n e0nto_j u(mw~n e0sti. kai\ ou3tw qew&rhson 
ta_ e0nto_j kata_ dia&noian a1llhn: o3tan ta_j duna&meij e1xwmen 
h(suxazou&saj. 
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mononouxi\ le/gwn:  [Hj zhtw~ par' u(mw~n pi/stewj kai\ a)reth~j 
ta_j a)forma_j e0n e9autoi=j e1xete, logikoi\ kai\ kat' ei0ko&na qeou~ 
gegenhme/noi: o3qen mh_ e1cw e9autw~n zhtei=te to_ a)gaqo&n 
(977.23). Here e0nto_j u(mw~n is explicitly equated with e0n e9autoi=j 
and opposed to e1cw e9autw~n, thus denoting a completely interior 
and spiritual reality. And in his Commentary on Job (5.1–6.29), 141.23, 
Didymus identifies the indwelling Kingdom of God with each 
one’s attitude to virtue: h( basilei/a tw~n ou)ranw~n e0nto_j u(mw~n 
e0stin: e1xomen ga_r e0pithdeio&thta pro_j a)reth&n, h3ntina 
basilei/an ke/klhken. Hippolytus in his Refutatio 5.7.20 clearly in-
terprets e)nto\j u(mw=n as meaning “in the interiority of the human 
being,” where he posits the Kingdom of Heaven: makari/an 
krubome/nhn o(mou~ kai\ faneroume/nhn fu&sin, h3nper fasi\n th_n 
e0nto_j a)nqrw&pou basilei/an tw~n ou)ranw~n zhtoume/nhn. Atha-
nasius of Alexandria is clear that e)nto/j in Luke 17:21 is equivalent 
to e1ndon, “inside, on the inside,” and that the Kingdom of God in 
each person is the faith dwelling in that person’s soul (an idea that 
will be taken over by Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on John, 
1.696.20, and Maximus the Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 
33.13): 9H basilei/a tou~ Qeou~ e0nto_j u(mw~n e0stin: e1ndon ga_r e0n 
e9autoi=j e1xontej th_n pi/stin kai\ th_n basilei/an tou~ Qeou~, 
duna&meqa taxe/wj qewrh~sai kai\ noh~sai to_n tou~ panto_j 
basile/a (Athanasius, Contra gentes 30.10). Likewise, in his biogra-
phy of St. Anthony, PG 26.873.7, he interprets the indwelling 
Kingdom of God as the virtue (a)reth/) that is in us (e)n h(mi=n). Basil 
of Caesarea, Ep. 8.12.13, interprets Jesus’ statement, “The King-
dom of God is inside you,” as referring to the interior man (o( 
e)nto\j a1nqrwpoj). He uses precisely e)nto/j, thus leaving no 
doubt that he understood e)nto\j u(mw=n as “inside you,” “in your 
spiritual interiority.” Moreover, this is the expression of Plato, Re-
public 9.589B (o( e0nto_j a1nqrwpoj e1stai e0gkrate/statoj) and 
588C (ta\ e)nto/j vs. o( e1cw a1nqrwpoj), which Basil seems to have 
echoed, not that of Paul (e1sw vs. e1cw),33 which was influential 
upon Clement of Alexandria (Stromateis 3.4.34.2: to_n au)to_n qeo_n 
kai\ to_n e0kto_j h(mw~n kai\ to_n e1sw a1nqrwpon pepoihke/nai), 
Irenaeus (Adversus Haereses 1.7.2: Xa&rij plhrw&sai sou to_n e1sw 
                                                      

33 Rom 7:22–23: sunh&domai ga_r tw|~ no&mw| tou~ qeou~ kata_ to_n 
e1sw a1nqrwpon, ble/pw de\ e3teron no&mon e0n toi=j me/lesi/n mou 
a)ntistrateuo&menon tw|~ no&mw| tou~ noo&j mou kai\ ai0xmalwti/zonta& 
me e0n tw|~ no&mw| th~j a(marti/aj; 2Cor 4:16: ei0 kai\ o( e1cw h(mw~n 
a1nqrwpoj diafqei/retai, a)ll' o( e1sw h(mw~n a)nakainou~tai h(me/ra| 
kai\ h(me/ra|; Eph 3:16: krataiwqh~nai dia_ tou~ pneu&matoj au)tou~ ei0j 
to_n e1sw a1nqrwpon. 
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a1nqrwpon, kai\ plhqu&nai e0n soi\ th_n gnw~sin au)th~j), and 
Pseudo-Justin (Expositio rectae fidei 376D, with a quotation of Eph 
3:16). Basil is not the only Father to resume Plato’s terminology for 
the “inner human:” there are also other Fathers who were influ-
enced by Platonism, such as Clement of Alexandria—who thus 
takes up both Plato’s and Paul’s expressions34—Eusebius,35 and 
above all Gregory Nazianzen,36 as well as Procopius of Gaza.37 
Gregory of Nyssa takes the words, “God’s Kingdom is inside you,” 
as indicating that the soul’s original beauty, which is God’s image, 
is always present in each of us, blurred and covered as it may be by 
sin, but it is sufficient that one wishes to discover it and it will be-
come evident (De Virginitate, 2.3).38 Therefore, it is evident that he 
took e)nto\j u(mw=n in the sense, “in your spiritual interiority, in your 
soul as an image of God.” Also in his De Beatitudinibus Gregory 
quotes Jesus’ words interpreting e)nto/j as “inside,” and comments 
on that, once one has cleansed one’s heart (i.e., spirit) from pas-
                                                      

34 Paedagogus 2.5.45.4: pw~j a2n ei0ko&twj to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon e0pi\ 
to_ geloio&teron sxhmatizo&menon a)nasxoi/meqa; 

35 Praeparatio Evangelica 12.46.6: o( e0nto_j a1nqrwpoj e1stai 
e0gkrate/statoj, with a quotation of the above-mentioned passage from 
Plato’s Republic. 

36 Letter 32.9: o( e0kto_j kai\ o( e0nto_j a1nqrwpoj; Letter 34.4: tw|~ 
e0kto_j kaqai/reij to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon kai\ dia_ tw~n e0nanti/wn 
dieca&geij h(ma~j pro_j to_ maka&rion te/loj; Contra Julianum 1, PG 
35.652.35: h( plei/wn de\ pragmatei/a peri\ to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon, kai\ 
meqe/lkein to_n qeath_n e0pi\ to_ noou&menon; In seipsum cum rure rediisset, PG 
35.1244.6: metastre/fwn to_n qeath_n pro_j to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon; In 
sancta lumina, PG 36.341.38: dapanw&ntwn to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon. 
Likewise, the Platonic expression appears in two spurious works ascribed 
to Nyssen, De creatione hominis sermo alter, recensio C, 47a.12: telei/wsin th_n 
kata_ to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon, and De occursu Domini PG 46.1153.40: tou~ 
e0nto_j a)nqrw&pou th_n tw~n ai0sqh&sewn ka&qarsin. 

37 Catena in Canticum 1608.2: tei/xisma, to_n e0nto_j a1nqrwpon: 
protei/xisma de\ to_n e0kto/j. 

38 Th~j de\ a)nqrwpi/nhj spoudh~j tosou~ton a2n ei1h, o3son 
e0kkaqa~rai mo&non to_n e0pigino&menon a)po_ kaki/aj r(u&pon au)tw|~ kai\ to_ 
kekalumme/non e0n th|~ yuxh|~ ka&lloj diafwti/sai. To_ de\ toiou~ton 
do&gma kai\ e0n tw|~ eu)aggeli/w| dida&skein oi]mai to_n ku&rion le/gonta 
pro_j tou_j a)kou&ein duname/nouj th~j e0n musthri/w| laloume/nhj 
sofi/aj, o3ti 9H basilei/a tou~ qeou~ e0nto_j u(mw~n e0stin.  0Endei/knutai 
ga&r, oi]mai, o( lo&goj au)tw|~, o3ti to_ tou~ qeou~ a)gaqo_n ou) diw&ristai 
th~j fu&sewj h(mw~n ou)de\ po&rrwqe/n pou tw~n zhtei=n au)to_n 
proairoume/nwn a)pw|&kistai, a)ll' a)ei\ e0n e9ka&stw| e0sti/n, 
a)gnoou&menon me\n kai\ lanqa&non ... eu(risko&menon de\ pa&lin, o3tan ei0j 
e0kei=no th_n dia&noian h(mw~n e0pistre/ywmen. 
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sions and sins, one will find God’s Kingdom inside, i.e., the image 
of God in which all human beings are created.39 Again in De Insti-
tuto Christiano, GNO 8/1.78.20, he meaningfully equates e)nto\j 
u(mw=n with ei)j th\n kardi/an mou, clearly denoting human interi-
ority. Cyril of Alexandria, in his Commentary on Luke as preserved in 
the Catenae (PL 72.841), explains that the Kingdom of God is in us 
in that it is in our freewill and choices, and it depends on every 
human being to take possession of it: )Ento_j ga_r u(mw~n e0sti: 
toute/stin e0n tai=j u(mete/raij proaire/sesi kai\ e0n e0cousi/a| 
kei=tai to_ labei=n au)th&n: e1cesti ga_r a)nqrw&pw| panti/. Once 
again, e)nto\j u(mw=n is taken to indicate the interiority of our ra-
tional soul, which is the dwelling place of human freewill. Cosmas 
Indicopleustes, Topographia Christiana, 2.110, also paraphrases Jesus’ 
words, 9H basilei/a tou~ Qeou~ e0nto_j u(mw~n e0stin, with  
0Ofei/lete kata_ yuxh_n a)ei\ e1xein e0nto_j u(mw~n th_n basilei/an 
tou~ Qeou~, “You must always have God’s Kingdom inside yourself, 
in your soul.” In sum, no Father at all takes e)nto\j u(mw=n as mean-
ing “among you,” but all ancient exegetes are unanimous in inter-
preting it as “inside you.”  

  As I have observed, ancient versions and interpretations do not 
necessarily demonstrate, one by one and per se, that their under-
standing is right, but they surely demonstrate that it was possible to 
understand the expression under investigation in the way I propose 
to translate it, and that it was indeed understood in this way by the 
Latin translators, by most or all Syriac translators (and, in the for-
mer case, precisely those who were more adherent to the Greek), 
and by virtually all Syriac and Greek ancient exegetes who com-
mented on this passage. They had the same cultural, rhetorical, and 
linguistic background as the Greek New Testament. Their total 
agreement can hardly be accidental. And it becomes all the more 
significant in the light of the grammatical, linguistic, and contextual 
arguments that I have adduced. Indeed, as I have argued, every-
thing points to the understanding of Luke 17:21 as “The Kingdom 
of God is inside you:” the ancient Syriac versions of this verse, of 
Matt 23:26a, and of all the occurrences of e)n me/sw| + genitive in 
Luke; also, the Latin translations, a systematic investigation of the 
meaning of e)nto/j in all of Greek literature anterior to, and con-
temporary with, Luke; Biblical linguistic usage, where e)nto/j always 
means “inside”; a similar logion in the Gospel of Thomas; and Greek 
                                                      

39 PG 44.1269: e0nto_j u(mw~n ei]nai th_n basilei/an tou~ Qeou~ 
ei0pw&n: i3na didaxqw~men, o3ti o( pa&shj th~j kti/sewj kai\ e0mpaqou~j 
diaqe/sewj th_n e9autou~ kardi/an a)pokaqh&raj, e0n tw|~ i0di/w| ka&llei 
th~j qei/aj fu&sewj kaqora|~ th_n ei0ko&na. 
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and Syriac Patristic exegesis. Additionally, this rendering also seems 
to fit much better in the context of an address to the Pharisees with 
a contrast between interiority and exteriority, all the more in that it 
is the very same context of the only other occurrence of e)nto/j in 
the whole New Testament: another address to the Pharisees with 
the same opposition between interiority and exteriority, e)nto/j vs. 
e)kto/j. 
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