


<*o2,5 

T«      '3 re  t-^, 



MAI  AUG  2  9  1991 

:LE  ar..i9tTG. 

Ju'N  SO  ,!  i/ 

p/y\|  MAY  i?  1979" 

jw.n 

•4_ 

MBAI  MAY;  1990 

SEP  1:9  1991 
 '". 

•pfci  OCT ^^^^wrapKi»'r^^^^^^^ 

25 
—-"—*"  • 

SfST  APR  "2  7  1993 





The 
GREEK  TESTAMENT 

Volume  IV 

HEBREWS-REVELATION 





The 

GREEK  TESTAMENT 

WITH  A  CRITICALLY  REVISED  TEXT,  A  DIGEST  OF 

VARIOUS  READINGS,  MARGINAL  REFERENCES  TO  VERBAL  AND 

IDIOMATIC  USAGE,  PROLEGOMENA, 

AND  A  CRITICAL  AND  EXEGETICAL  COMMENTARY 

by 

HENRY  

ALFORD,  

D.D. 

with  revision  by 

EVERETT  F.  HARRISON,  Th.D.,  Ph.D. 

Volume  IV 

HEBREWS-REVELATION 

MOODY  PRESS 
CHICAGO 



vi        CONTENTS  OF  THE  PROLEGOMENA, 

CHAPTER  V. 

1    JOHN. 

SECTION  PAG.E 

I.  Its  Authorship    159 

II.  'For  what  Readers  it  was  written      .    165 III.  Its  Relation  to  the  Gospel  of  St.  John   168 

IV.  Time  and  Place  of  Writing      *»....,.„  169 
V.  Contents  and  Arrangement   170 

VI.  Language  and  Style   177 
VII.  Occasion  and  Object   ,        .  180 

CHAPTER  VL 

2  &  3  JOHN. 

I.  Authorship        ............  181 
II.  For  what  Readers  written         .                  ...„,,,  184 

III.  Time  and  Place  of  Writing   187 

CHAPTER  VIL 

JUDE. 

I.  Its  Authorship    188 
II.  Authenticity    190 

III.  For  what  Readers  and  with  what  Object  written                                            ,  192 
IV.  Time  and  Place  of  Writing    193 

V.  On  the  Apocryphal  Writings  apparently  referred  to  in  this  Epistle    .        .  194 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

REVELATION. 

I.  Authorship  and  Canonicity    198 
II.  Place  and  Time  of  Writing    230 

III.  To  whom  addressed    236 

IV,  Object  and  Contents    241 

V.  Systems  of  Interpretation   ,        .        .  2-J5 

CHAPTER  IX. 

APPABATTTS    CBITICUS. 

I.  Manuscripts  referred  to  in  this  Volume   261 
II.  Ancient  Versions  referred  to    279 

III.  Fathers  and  Ancient  Writers  cited  in  the  Digest   281 

IV.  List  and  Specification  of  Editions  of  other  Books  quoted,  referred  to,  or 
made  use  of  in  this  Volume   *  284 



PROLEGOMENA. 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE  EPISTLE  TO  THE  HEBREWS. 

SECTION  I. 

ITS   AUTHORSHIP. 

1.  THE  most  proper  motto  to  prefix  to  this  section  would  be  that 

saying  of  Origen  (in  Euseb.  H.  E.  vi.  25)  — 
€i  ris  ovv  cK/cA^crta  c^ct  ravrrjv  rrjv  liricrToXrjv  ws  JXavXov,  avrrj  cvSoKt- 
/otctro)  /cat  ITTI  TovTar  ov  yap  ci/cij  ol  apx°^OL  avSpes  <!os  HavXov  avrrjv 

TrapaSc&co/cacrr  TIS  8i  6  ypdtjras*  r^jy  £morroX^i>,  T^  fJtei/  dXtj&cs  0ed$ 

2.  For  these  latter  words  represent  the  state  of  our  knowledge  at 
this    day.     There   is   a   certain   amount   of  evidence,   both   external, 
from  tradition,  and  internal,  from  approximation  in  some  points  to  his 
acknowledged  Epistles,  which  points  to  St.  Paul  as  its  author.     But 
when  we  come  to  examine  the  former  of  these,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 

tradition  gives  way  beneath  us  in  point  of  authenticity  and  trustworthi- 
ness ;  and  as  we  search  into  the  latter,  the  points  of  similarity  are  over- 

borne by  a  far  greater  number  of  indications   of  divergence,  and  of 
incompatibility,  both  in  style  and  matter,  with  the  hypothesis  of  the 
Pauline  authorship. 

3.  There  is  one  circumstance  which,  though  this  is  the  most  notable 
instance  of  it,  is  not  unfamiliar  to  the  unbiassed  conductor  of  enquiries 
into  the  difficulties  of  Holy  Scripture  ;  viz.  that,  in  modern  times  at 
least,  most  has  been  taken  for  granted  by  those  who  knew  least  about 
the  matter,  and  the  strongest  assertions  always  made  by  men  who  have 

1  On  the  sense  of  ypd^as,  see  below,  par.  21  and  note. 
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never  searched  into,  or  have  been  unable  to  appreciate,  the  evidence. 
Genuine  research  has  led  in  almost  every  instance,  to  a  modified  hold- 

ing, or  to  an.  entire  rejection,  of  the  Pauline  hypothesis. 
4.  It  will  be  my  purpose,  in  the  following  paragraphs,  to  deal  (fol- 

lowing the  steps  of  many  who  have  gone  before  me,  and  more  especially 
of  Bleek)  with  the  various  hypotheses  in  order,  as  to  both  their  external 
and   internal  evidence.     It  will  be   impossible  in  citing  the  external 
evidence,  to  keep  these  hypotheses  entirely  distinct :  that  which  is  cited 
as  against  one  will  frequently  be  for  another  which  is  not  under  treat- 

ment, and  must  be  referred  back  to  on  reaching  that  one. 
5.  As  preliminary  then  to  all  such  specific  considerations,  wo  will 

enquire  first  into  the   external  and  traditional  ground,  then  into  that 
which  is  internal,  arising  from  the  Epistle  itself,  of  the  supposition  that 
ST.  PAUL  was  the  Author  and  Writer,  or  the  Author  without  being  the 
Writer,  of  the  Epistle. 

6.  Some  (e.  g,  Spanheim,  Gerhard,  Calov.,  Wifctich,  Carpzov,  Bengel, 
Baumgarten,  Semler,  Storr,  aL,  and  more  recently  Mr.  Forster,  Apostoli- 

cal Authority  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  pp.  625  ff.)  think  that  they 
see  an  allusion  to  our  Epistle  in  2  Pet.  iii.  15,  16.     Bat  to  this  there  are 
several    objections    (see    Bleek,    Einleitung,  §  21);    among  which    the 

principal  is,  that  no  passages  can  be  pointed  out  in  our  Epistle  answei%ing 
to  the  description  there  given.     This  point  has  not  been  much  pressed, 
even  by  those  who  have  raised  it ;  being  doubtless  felt  to  be  too  inse- 

cure to  build  any  safe  conclusion  upon  s. 
7.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  idea  that  our  Epistle  is  alluded  to  by 

St.  James,  ch.  ii.  24,  25.      Hug  (Einlcit.  4th  edn.  pt.  ii.  pp.  442  f.), 
folio  wing  Storr  (Opusc.  Acad.  ii.  p.  376,  BL),  supposes  that  the  citation 
of  Rahab  as  justified  by  works  is  directly  polemical,  and  aimed  at  Heb* 
xi.   31.      But  as  Bleek  well  remarks,  even  were  wo  to  concede  the 
polemical  character  of  the  citation,  why  need  Heb.  xi.  31  be  fixed  on  as 
its  especial  point  of  attack  ?     Was  it  not  more  than  probable,  that  the 
followers  of  St.  Paul  would  have  adduced  this,  among  other  examples, 
in  their  oral  teaching  ? 

8.  We  come  then  to  the  first  undoubted  allusions   to  the  Epistle; 
which  occur  in  the  Ep.  of  Clement  of  Borne  to  the  Corinthians,  dating 
before  the  conclusion  of  the  first  century.     Clement  is  well  acquainted 
with  the  Epistles  of  St,  Paul:  he  quotes  by  name  1  Cor,  (e.  47,  p.  305, 
ed.  Migne,  see  Prolong,  to  Vol.  TT.  ch.  iii.  §  i.  2  a)  ;  he  closely  imitates 
Rom.  i.  29—32  (c,  35,  pp.  277  f.)  ;  he  frequently  alludes  to  other  pas- 

sages (see  Lardnor,  Credibility,  &c.  vol.  ii.  pp.  34 — 39;  some  of  whose 
instances  are  doubtful).     But  of  no  Epistle  does  he  make  such  large  and 

a  An  exception  to  this  is  found  in  Mr,  Forstcv'a  work,  whore  he  insists  on  this,  as 
he  does  on  all  Ms  arguments,  iii  the  strongest  and  most  decided  manner. 

2] 



§  i.]  ITS  AUTHORSHIP. 

constant  use,  as  of  this  to  the  Hebrews  :  cf.  Lardner,  Ib.  pp.   39  —  42  8  ; 
and  this  is  testified  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iii.  38  :  — 

lv  rj   (i.  e.  the  Ep.  to  the   Cor.)  rJJs  Trpos  e]&/3paiov5  sroXXa 
7rapa$€is,    rjS-ty    S£    KOLL    a^ToXe^et    prjTOis    ncrw    e£    a-urrjs 

cra^ecrrara  irap  terrier  iv  on  /w,7j  veov  i)7rap^e(.  TO  a"uyypa/>t/xa4  : 
and  by  Jerome,  CataL  Script.  Eccl.,  vol.  ii.  p.  853  :  — 

"  Scripsit  ex  persona  Romance  Ecclesise  ad  Eccl.  Corinthiorum 
valde  utilem  Epistolam,  quco  et  in  nonnullis  locis  publice  legitur, 
quse  mihi  videtur  character!  Epistolse  quse  sub  Pauli  nomine  ad 
Hebrreos  fertur,  convenire.  Sed  et  multis  de  eadem  Epistola  non 
solum  sensibus  sed  juxta  verborum  quoque  ordinem  abutitur. 

Omnino  grandis  in  utraque  similitude  esfc." 
9.  Now  some  have  argued  from  this  (e.  g,  Sykes,  Cramer,  Storr  ;  not 

Hug,  see  his  edn.  4,  pt.  ii.  p.  411)  that  as  Clement  thus   reproduces 
passages  of  this  as  well  as  of  other  Epistles  confessedly  canonical,  he 
must  have  held  this  to  be  canonical,  and  if  he,  then  the  Roman  church. 
in  whose  name  he  writes  ;  and  if  canonical,  then  written  by  St.  Paul, 

But  Bleek  well  observes,  that  this  whole  argument  is  built  on  an  unhis- 
torical  assumption  respecting  the  Canon  of  the  N.  T.,  which  was  certainly 

not  settled  in  Clement's  time  ;  and  that,  in  fact,  his  use  of  this  Epistle 
proves  no  more  than  that  it  was  well  known  and  exceedingly  valued  by 
him.     It  is  a  weighty  testimony  for  the  Epistle,  but  says  nothing  as  to 
its  Author  6. 

10.  The  first  notices  in  any  way  touching  the  question  of  the  author- 
ship  meet   us    after    the    middle  of  the    second    century.     And   it   is 

remarkable  enough,  that  from   these  notices  we  must  gather,  that  at 
that  early  date  there  were  the  same  various  views  respecting  it,  in  the 
main,  which  now  prevail  ;  the  same  doubt  whether  St.  Paul  was  the 
author,  or  some  other  Teacher  of  the  apostolic  age  ;  and  if  some  other, 

then  what  part  St.  Paul  had,  or  whether  any,  in  influencing  his  argu- 
ment or  dictating  his  matter. 

11.  The  earliest  of  these  testimonies  is  that  of  PANT^ENUS,  the  chief  of 

the  catechetical  school  in  Alexandria  about  the  middle  of  the  second  cen- 

tury,   There  is  a  passage  preserved  to  us  by  Eusebius  (H,  E.  vi.  14)  from 

the  Hypotyposeis  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  in  which  the  latter  says  — 

778?)  Se,  o>s  6  /xa/capios  IXcyc  Trpecr/Sirrcpos,  eirel  6  Kvpios  aTroa-roXos  a>f  rov 

TraFro/cparopos  aTrecrTaX^  Trpos  "JE/SpaLOV?,  Sia  ̂ crptOT^ra  6  IlaSAos  a>s  a>f 

ra  cts  Wvri  aTTcaraX/Acvos,  OVK  lyypdfai  lavrov  *JE/3paiW  aTrocrroXoj/  Sia 

3  Bleek,  Einl.  p.  92  nofce  :  and  Stuart,  Introd.  §  12. 

4  Stuart  however  is  quite   in  error  in  supposing-  crweTnuapTvpoticrris   TT)S 

c.  23,  p.  260,  to  apply  to  our  Epistle.  Those  words  are  used  of  O.  T.  passages,  which 

he,  as  well  as  our  Epistle,  quotes  verbatim  from  the  TjXX.  See  Tkoluck,  Hebr.  cdn. 

3,  p.  2,  note. 
5  See  this,  and  the  inference  from  it,  treated  more  fully  below,  §  vi.  2. 

33 
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Again,  in  his  Ep.  to  Africanus,  c*  9,  vol.  L  p.  19,  in  the  course  of 
removing  the  doubt  of  his  friend  as  to  the  authenticity  of  the  history 
of  Susanna,  he  mentions  the  traditional  death  of  Isaiah,  which  he  says 

is  VTTO  TI/S  Trpos  *E/3patou$;  iTn&ToXrjs  /Aaprvpov/x-era,  ei/  ouSci/t  TWV  <j6ai/epwi/ 
(canonical)  /3t/3XiW  yeypa^eva  (meaning,  not  that  the  Epistle  was 

not  one  of  these  books,  but  that  the  account  of  Isaiah's  martyrdom  is 
not  in  any  canonical  book  of  the  O.  T,).  Then  he  adds  — 

dXX*  eiKos  Tira  0Xt/3o^ei/oi/  ctTro  rfj<$  ets  ravra  aTroSei^ecos  cruyxP^a^at 
T<*>  /3ovXi7/jtcm  TWV  d$€ToWTa>v  rrjv  CTrwrToX^v  u>s  ov  HauXa>  yeypa/Aju  0/771^ 

Trposr  oi/  aXXw  Xoycov  KOT*  tStav  ̂ (prj^op,€V  cis  cwrdSc^cv  TOT;  ctvae.  IlavXou 

It  would  have  been  of  some  interest  to  know  who  these  rtvcs  were, 
and  whether  their  a&*Trj<ri$  arose  from  the  absence  of  ancient  tradition 
as  to  the  Pauline  authorship,  or  from  critical  conclusions  of  their  own, 
arrived  at  from  study  of  the  Epistle  itself.  But  of  this  Origen  says 
nothing. 

19,  The  principal  testimony  of  his  own  is  contained  in  two  fragments 
of  his  lost  Homilies  on  this  Epistle,  preserved  by  Eusebius,  H.  E. 
vi.  25  :  — 

?repl   Tr)<s   Trpos   *E/?f>atovs    €Tricrro\.rj<s    Iv  TOLLS  ets  avrrjv 

"  Srt  o  -^apaKTrjp  rijs  Xc^cws  r?}$  TT/DOS  *E/?pacou5  eTrtyeypa/A/x^iys  e?rt- 
crroX^s  OVK  ̂ ?(€t  T^  ̂   Xoyw  tStcortfcov  rou  aTrocrroXov,  o^toXoyTjcravro? 

laurov  tSiamyv  eTvat  ra>  Xoyw,  rovrccTTt  TQ  ̂ pacrct,  aXXa  ccrrtv  17  ITTL- 

orroX?)  (rw^ccrct  r^?  Xe^ccos  ̂ XXiyvtKcoTepa,  ?ras  6  CTrtcrra/xei/os  Kpti/etv 

^>pa<r€coi/  8ta(j6opas  oycxoXoy^crat  av,  TraXtv  r€  av  on  TO.  voiy/xara  T^S 

iTrtcrroXiJs  ̂ av/xcxcrta  COTC,  Kat  ov  §€i;rcpa  raiv  a7ro<TToXt/ca)v  op.oXoyovp.iv^v 

ypa/x/xarwv,  ical  TOT;TO  &i/  crDjU-^Tyorat  ctvat  dXiy^^s  "jras  6  7rpo?€^<t)v  77} 
dvayvwcrct  777 

rovrofcs  /*,€#'  crcpa 

*'  cya>  Sc  a7rocfxuv6fA€vo<s   eirroL^  &v  on  ra  ̂ u-ev  vorffAara  TQV  aTrocrroXov 

rivy  ?)  Be  <^>pacrts  Kat  •§  orw^ccrts  aTro/x^/jtovcvcrai/TOS  rtvos  TO.  aTrocrTO- 

w^rcpct  cr^oXtoypa^^cravTog  ra  elpij^iva.  -UTTO  rov  SiSacr/caXov. 

€t  rts  o^i/  iKKXvjcrCa  %x€i  Tavrrjv  rrjv  €7TLO"TO\rjv  <w5  HavXov,  aur?; 

Kac  €7rt  Tovrco*    ov  y«p  ctK^  ot  dp^atot  ai/Spcs;  a>?  IlavXoi; 

cru     rts  §€  6  ypd\j/a<s  rtjv  iTrtcrroX^v,  TO  /ACI/  aX^cs  ̂ cos  otScv 

cts  ̂ /xas  <pOdcracrcL  Icrropia  VTTQ  Ttvwv  /xci/  X€y<Ji/Ta>v  OTI 

€7rt<TAC07ros  *PcD/Jiata>v  iypa\f/€  TYJV  CTrto'ToX'^v,  VTTO  Tti/coi'  Sc  oVt 

Aov/cas  6  ypa^as  TO  cvayyeXtov  Kat  T^LS  Trpa^cts." 
We  learn  from  these  remarkable  fragments  several  interesting  parti- 

culars :  among  which  may  be  mentioned  — 

First,  Origen's  oww  opinion  as  to  the  Epistle,  deduced  from  grounds 
'Efipaiovs    O&TW    yfypo.fji.fji.4v  'oty    (Heb.    xi*    37)*     rJ>    yap    ̂ irp'urOrjv'av    <Hirl    r'by   'Htfatav 
ajwa<^«'|Derca. 

6] 
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§  i.]  ITS  AUTHORSHIP.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

which  he  regards  as  being  clear  to  all  who  are  on  the  one  hand 
accustomed  to  judge  of  style,  and,  on  the  other,  versed  in  the  apostolic 
writings  ;  viz.  that  its  Author  in  its  present  form  is  not  St.  Paul,  but 
some  one  who  has  embodied  in  his  own  style  and  form  the  thoughts  of 
that  Apostle.  One  thing  however  he  leaves  in  uncertainty  ;  whether 
we  are  to  regard  such  disciple  of  St.  Paul,  or  the  Apostle  himself,  as 
speakiog  in  the  first  person  throughout  the  Epistle. 

20.  Secondly,  the  fact    that    some    churches,  or  church,  regarded   the 
Epistle  as  the  ivorJc  of  St.  Paul.     But  here  again  the  expression  is  some- 

what vague.     The  €t  TL$  €KK\yjaia  may  be  an  uncertain    indication  of 
several  churches,  or  it  may  be  a  pointed  allusion  to  one.     If  the  latter, 
which  from  avrrj  following  is  the  more  probable,  the  church  would  pro- 

bably be  the  Alexandrian,  by  what  we  have  already  seen  of  the  testi- 
monies of  Pantaanus  and  Clement.     The  words  avrr)  cvSoKi/Acmo  KCU  €?rt 

TOUTW  must  be  taken  as  meaning,  "  I  have  no  wish  to  deprive  it  of  this 

its  peculiar  advantage  :"    and  the  ground,  ou  yap  et/o}  ot  dp^aiot  avSpcs 
a>s  IlauAov  avT-rjv  TrapaScSakacn,,  must   be,  his  own  conviction,  that  the 
i/077/xara  of  the  Epistle  proceeded  originally  from  the  Apostle.      Who 
the  apx<uoi  avSpes  were,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  say.     Possibly,  if  we 
confine  our  view  to  one  church,  no  more  than  Pantsenus  and  Clement, 
and  their  disciples.     One  thing  is  very  plain  ;  that  they  cannot  have 
been  men  whose  TrapaSocris  satisfied  Origen  himself,  or  he  would  not 
have  spoken  as  he  has.     Be  they  who  they  might,  one  thing  is  plain  ; 
that  their  TrapaSocris  is  spoken  of  by  him   as  OVK  *iKrj9  not  as    resting 
on  external  matter  of  fact,  but  as  finding  justification  in  the  internal 
character   of  the  Epistle  ;    and  thai  it  did  not  extend  to  the  fact  of 
St.  Paul  having  written  the    Epistle,  but  only  to  its  being,  in  some 
sense,  his. 

21.  Thirdly,  that  the  authorship  of  the  Epistle  was  regarded  by  Origen 
as  utterly  unknown.     Thus  only  can  we  interpret  the  words,  ri<s  Sc  o 

ypdu/fas  rrjv  cTrionroA^i/,  TO  dA-^es  #€os  oISci/.     For  that  it    is  in  vain  to 
attempt  to  understand  the  word  6  ypd\l/a<s  of  the  mere  scribe,  in  the 
sense  of  Rom.  xvi.  22  (as  Olshausen  and  Delitzsch),  is  shewn  by  its  use 
in  the  same  sentence,  Aou/<as  6  ypt£\|/as  TO  €vayy€\iov  KOL  ras 

8  The  answer  given  to  this  decisive  objection,  by  Delitzsch  (Introd.  p.  xvxi)  is,  in. 
fact,  incorrect.  He  says,  **  It  is  in  vain  to  adduce  &  ypdtyas  r.  evay.  K.  T.  irpd%.,  for 

there  also  Luke  was  working  up  material  not  Ms  own,  but  ready  to  his  bands."  But 
even  granting  this,  which  is  not  all  true,  e.  g.  of  Acts  xx.  —  end,  and  some  other  por- 

tions, it  does  not  shew  that  the  word  is  used  in  an  emphatic  sense  of  *  compiler,*  but 
only  in  its  common  sense  of  *  writer/  any  peculiar  circumstances  of  writing  not  being 
in  consideration.  Moreover  there  is  here  another  consideration.  The  sentence  in 
which  these  words  occur  is  not  subordinate  to  the  former  one,  in  which  he  expressed 

his  own  conjecture  that  some  one  had  written  down  the  thoughts  of  the  Apostle  :  but 

by  the  o%v  which  begins  it  is  co-ordinated  with  that  previous  sentence,  and  resumes 
again  tlio  whole  subject. 
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22.  This  passage  further  testifies  respecting  external  tradition,  as  It 
had  come  down  to  Origen  himself.     He  speaks  of  f)  cts  ̂ aas  <£$acraora 

lo-Topia  :  clearly  meaning  these  words  of  historical  tradition,  and  thereby 
by  implication  excluding  from  that  category  the  TrapaSocrts  of  the  Pauline 
authorship.     And  this  historical  tradition  gave  two  views  :    one  that 
Clement  of  Rome  was  the  Writer  ;  the  other,  that  St.  Luke  was  the 
Writer. 

23.  And  this  last  circumstance  is  of  importance,  as  being  our  only 
clue  out  of  a  difficulty  which  Bleek  has  felt,  but  has  not  attempted  to 
remove.     We  find  ourselves  otherwise  in  this  ambiguity  with  regard  to 
the  origin  of  one  or  the  other  hypothesis.      If  the  Pauline  authorship 
was  the  original  historical  tradition,  the  difficulties  presented  by  the 
Epistle  itself  were  sure  to  have  called  it  in  doubt,  and  suggested  the 
other :  if  on  the  other  hand  the  name  of  any  disciple  of  St.  Paul  was 
delivered  down  by  historical  tradition  as  the  writer,  the  apostolicity  and 
Pauline  character  of  the  thoughts,  coupled  with  the  desire  to  find  a 

great  name  for  an  anonymous  Epistle,  waa  sut*e  to  have  produced,  and 
when  produced  would  easily  find  acceptance  for,  the  idea  that  St.  Paul 
was  the  author.     But  the  fact  that  Origen  speaks  of  fj  ets  i^ua?  </>0aoucra 
ccrropta,  not  as  for,  but  as  against  the  Pauline  hypothesis,  seems  to  shew 
that  the  former  of  these  alternatives  was  really  the  case. 

24.  As  far  then  as  we  have  at  present  advanced,  we  seem  to  have 
gathered  the  following  as  the  probable  result,  as  to  the  practice  and 
state  of  op  inion  in  the  Alexandrine  church  : — 

(a)  That  it  was  customaiy  to  speak  of  and  quote  from  the  Epistle  as 
the  work  of  St.  Paul. 

(£)  That  this  was  done  by  writers  of  discernment,  and  familiarity  with 
the  apostolic  writings,  not  because  they  thought  the  style  and  actual 

writing  to  be  St.  Paul's,  but  as  seeing  that  from  the  nature  of  the 
thoughts  and  matter,  the  Epistle  was  worthy  of  and  characteristic  of 
that  Apostle  ;  thus  feeling  that  it  was  not  without  reason  that  those 

before  them  had  delivered  the  Epistle  down  to  them  as  St.  Paul's. 
(c)  That  we  no  where  find  trace  of  historical  tradition  asserting  the 

Pauline  authorship  :  but  on  the  contrary,  we  find  it  expressly  quoted  on 
the  other  side0. 

25.  We  now  pass  to  other  portions  of  the  church  :  and  next,  to  pro- 
consular Africa.     Here  we  find,  in  the  beginning  of  the  third  century, 

the  testimony  of  TJEBTTILLIAN,  expressly  ascribing  the  Epistle  to  Barna- 
bas.    The  passage  occurs  De  Pudicitia,  c.  20,  vol.  ii.  p.  102,  where, 

when  he  has  shewn  from  the  writings  of  the  Apostles  themselves  the 

necessity  "  de  ecclosia  eradicandi  omne  sacrilegium  pudicitise  sine  ulla 
restitutionis  mentione,"  he  proceeds — 

9  On  the  phenomenon  of  the  diversity  of  traditions,  see  below,  par.  36  ff. 
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"  Volo  tamen  ex  redundantia  alicujus  etiam  comitis  Apostolorum 
testimonium  superinducere,  idoneum  confirmandi  de  proximo  jure 
disciplinam  magistrorum.  Extat  enim  et  Barnabas  titulus  ad 
Hebraeos,  adeo  satis  auctoritatis  viri,  ut  quern.  Paulus  juxta  se 
constituerit  in  abstinentiae  tenore  (1  Cor.  ix.  6).  Et  utique  re- 
ceptior  apud  ecclesias  Epistola  Barnabas  illo  apocrypho  pastore 
moechorum  (the  Pastor  of  Hermas).  Monens  itaque  discipulos, 

'omissis  omnibus  initiis '  &c.  (citing  Heb.  vi.  4 — 8).  Hoc  qui  ab 
Apostolis  didicit  et  cum  Apostolis  docuit,  nunquam  moecho  et  for- 
nicatori  secundam  poenitentiam  promissam  ab  Apostolis  norat." 

26.  From  the  way  in  which  the  Epistle  is  here  simply  cited  as  the 
work  of  Barnabas,  we  cleaiiy  see  that  this  was  no  mere  opinion   of 

Tertullian's  own,  but  at  all  events  the  accepted  view  of  that  portion  of 
the  church.     He  does  not  hint  at  any  doubt  on  the  matter.     But  here 
again  we  are  at  a  loss,  from  what  source  to  derive  this  view.     Either, 
supposing  Barnabas  really  the  author,  genuine  historical  tradition  may 
have  been  its  source, — or  lacking  such  tradition,  some  in  the  African 
church   may    originally  have    inferred    this    from    the    nature    of  the 
contents  of  the  Epistle  ;  and  the  view  may  subsequently  have  become 
general  there.     One  thing  however  the  testimony  shews  beyond  all 
doubt :  that  the  idea  of  a  Pauline  authorship  was  wholly  unknown  to 
Tertullian,  and  to  those  for  whom  he  wrote. 

27.  If  it  were  necessary  further  to  confirm  evidence  so  decisive,  we 
might  do  so  by  citing  his  charge  against  Marcion,  of  falsifying  the 
number  of  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul  (Adver.  Marc.  v.  21,  vol.  ii.  p. 

524)  :— 
"Miror  tamen,  quum  ad  unum  hominem  literas  factas  receperit, 
quod  ad  Timotheum  duas  et  unam  ad  Titum,  de  ecclesiastico  statu 
compositas,  recusaverit.     Affectavit,  opinor,  etiam  numerum  Epis- 

tolarum  interpolare." 
Now  seeing  that  Marcion  held  ten  Epistles  only  of  St.  Paul,  it  would 

appear  by  combining  this  with  the  former  testimony,  that  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews  was  not  here  reckoned  among  them. 

28.  Among  the  witnesses  belonging  to  the  end   of  the  second  and 
beginning  of  the  third  century,  none  is  of  more  weight  than  IREIOSXJS,  a 
Greek  of  Asia  Minor  by  birth,  and  Bishop  of  Lyons  in  Gaul,  and  thus 
representing  the  testimony  of  the  church  in   both  countries.     In  his 
great  work  against  Heresies,  he  makes  frequent  use  of  the  Epistles  of 
St.  Paul,  expressly  quoting  twelve  of  them.     There  is  no  citation  from 
the  Epistle  to  Philemon,  which  may  well  be  from  its  brevity,  and  its 
personal  character.     But  no  where  in  this  work  has  he  cited  or  referred 
to  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  at  all,  although  it  would  have  been  ex- 

ceedingly apposite  for  his  purpose,  as  against  the  Gnostics  of  his  time. 
Eusebius,  H.  E.  v.  26,  says — 



PROLEGOMENA,]  THE  EPISTLE  TO  THE  HEBREWS.        [OH.  r. 

Kal  (<£>€p€Tcu  ESt/rtyvatou)  /3i/3X£ov  ri  omXe^ew  oVa<jkopu>i/  (called  by 

Jerome  (Catalog.  Script.  Eecles.,  vol.  ii,  p.  873),  "  libor  variorum 

tractatuuin  "),  Iv  <S  rijs  Trpos  'E/^pat'ous  eTno-ToX^s  /cat  r?}s  Xeyo/<,€i/i;s 

From  this  it  would  seem  that  Eusebius  was  unablo  to  laid  any  cita- 
tioiiB  of  the  Epistle  in  other  works  of  Ireuscus  known  to  him.  And 
he  does  not  even  here  say  that  Ircnonis  mentioned  St.  Paul  as  the 
author  of  the  Epistle. 

29.  Indeed  we  have  a  testimony  which  goes  to  assert  that  this  Father 
distinctly  denied  the  Pauline  authorship.     Phot  i  us  (Bibl.  Cod.  232,  vol. 
iii.  (Migne)  p.  291  &)  cites  a  passage  from  Stephen  Gobar,  a  tritheist  of 

the  sixth  century,  in  which  he  says  on  '  'TTTTroXw  'os  KOI  Eip^vatos  TT/I/  Trpos 
*E/?paibi>s  €7ricrroX^i/  HavAou  OVK  CKCO/OV  ctvat  <j>a,artv.     The  same  is  indocd 
asserted  of  Hippolytus  by  Photius  himself  (Cod.  121,  p.  94  a  :  Aeyei  Se 

aXXa  re  TWO,  TTJS  d/cpt/Setas  XetTro/xei/a,  /cat  ort  77  ?rpos  cE/?pat'ous  eTrtcrroXr)  OVK 
co-rt  rov  aTTOcrroXov  IlauXou)  :  but  it  is  strange,  if  JrcuoQiis  had  asserted 
it,  that  Eusebius  should  have  made  no  mention  of  the  fact,  adducing  as 

he  does  the  citation  of  the  Epistle  by  him.     At  the  same  time,  Gobar's 
language  is  far  too  precise  to  be  referred  to  the  mere  fact  that  Irenoeus 

does  not  cite  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's,  as  some  have  endeavoured  to 
refer  it1  :  and  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  Eusebius  does  not  pretend 
to  have  read  or  seen  all  the  works  of  Irononis  then  extant;    his  words 

are  (H.   E.  v.  25),  /cat  ra  /*€»>   cts  fip.&ripa.v  IXOovra  yv&ww  r&v  Etp^vat/ov 
Too-aT/ra.     Bleek  puts  the  alternative  well,  according  as  we  accept,  or 
do  not  accept,  the  assertion  of  Gobar,     If  we  accept  it,  it  would  shew 
that  Ireneeus  had  found  somewhere  prevalent  the  idea  that  St.  Paul  was 
the  author  ;  otherwise  he  would  not  have  taken  the  pains  to  contradict 
such  an   idea.     If  we  do  not  accept  it  as  any  more  than  a  negative 

report,  meaning  that  Iren&us  no  where  cites  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's, 
then   at   all   events,  considering    that   he   constantly  cites  St.   Paul's 
Epistles  as  his,  we  shall  have  the  presumption,  that  he  neither  accepted, 

nor  knew  of,  any  such  idea  as  the  Pauline  authorship3. 
30.  If  we  now  pass  to  the  church  of  JKome,  we  find,  belonging  to  the 

period  of  which  we  have  been  treating,  the  testimony  of  the  presbyter 
CAITJS.     Of  him  Eusebius  relates  (H.  E.  vL  20)- 

^X0c  S£  ets  Yffj,a$  Kal  Pa'cov,   Xoy&corarov  dvSprfs,  StaXoyos  €7rt  'Pca/u/tys 
Kara    Zc<f>vptvov    wpos    IIpo/cXov,    r^s    Kara    &pvya<s    atparecos   (Mon- 

1  e.  g.  Storr,  §  11  jff. 
2  On  the  spuriottsness  of  the  celebrated  fragment  in  which  Irenseus  is  supposed 

to  cite  Heb.  xiii.  15  as  St.  Paul's,  see  Bleek,  note,  Ap.  118.     If  it  be  genuine,  then  it 
must  be  from  some  work  of  Irenaous  unknown  alike  to  Eusebius  and  Gobar.     The  frag- 

ment will  be  found  p.  1253,  ed.  Migne,  and  with  PfufPs  very  copious  notes,  in  Stieren's 
Irenaous,  i.  pp.  854—887;  and  the  whole  controversy  respecting  it  is  reprinted,  for  any 
one  who  has  leisure  to  read  ifc,  in  Stiercn,  vol.  ii.  pp,  801—538. 
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tanisro)  vTrep/Aaxovvra,  Ke/any/^cyos,  Iv  w  TWV  Si  Ivavrtas  rrjv  Trepi  TO 

crwrcxTTCtv  Kaivas  ypa<£as  TrpOTrerctav  T€  Kal  roXf^av  en-toTo/Ai^car,  r&v 
rov  lepov  airocrroXov  SeKar/otaiv  povov  eTrtcrroXcov  fJLvrjfAovevei,  rrjv  TT/>OS 

p*v]  crwapi^/A^cras  rcus  AoiTrats*  eTrel  Kal  ets  Sevpo  Trapa 
Ttcrtv  ou  vcyu^crat  TOT)  aTrocrroXov  Tuy^afew3. 

These  words,  /x^  <rvvapL@fjLrj<Tats  rats  AotTrcus,  can  lead  only  to  one  of 
two  inferences  :  that  Caius,  not  numbering  the  Epistle  among  those  of 
St.  Paul,  cither  placed  it  by  itself,  or  did  not  mention  it  at  all.  In 

either  case,  he  must  be  regarded  as  speaking,  not  his  own  private 

judgment  merely,  but  that  of  the  church  to  which  he  belonged,  in 

which,  as  we  farther  learn,  the  same  judgment  yet  lingered  more  than 
a  century  after. 

31.  Another  testimony  is  that  of  the  fragment  respecting  the  canon 

of  the  N.  T.  first  published  by  Muratori,  and    known    by  his  name, 

generally  ascribed  to  the  end  of  the  second  or  the  beginning  of  the  third 

century  (Routh,   Reliq,   Sacr.   i.  pp.  394  ff.).      In  this  fragment  it  is 
stated,  that  St.  Paul  wrote  Epistles  to  seven  churches  ;  and  his  thirteen 

Epistles  are  enumerated,  in  a  peculiar  order  :  but  that  to  the  Hebrews 
is  not  named,  unless  it  be  intended  by  the  second  mentioned  in  the 

following  sentence  :    "  Fertur  etiam    ad  L/audecenses,  alia  ad  Alexan- 
drinos  Pauli  nomine  ficta  ad  hoeresem  Marcionis  :  et  alia  plura  quse  in 

catholicam  ecclesiani  recipi  non  potest  :  fel  eiiim  cum  rnelle  misceri  non 

congruit."     But  this  is  very  improbable  :  though  some  have  imagined 
an  allusion  in  the  last  clause  to  the  Vatican  LXX  text  of  the  passage 
cited  Heb.  xii.  15. 

32.  As  far  then  as  we  have  advanced,  the  following  seems  to  be  our 
result.      No  tvhere,  except    in    the  Alexandrine  church,  does  there  seem 

to  have  existed  any  idea  that  the  Epistle  was  St.  Paul's.      Throughout 
the  whole  Western  church,  it  is  either  left  unenumerated  among  his 
writings,  or  expressly  excluded  from  them.     That  it  is  wholly  futile  to 
attempt,  as  Hug  and  Storr  have  done,  to  refer  this  to  any  influence  of 
the  Montanist  or  Marcionite  disputes,  has  been  well  and  simply  shewn 
by  Bleek.      The  idea  of  the  catholic  teachers  of  the  whole  Western 
church  disparaging   and  excluding    an   apostolical   book,  because  one 
passage  of  it  (ch.  vi.  4  —  6)  seemed  to  favour  the  tenets  of  their  adver- 

saries, is  too  preposterous  ever  to  have  been  suggested,  except  in  the 
interests  of  a  desperate  cause  :    and  the  fact  that  Tertullian,  himself 
a  Montanist,  cites  Heb.  vi.  4  —  6  on  his  side,  but  without  ascribing  it  to 
St.  Paul,  is  decisive  against  the  notion  that  his  adversaries  BO  ascribed 

3  Jerome,  in  his  Catal.  Script.  Eccl.  59,  vol.  ii.  p.  899,  and  Photius,  Bibl.  Cod.  48, 
p.  12  a,  repeat  this  testimony,  but,  as  Block  has  remarked,  they  both  have  evidently 
taken  it  from  Eusebius.  If  so,  the  stronger  language  of  Jerome,  "  dccimam  quartam, 
quse  fertur  ad  Hebrseop,  ej'us  non  es$ey"  is  only  bis  owix  interpretation  of  the  words  of 
Eusebius,  and  is  not  to  be  taken  in  evidence. 
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it  at  any  time  :   for  lie  would   have   been  sure   in  that  case  to  have 

charged  them  with  their  desertion  of  such  an  opinion  *. 
33.  And  even  in  the  Alexandrine  church  itself,  as  we  have  seen,  there 

is  no  reliahle  trace  of  a  historical  tradition  of  the  Pauline  authorship. 

Every  expression  which  seems  to  imply  this,  such  e,  g.  as  that  much- 

adduced  one  of  Origon,  ov  yap  ct/c?;  o>s  Ha-uXov  avryv  ol  apxaioi  avSpcs 
Tra/oaSeSto/cao-t,  when  fairly  examined,  gives  way  under  us.     The  tradi- 

tional account  (07  cts  ̂ u,as  <f>6dcraa-a  icrropta),  though  inconsistent  with 
itself,  was  entirely  the  other  way6. 

34.  The  fair  account  then  of  opinion  in  the  latter  end  of  the  second 

century  seems  to  be   this  :    that  there  was  then,  as  now,  great  uncer- 
tainty regarding  the  authorship  of  our  Epistle ;  that  the  general  cast  of 

the  thoughts  was   recognized   as  Pauline,  and   that   ot  apx^ot  avSpcs, 
whatever  that  may  imply,  had  not  unreasonably  (OUK  ctid?)  handed  it 

down  as  St,  Paul's  :  but  on  what  grounds,  we  are  totally  unable  to  say  : 
for  ecclesiastical   tradition  does  not   bear   them  out.     In   proconsular 
Africa  it  was  ascribed  to  Barnabas  :  by  the  tradition  which  had  come 
down   to    Origen   and   his  fellows,  to    Luke   or   Clement ;   while   the 
Western  church,  even  when  represented  by  Irenasus,  who  was  brought 
up  in  Asia,  and  even  including  the  church  of  Eome  the  capital  of  the 
world,  where  all  reports  on  such  matters  were  sure  to  be  ventilated, 
seems  to  have  been  altogether  without  any  positive  tradition  or  opinion 
on  the  matter. 

35.  Before  advancing  with  the  history,  which  has  now  become  of 
secondary  importance  to  us,  I  will  state  to  what,  in  my  own  view,  this 
result  points,  as  regarding  the  formation  of  our  own  conclusion  on  the 
matter. 

36.  It  simply  leaves  us,  unfettered  by  any  overpowering  judgment  of 
antiquity,  to  examine  the  Epistle  for  ourselves,  and  form  our  own  opinion 
from  its  contents.     Even  were  we  to  admit  the  opinion  of  a  Pauline 
authorship  to  the  rank  of  an  early  tradition,  which  it  does  not  appear  in 
the  strict  sense  to  have  been,  we  should  then  have  ancient  ecclesiastical 
tradition  broken  into  various  lines,   and  inconsistent  with  itself :   not 
requiring  our  assent  to  one  or  other  of  its  numerous  variations.     Those 
who  are  prepared  to  follow  it,  and  it  alone,  will  have  to  make  up  their 
minds  whether  they  will  attach  themselves  to  the  catechetical  school  of 

4  Hug  supposes  that  Tertullian  does  not  mention  its  being  St.  Paul's,  because  he 
wishes  to  argue  with  the  Catholics  e  ex  concesso/  This  is  a  curious  specimen  of  the 
lengths  of  subtlety  to  which  controversy  will  carry  an  ingenious  mind, 

6  It  is  curious  to  see  how  such  writers  as  Sfcuart  can  treat  plain  Greek  to  serve  their 
purpose  :  €<  He  does  not  say  that  either  tcrropla  TraAcuef,  or  vapdSocris  ira\aidt  brings 
down  this  report :  but  simply  %  els  ̂ aay  00<&ra«ra  foropla,  i.  e.  report  has  aorne  to  us  ; 
or  it  is  reported ;  there  is  a  report  (t)) ;  report  says — that  either  Luke  or  Clemens 
wrote  it/' 
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Alexandria,  and  if  so,  whether  to  that  portion  of  it  (if  such  portion 
existed,  which  is  not  proved)  which  regarded  the  Epistle  as  purely  and 
simply  the  work  of  St.  Paul,  or  to  that  which,  with  Clement,  regarded 
the  present  Epistle  as  a  Greek  version  by  St.  Luke  of  a  Hebrew  original 
by  St.  Paul, — or  to  the  West  African  church,  which  regarded  it  as 
written  by  Barnabas ;  or  to  the  laropia  mentioned  by  Origen,  in  its 
Clementine  or  its  Lucan  branch ;  or  to  the  negative  view  of  the  churches 
of  Europe. 

37.  For  to  one  or  other  of  these  courses,  and  on  these  grounds, 
would  the  intelligent  follower  of  tradition  be  confined.     It  would  be  in 
vain  for  him  to  allege,  as  a  motive  for  his  opinion,  the  subsequent  uni- 

versal prevalence  of  one  or  other  of  these  views,  unless  he  could  at  the 
same  time  shew  that  that  prevalence  was  owing  to  the  overpowering 
force  of  an  authentic  tradition,  some  where  or  other  existing.     That 
the  whole  ehurch  of  Rome  believed  the  Pauline  authorship  in  subse- 

quent centuries,  would  be  no  compensation  for  the  total  absence  of  such 
belief  at  that  time  when,  if  there  were  any  such  authentic  tradition  any 
where,  it  must  have   prevailed   in  that   church.     That  the  same  was 
uniformly  asserted  and  acted  on  by  the  writers  of  the  Alexandrine 
church  in  later  ages,  does  not  tend  to  throw  any  light  on  the  vague 
uncertainty  which  hangs   over  the  first  appearances  of  the   opinion, 
wherever  it  is   spoken  of  and   its   grounds  alleged   by   such  earlier 
teachers  as  Clement  and  Origen. 

38.  And  these  considerations  are  much  strengthened,  when  we  take 
into  account  what  strong  reasons  there  were  why  the  opinion  of  the 
Pauline  authorship,  when  once  advanced  by  men  of  authority  in  teach- 

ing, should  gain  general  acceptance.     We  see  this  tendency  already  pre- 
vailing in  the  writings  of  Clement  of  Alexandria  and  Origen  j  who,  not- 

withstanding the  sentences  which  have   been  quoted  from  them,  yet 
throughout  their  writings  acquiesce  for  the  most  part  in  a  conventional 
habit  of  citing  the  Epistle  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul.     And  as  time  passed 
on,  a  belief  which  so  conveniently  set  at  rest  all  doubts  about  an  im- 

portant anonymous  canonical  writing,  spread  (and  all  the  more  as  the 
character  of  the  times  became  less  and  less  critical  and  enquiring;  over 
the  whole  extent  of  the  church. 

39.  It  will  be  well  to  interpose  two  cautions,  especially  for  young 
students.     It  has  been  very  much  the  practice  with  the  maintainers  of 
the  Pauline  authorship  to  deal  largely  in  sweeping  assertions  regarding 
early  ecclesiastical  tradition.     They  have  not  unfrequently  alleged  on 
their  side  the  habit  of  citation,  of  Clement  and  Origen,  as  shewing  their 

belief  respecting  the  Epistle,  unconnected  by  those  passages  which  shew 
what  that  belief  really  was.     Let  not  students  then  be  borne  away  by 
these  strong  assertions,  but  let  them  carefully  and  intelligently  examine 
for  themselves. 13] 
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40.  Our  second  caution  is  one  regarding  the  intelligent  use  of  ancient 

testimony.      Hitherto,  we  have  heen  endeavouring  to  trace  up  to  their  first 

origin  the  heliefs  respecting  the  Epistle.     Whence  did  they  first  arise  ? 
Where  do  we  find  them  prevailing  in  the  earliest  times,  and  there,  why  ? 

Now  this  is  the  only  method  of  enquiry  on  the  subject  which  is  or  can 

be  decisive,  as  far  as  external  evidence  is  concerned.     In  following  down 

the  stream  of  time,  materials  for  this  enquiry  soon  fail  us.     And  it  has 

been  the  practice  of  some  of  the  fautors  of  the  Pauline  authorship,  to 

amass  long  *  catense  '  of  names  and  testimonies,  from  later  ages,  of  men 

who  simply  swelled  the  ranks  of  conformity  to  the  opinion  when  it  once 

became  prevalent.     Let  students  distrust  all  such  accumulations  as  evi- 
dence.    They  are  valuable  as  shewing  the  growth  and  prevalence  of  the 

opinion,  but  in  no  other  light.     No  accretions  to  the  river  in  its  course 

can  alter  the  situation  and  character  of  the  fountain-head. 

41.  We  proceed  now  with  the  history  of  opinion,  which,  as  before 

remarked,  is  become  very  much  the  history  of  the  spread  of  the  belief  of 
a  Pauline  authorship. 

At  Alexandria,  as  we  might  have  expected,  the  conventional  habit  of 

quoting  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's  gradually  prevailed  over  critical  sus- 
picion and  early  tradition. 

42.  DiONYSitis,  president  of  the  catechetical  school,  and  afterwards 

Bishop  of  Alexandria,  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century,  cites  Heb.  x. 

34°  expressly  as   the  words  of  St.  PauL      PETER,  bishop  (cir.   300), 

who  suffered  under  Diocletian,  cites   Heb.  xi.  32  as  St.   Paul's   (rov 

HIEBAX  or  Hieracas,  of  Leontopolis,  who  lived  about  the  same  time, 

and  who,  although  the  founder  of  a  heresy,  appears  not  to  have  severed 
himself  from  the  church,  is  repeatedly  adduced  by  Epiphanius  as  citing 

the  Epistle  as  TOV  aTrocrroXou  :  and  the  same  Epiphanius  says  of  the  Mel- 
chisedekites  (see  on  ch.  vii,  3),  that  they  attempted  to  support  their 

view  CK  T7?s  Trpos  cJE/3patous  rov  IlauXou  iTriaroX^^. 
ALEXANDER,  bishop  cir.  312,  in  Theodorot,  H.  E.  i.  5,  says  in  an 

Epistle  to  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Constantinople  — 
crvfjLtfxava  yovv  TOVTOIS  fioa  KCU  6  //,eyaXo<£a>i/<miT0s  HavXos,  <£acrKa>v  TTC/H 

avrov  *Ov  %OyK€  KXvjpovofjiQV  Travrtoi/,  oY  ov  Kal  TOVS  aaoms  cTrot^crcv- 

ANTONIUS,  the  celebrated  pi-omoter  of  the  monastic  life  in  Egypt,  in 
one  of  his  seven  epistles  to  various  monasteries  8,  which  remain  to  us  in 
a  Latin  version,  says  — 

c  In  his  Epistle  to  Fabms,  Bp.  of  Antiocb  (Eus.  H.  B.  vi.  41),  *^K\IVOV  fe  Kal  bwav- 
°*   &8e\et>al   «.    T^I/  apway^v  T&V   birapx&vftov   fyolus    ̂ Ktivois   ols   /c. 

Kouth,  Eeliq,  Sacr.  iv»  p.  34,  &s  \*yet,  6  &7r<J<rroXoy,  $m\tnot  5* 

8  See  JeroiTQC,  Catal.  Script,  EcoK  88,  vol.  ii.  p.  925. 
14] 
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"Do  quibus  Paulus  ait,  Qnia  non  perccpcrunt  repromissiones 
propter  nos  (Heb.  xi.  13,  39,  40)." 

43.  But  the  most  weighty  witness  for  the  view  of  the  Alexandrine 
church  at  this  time  Is  ATHANASIUS,  in  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century. 
In  his  Epistola  Festalis,  vol.  ii.  p.  767,  he  enumerates  TO,  Kavovt£o;u,eva 
K.  7rapa8o0€VT<x  TncrrevQivTa  re   0€ia  eu/at  /3t/3Xta,  among  which  he  names 
fourteen  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  and  among  them  our  Epistle,  without 
alluding  to  any  doubt  on  the  subject.     And  in  his  other  writings  passim 

he   cites   the   Epistle   as   St.   Paul's    (see    many   examples    in   Bleek, 
p.  136). 

44.  Belonging  to  nearly  the  same  time  in  the  same  church  are  the 
anonymous  SYNOPSIS  Sacrse   Scripturae, — ORSIESIUS  or  Oriesis,  whose 
Doctrina  de  Institutione  Monachorum  remains  in  a  [Latin  version  by 
Jerome, — MARCUS  DIABOCHUS,  whose  discourse  against  the  Arians  we 
still  possess, — in  all  of  which  the  Epistle  is  either  expressly  or  implicitly 
cited  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul. 

45.  It  would  be  to  little  purpose  to  multiply  names,  in  a  church 
which  by  this  time  had  universally  and  undoubtingly  received  the  Pau- 

line authorship.     Bieek  has  adduced  with  copious  citations,  DIDYMUS 
(the  teacher  of  Jerome  and  Rufiuus), — MARCUS  EREMITA  (cir.  400), — 
THEOPHILUS    of    ALEXANDRIA    (cir.    400), — ISIDORE    of  PEI^USIUM 
(  +  450), — CYRIL  of  ALEXANDRIA  (  +  444)  :  concerning  which  last  it  is 
to  be  observed,  that  though  Nestoriua  had  adduced  passages  from  the 

Epistle  on  his  side,  as  being  St.  Paul's,  Cyril,  in  refuting  them,  does 
not  make  the  slightest  reference  to  the  formerly  existing  doubt  as  to 
the  authorship. 

46.  And  so  it  continued  in  this  church  in  subsequent  times :  the  only 
remarkable  exception  being  found  in  EUTHALIUS  (cir.  460),  who,  though 
he  regards  the  Epistle  as  of  Pauline  origin,  and  reckons  fourteen  Epistles 
of  St.  Paul,  yet  adduces  the  old  doubts  concerning  it,  and  believes  it  to  be 
a  translation  made  by  Clement  of  Rome  from  a  Hebrew  original  by  the 
Apostle.     The  passage,  which  is  a  very  interesting  one,  will  be  found  in 

Migne's  Patr.  Gr.  vol.  85,  p.  776,  and  is  cited  at  length  by  Bleek.     I 
give  an  abridgment  of  it : — 

T/  Sc  Trpos  *3£j3paLOv$  ITT.  &OKCI  ̂ tev  OVK  ctvou  TLavXov  Sta  TC  TOV  ̂ apaic- 
Tyjpa,  K.  TO  fir)  Trpoypa^eiv,  a>s  Iv  azracrais  rat?  cTricrToAcus,  KOLI  TO 

Xe'yetv  (oil.  ii.  3,  4)  ...  TOV  /ACV  ovv  ryXXa^at  TOV  ^apa/CT^pa  Tijs  ITT., 

<£ai/epa  17  ama*  Tfpos  yap  "E/^patous  TVJ  <j<£a)v  S<ctXe/cTa)  ypcwjfectaa  UCTTC- 
pov  /AC^cp/XT^yeu^i/at  XeyeTai,  a>s  p,£v  T«/€?,  -UTTO  Aoi>Ka,  <5>9  Sc  01  TroXXot, 

VTTO  KX^cvTOS'  TOV  yap  KCU  crca^et  TOV  ̂ apaKT-fjpa. 
Then  he  gives  the  usual  reason  for  the  want  of  a  superscription,  viz. 
that  St.  Paul  was  not  the  Apostle  of  the  Jews,  but  of  the  Gentiles, 

citing  Gal.  ii.  9,  10:  and  proceeds,  /xapTvpen-ai  Sc  KCU  Iv  TOIS  ll^s  17  liri- 
€ivai  IlavXov,  TW  ypa^>€iv — ch.  x.  34,  in  which  the  reading  Tots 
15] 
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ois  ftov  is  liis  point:  /cat  IK  TOV  Aeyctv  —  cli.  xiiL  18,  19:  icat  e/c  TOV 

Xeyeo'  —  ch.  xiiL  23,  in  which  he  interprets  dbroAeA-u/xej/ov,  sent  forth  ets 
Sta/covtav,  which  he  says  no  one  could  do  but  St.  Paul  :  and  then,  TOVTOV 

TOL-^LOV  TrposSoKoii/,  T»?V  tStav  aurots,  <x>s  £$os  TroAAa^oi;,  crvv  avra>  Trapovcrtav 
cTrayyeAAcrat. 

This  testimony  is  valuable,  as  shewing  that  in  the  midst  of  the  pre- 
valence of  the  now  accepted  opinion,  a  spirit  of  intelligent  criticism  still 

survived. 

47.  If  we  now  turn  to  other  parts  of  the  JS  astern  church,  we  find  the 
same  acceptation  of  the  Pauline  authorship  from  the  middle  of  the  third 
century  onwards.     Bleek  gives  citations  from  METHOBIUS,  Bishop  of 

Olympus  in  Lycia,  cir.  290  (which  seem  to  me  more  decisive  as  to  re- 
cognition of  the  Epistle  than  he  thinks  them)  :  from  PAUL  of  S  AMOSATA, 

Bishop  of  Antioch  in  264  :  from  JACOB,  Bishop  of  NISIBIS,  cir.  325  : 
from  EPHBEM  SYRUS  (  +  378). 

48.  A  separate  notice  is  required  of  the  testimony  of  EUSEBIXTS  of 

Coesarea,  the  well-known   church  historian.     In  very  many  passages 
throughout  Eis  works,  and  more  especially  in  his  commentary  on  the 
Psalms,  he  cites  the  Epistle,  and  always  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul,  or  of 
6  aTTocnroAos,  or  6  aytos  cor.,  or  6  $€tos  obr.     In  his  Eccl.  History  also  he 

reckons  it  among  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul;  e,  g.  H.  E.  ii.  17,  SiT^jo-ei^  .  .  » 

TraAat  7rpo<£>?Tu>v  €pfjt,tqv€VTtKci<s,  OTrotas  •$  re  -rrpos  *E^pcuovs  *at  <£AAou 
TO£?  HavXov  Trcpte^ovcrtv  cTncrroAat.  In  the  chapter  (iii.  25)  which 

treats  especially  of  the  canon  of  the  N.  T.,  while  there  is  no  express 
mention  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  it  is  evident,  by  comparing  his 
words  there  and  in  another  place,  that  he  reckons  it  as  confessedly  one 
of  the  writings  of  St.  Paul.  For  there  he  says,  speaking  of  those  N.  T. 

books  which  are  o/*oXoyovfjL€va9  "received  by  all"  — 
Kal  Sc  raKreov   cv  Trpcorots  TT^V  aytav   TO>I>   cuayycA/coi'  rerpa/crw*    ots 
CTTCTttt     $     T(OV     TTpCX^COJV    TOJV     aTTOCTToActJJ/     yptt^' 

HavXov  KaraAc/cTcov  ypa^a?  K.r.A. 
And  in  iii.  3,  TOV  8%  UavAov  TrpoS^Aot  /cat  ora^f^s  at 
Still  it  would  appear  that  Eusebius  himself  believed  the  Epistle  to 

have  been  written  in  Hebrew  by  St.  Paul  and  translated.     In  H.  E.  iii. 

38,  a  passage  part  of  which  has  been  above  cited  (par.  8),  he  says  — 

8^  f^?s  Trarptbv  yA<orT7jfs  !yypa<jko>$  w/ttA-^Koros  TOV 

TOV  cvayycAtcrr^v  Ao-UKav,  ot  S£  T^V  KA^/Acvra  TOVTOV 

OWTQV  Ip/j/tyi/evcrat  Aeyovcri-  Ttjv  ypatfrrfv*  o  Kal  /xaAAoj/  €^77  &v 

r<3  TOV  OJAOLOV  r^s  0pao"€d)s  xapaKT^pa  T-qv  re  TOV  KA^evros 

/cat  TTJV  Trpos  *E^ffpatous  aTrooroS^ctv,  icat  T^  /x-^  Troppca  TO.  cv  c/carcpot? 
rots  crvyypdfjLiJ.ao"t  vorjfJLCLTa  Ka^ccrravat. 

If  such  was  his  view,  however,  he  was  hardly  consistent  with  himself: 
for  in  his  comm.  on  Ps.  ii.  7,  vol.  v.  p.  88,  he  seems  to  assume  that  the 
Eoistle  was  written  in  Greek  by  the  Apostle  himself:  — 

16] 
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6  p.€V  rotye  eEy$patos  eAeyero   Kvpiov  eTvat  rrjs  Ae^ccog  ereKoy,   onep    Kat 

*AKvAaS    7T€7rOt?7/C€V*      6     Sfi      aTTOCTToXoS    VOfJLOjJLa0r)<$      V7rdp^O}V     €V    TTJ     TTpOS 

eE/3patovs  (i.  5)  r-jj  TO>V  o'  Ixprfvaro  : 
an    inconsistency    which    betrays    either    carelessness,    or    change    of 
opinion. 

49.  Marks  of  the  same  inconsistency  further  appear  in  another  place 
(H.  E.  vi.  13),  where  he  numbers  our  Epistle  among  the  dvrtXcyo/xevat 

ypa<t>aC9  saying  of  the  writings  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  K€XP>?TCU  B9  tv 
KOL  rats  O-TTO  rail/  avriAcyo/xevcoy  ypacjkcov  /jLapTVpLai<s,  T^S  re  Acyo- 

o^tas,  /cat  rr}s  'I^crou  T<n5  2ipa^,  Kat  TT}S  Trpos  cE/?patovs 
re  Bapi/a/5a  /cal  KA^/XCI/TOS  /cat  'lo^Sa.  It  has  been  sug- 

gested that  the  inconsistency  may  be  removed  by  accepting  this  last  as 

a  mere  matter  of  fact,  meaning,  as  in  H.  E,  iii.  3,  ore  ye  yu-^v  rtves 

TYJV  Trpos  *E/3pai'oi;s  Trpos  7-175  'Pw/iaia)!/  iK/cA^crtas  <!)?  /x^  IlavAov 
avr^v  di/riAeyccr^ac  <^»}o"avT€s,  o{>  St/catov  dyvoctv  :  cf.  also  H.  E.  vi. 

20,  end. 

50.  As  we    pass  downwards,  I    shall    mention    but  cursorily  those 

writers  who  uniformly  quote  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's  ;  pausing  only  to 
notice  any  trace  of  a  different  opinion,  or  any  testimony  worth  express 
citation.     The  full  testimonies  will  be  found  in  Bleek,  and  most  of  them 
in  Lardner,  vol.  ii. 

51.  Of  the  class  first   mentioned    in   the  foregoing    paragraph,  are 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (+  386)  ;  Gi^egory  of  Nazianzum  (+  389)  ;  Epipha- 
nius,  Bishop  of  Salamis  in  Cyprus  (  +-  402)  ;  Basil  the  Great,  Bishop  of 
Csesarea  in  Cappadocia  (  -h  379)  ;  his  brother  Gregory,  Bishop  of  Nyssa 
(cir.  370)  ;  Titus  of  Bostra  (+  cir.  371)  ;  Chrysostom  (-f-  407)  ;  Theo- 

dore of  Mopsuestia  (+  cir.  428)  ;  Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus  in  Cilicia 
(+457). 

52.  In  the  woi^ks  of  this  latter  Father  we  find  it  asserted  that  the 
Epistle  was  written  from  Home.      Also  we  find    the  Arians  charged 

with  setting  it  aside  as  spurious  : — 

OavfACLcrTov    ovftzv    Sptocrtv    ol    rrjv  *Ap€tai/tK^/v  cfeSe^a/xevot  vocrov  Kara. 

Tcoy   aTTOCTToAt/cw^  AvTTcovTCS    ypajuyxaTXDi/  KOL  rr)v  Trpos  *E/3pau>us    CTTI- 
CTToA^fV     T&V      AotTTCOV       aTrOKpLVQVT€<$       Kal       VO&OV       TttTJT^V       aTTOKaAoWTCS 

(Prooem.  ad  Hebr.  init.  vol.  iii.  p.  541). 
The  same  accusation  is  found — in  the  Dialogue  on  the  Trinity, 

ascribed  sometimes  to  Athanasius,  sometimes  to  Theodoret :  where  the 

orthodox  interlocutor  makes  the  rather  startling  assertion,  d^>*  ou  Kanyy- 
yeArjp  TO  c^ayyeAtov  TOV  xpL&rov  IlavAov  ctWu  TreTrtcrrcLiTat  r)  eTrtcrroA^  : — 
and  in  Epiphanius,  Hoer.  Ixix.  14,  p.  738,  where  at  the  same  time  he 

charges  them  with  misusing  Heb.  iii.  2,  r<S  Trot-rjoravn  avrov,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  their  error.  (See  the  passages  at  length  in  Bleek.)  From 

this,  and  from  the  Epistle  of  Arins  to  Alexander,  where  he  professes  his 
faith  and  cites  Heb.  i.  2  (Epiph.  ubi  supra,  §  7,  p.  733),  it  is  plain  that 
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the  Arians  did  not  reject  the  Epistle  altogether.  Nay,  they  hardly  denied 
its  Pauline  authenticity  ;  for  in  that  case  we  should  have  Athanasius  in 
his  polemics  against  them,  and  Alexander,  defending  this  authenticity, 
whereas  they  always  take  it  for  granted.  Moreover  in  the  disputation 
of  Augustine  with  the  Arian  Gothic  Bishop  Maxiinimis,  we  find  the 

latter  twice  quoting  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's*.  So  that  whatever  may 
have  been  done  by  individual  Arians,  it  is  clear  that  as  a  party  they  did 

not- reject  either  the  Epistle  itself  or  its  Pauline  authorship. 
53.  Correspondent  with  the  spread  of  the  acceptance  of  the  Epistle  as 

St.  Paul's,  was  its  reception,  in  the  MSS.,  into  the  number  of  his  Epistles. 
It  was  so  received   in  the  character  of   a  recent  accession,  variously 
ranked  :  either  at  the  end  of  those  addressed  to  churches,  or  at  the  end 
of  till.     Epiphanius  (Hcer.  xlii.  vol.  i.  p.  373),  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 

century,  says,  speaking  of  the  Epistle  to  Philemon — 
ovrojs  yap  Trapa  ro>  Map/aWt  /celrat  (viz.  ninth,  between  Col.  and 

Phil.)  Trapa  Se  ra>  obrocrroXa)  Icrx^r)  KetTai*  lv  rial  Sc  avruypd(f>Qi$ 

rpicrKaiScKcm;  Ttpo  rrj<s  Trpos  "E/Jpatovs  recrcrapesKeuSeKartys  rcTa/crat* 

aAAa  8e  dvrtypac^a  e^a  TVJV  Trpos  'E/Spato-us  SeKarTyy,  Trpo  rtov  Quo  rcav 
TTpOS  Ti/X.O^eOl/,   Kal  TtTW   Koi   ̂ iXrf/JLOVa. 

The  Epistle  holds  the  place  first  here  mentioned,  viz,  last  of  all,  in  the 
Iambi  ad  Seleucnm,  supposed  by  some  to  bo  the  work  of  Gregory  of 

Nazianznm,  but  more  probably  that  of  his  contempoi^ary  Ampliilochius, 
Bishop  of  Iconium  (see  Bleek,  p.  156,  note  187)  :  but  the  latter  place 
in  the  aiTangeinent  of  Athanasius  (BL  p.  135,  note  143),  of  the 
Synopsis  Sacrse  Scriptures  (wrongly  ascribed  to  Athanasius,  but 
belonging  to  the  Alexandrian  school,  Bl.  p.  137.  7),  of  the  Council  of 
Laodieom  (BL  p.  154)  :  of  Theodoret  and  Euthalius  :  of  our  uncial  MSS. 
A,  B,  C,  II,  N,  and  cursive  16,  17,  22,  23,  46,  47,  57,  71,  73,  al.  5  and  of 
the  Memphitic  version. 

54.  The  motives  for  these  differing  arrangements  were  obvious.    Some 
placed  it  last,  as  an  addition  to  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul ;  others,  to  give  it 
more  its  proper  rank,  put  it  before  the  Epistles  to  individuals.    But  had 

it  been  originally  among  St.  Paul's  Epistles,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
it  would  have  taken  its  place  according  to  its  importance,  which  is  the 
principle  of  arrangement  of  the  undoubted  Pauline    Epistles   in  the 
canon. 

55.  A  trace  of  a  peculiar  arrangement  is   found  in  B,   the  "Vatican 
Codex.    In  that  MS.,  all  the  fourteen  Epistles  of  St.  Paul  form  one  con- 

9  Augustini  collat.  cum  Maximino,  4,  Aug.  Opp.  viii.  p.  469  (725  Migne) :  Maximin. 
*f  Quod  Christus  csfc  m  dextcra  Dei,  quod  iutevpollat  pro  nobis,  sic  etiam  in  alio  loco 
ipsc  prosequitur  Paulus  dicons  (Col.  in,  1).  Sic  ad  Hebrseos  ipso  scnbens  ait :  'Purifica- 
tione  peccatorum  f acta '  &c.  (Heb.  i.  3) :"  and  ib.  9,  p.  471  (728)  :  Maximin.  "  Bicifc 
enim  sic  Paulus  ad  Ilcbrosos  ;  *  Non  enim  in  manufactis  teinplis  intravit  Cliristus  *  &c. 
(Heb.  ix.  24)." 
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tinned  whole,  numbered  throughout  by  sections.  But  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  which,  as  has  been  observed,  stands  after  2  Thess.,  does  not 
correspond,  in  the  numeration  of  its  sections,  with  its  present  place  in 
the  order.  It  evidently  once  followed  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians,  that 
Epistle  ending  with  §  59,  Heb.  beginning  with  §  60, — and  Eph.  (the 
latter  part  of  Heb.  being  deficient)  with  §  70.  This  would  seem  to  shew 
that  the  MS.  from  which  B  was  copied,  or  at  all  events  which  was 
at  some  previous  time  copied  for  its  text,  had  Heb.  after  Gal.  ;  which 

would  indicate  a  still  stronger  persuasion  that  it  was  St.  Paul's  *.  In 
the  Sahidic  version  only  does  it  appear  in  that  place  which  it  would 
naturally  hold  according  to  its  importance  :  i.  e.  between  2  Cor.  and  Gal. 
But  from  the  fact  of  no  existing  Greek  manuscript  having  it  in  this 
place,  we  must  ascribe  the  phenomenon  to  the  caprice  of  the  framer  of 
the  version. 

56.  Returning  to  the  Western  church,  we  find  that  it  was  some  time 
after  the  beginning  of  the  third  century  before  the  Epistle  was  generally 

recognized  as   St.  Paul's  ;    and  that  even  when  this  became  the  case,  it 
was  not  equally  used  and  cited  with  the  rest  of  his  Epistles. 

About  the  middle  of  the  third  century  flourished  in  the  church 

of.  Rome  NOVATIAN",  the  author  of  the  celebrated  schism  which  went  by 
his  name.  We  have  works  of  his  2  fall  of  Scripture  citations,  and  on 
subjects  which  would  have  been  admirably  elucidated  by  this  Epistle. 
Yet  no  where  has  he  quoted  or  alluded  to  it.  That  he  would  not  have 
had  any  feeling  adverse  to  it,  is  pretty  clear ;  for  no  passage  in  the  N.  T. 

could  give  such  apparent  countenance  to  his  severer  view  "tie  lapsis,"  as 
Heb.  vi.  4 — 6.  Yet,  judging  by  the  Tractatus  ad  Novatianum  ILiereti- 
cum  3,  he  never  cited  it  for  his  purpose.  Nor  does  that  treatise,  full  as 
it  is  of  Scripture  citations,  adduce  one  from  our  Epistle. 

57.  Contemporaiy  with    Novatian,  we  have,  in   the  West   African 
church,  CrrmAN,  Bishop  of  Carthage  (-}-  258).    In  all  his  writings,  he 
never  cites,  or  even,  alludes  to,  our  Epistle  ;  which  he  would  certainly 
have  done  for  the  same  reason  as  Novatian  would  have  done  it,  had  he 

recognized  it  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul  ,•  the  whole  of  whose  Epistles  he 
cites,  with    the  exception  of  that   to   Philemon.      In    all    probability, 

Tertullian's  view  ("  Da  magistrum  ")  was  also  his,  that  it  was  written 
by  Barnabas  (see  above,  par.  25). 

1  It  is  one  of  tlie  most  grievous  and  inexcusable  faults  in  Mai's  edition  of  tlie  Codex 
Vaticanus,  that  these  numbers,  forming  such  a  valuable  record  of  ancient  arrangement, 

have  been  wantonly  tampered  with,  "  ne  sectlonum  numeraiionew  absurde  periurbatatn 
exkiberemus"     See  note  at  end  of  Thcssalouians,  p.  429  of  the  English  reprint. 

2  l)e  Triuitate,  and  I)e  Cibis  Judaicis:  printed  in  Migne,  Pair.  Lat.  vol.  iii.  pp. 
885 — 9G4,  and  m  Galhuidi,  BibL  Patr.  iii.  pp.  287—323.     On  the  latter  of  them,  see 
Neandci%  Kirchcngesch.  pt.  iii.  p.  1166;  on  the  former,  Cave,  Hist,  Lit.  Ann.  251. 

s  Mignc,  Patr.  Lat.  iii.  pp.  1205—1218:    Gallandi,  Bibl.  Patr.  iii.  pp.  371—376. 
The  author  is  unknown. 19] 
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58.  A  little  later  we  have  a  witness  from  another  part  of  the  Latin 
church,  VICTORINXTS,  Bishop    of  Pettau    on    the    Drave,  in  Pannonia 
(+  cir.   303).      He  asserts    in  the  most  explicit  manner,  both  in  his 
fragment  De  Fabrica  Mundi  and  in  his  commentary  on  the  Apocalypse, 
that  St.  Paul  wrote  only  to  seven  churches  ;    and    in    the    latter  ho 
enumerates  the  churches  : — 

"In  toto  orbe   septem  ecclesias  omnes  esse,  et  septem  nominatas 
unam  esse  catholicam,  Paulas  docuit  primo  :  quod  ut  servaret  ipse, 
et  ipsum  septem  ecclesiarum  non  excessit  numerum  :    sed  scripsit 
ad  Romanes,  ad   Oorinthios,  ad  Galatas,  ad  Ephesios,  acl  Philip- 
penses,  ad  Colossenses,  ad  Thessalonicenses  :    postea  singularibus 

pcrsonis  scripsit,  ne  excederet  numerum.  septem  ecclesiarum  4." 
We  may  add  to  this,  that  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  never  quoted 

in  this  Commentary. 
59.  About  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  we  find  the  practice 

beginning  in  the  Latin  church,   of  quoting  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's  : 
but  at  first  only  here  and  there,  and  not  as  if  the  opinion  were  the 

prevailing  one.    Bleek  traces  the  adoption  of 'this  view  by  the  Latins  to 
their  closer  intercourse  with  the  Greeks  about  this  time  owing  to  the 
Arian  controversy,  which  occasioned  several  of  the  Western  theologians 
to    spend    some   time    iu    the    East,  where    the  Epistle  was    cited,  at 
first   by  both  parties,   and  always    by  the  Catholics,  as    undoubtedly 

St.  Paul's.      Add  to  this  the  study  of  the  Greek  exegetical  writers, 
and  especially  of  Origen,  and  we  shall  have  adduced  enough  reasons 
to  account  for  the  gradual  spread  of  the  idea  of  the  Pauline  authorship 
over  the  West. 

60.  A  fitting  example  of  both  these  influences  is  found  in  HILARY, 
Bishop  of  Poitiers  (+  368),  who  seems  to  have  been  the  first  who  thus 
regarded  the  Epistle.     He  quotes  it  indeed  but  seldom,  in  comparison 

with  other  parts  of  Scripture,  and  especially  with  St.  Paul's  Epistles  ; 
but  when  he  does,  it  is  decisively  and  without  doubt,  as  the  work  of  the 
Apostle.     These  citations  are  found  in  his  treatise  De  Trinitate,  which 
he  wrote  in  his  exile  in  Phrygia,  and  in  his  Commentary  on  the  Psalms, 

"in  quo  opera,"  says  Jerome  (Catal.   100,  voL  ii.  p.  933),  "imitatus 
Origenem,  nonnulla  etiam  de  suo  adclidit." 

61.  LtrciFEB  of  Cagliari  (+  371)  also  cites  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's, 
but  once  only,  De  non  oonveniendo  cum  Haer.  c.  11,  pp.  782  f.  (Migne) : 

though  he  frequently  cites  Scripture,  and  especially  St.  Paul's  Epistles. 
And  it  is  observable  of  him,  that  he  was  exiled  by  the  Emperor  Con- 
stantius,  and  spent  some  time  in  Palestine  and  the  Thebaid. 

62.  Fabius  Marias  VICTORINTTS  belongs  to  these  same  times.      He 

•*  On  the  almost  certain  genuineness  of  this  Commentary,  see  Bleek,  p.  179,  note  229  : 
on  which  it  may  be  said,  that  even  if  it  should  be  held  to  be  of  later  date,  it  would 
thereby  only  become  a  more  remarkable  testimony  in  this  matter. 
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was  born  in  Africa,  and  passed  the  greater  part  of  his  days  as  a 
rhetorician  at  Kome  :  being  baptized  as  a  Christian  late  in  life.  Most 
of  his  remaining  works  are  against  the  Arians  :  and  in  them  he  cites 

our  Epistle  two  or  three  times,  and  as  St.  Paul's  ;  still,  it  has  been 
observed  (by  Bleek),  not  with  such  emphasis  as  the  other  books  of 
Scripture,  but  more  as  a  mere  passing  reference.  He  is  said  by  Jerome 
(Catal.  101,  p.  935)  to  have  written  "  Commentarii  in  Apostolum,"  i.  e. 
on  the  Pauline  Epistles  :  yet  it  would  appear,  from  what  Cassiodorus 
implies  in  the  sixth  century  6,  that  up  to  his  time  no  Latin  writer  had 
commented  on  the  Epistle,  that  he  did  not  include  it  among  them. 

63.  Other  Latin  writers  there  are  of  this  time,  who  make  no  use  of 
our  Epistle,  though  it  would  have  well  served  their  purpose  in  their 
writings.       Such  are — PHGEBADIUS,    Bishop   of  Agen,   in   S.W.    Gaul 
(+  aft.  392)  ;  ZENO,  Bishop  of  Verona  (cir.  360)  ;  PACIANUS,  Bishop 
of  Barcelona  (cir.  370)  ;  HILARY  the  Deacon,  generally  supposed  to  be 

the  author  of  the  Comm,  on  St.  Paul's  Epistles  found  among  the  works 
of  Ambrose  (cir.  370)°  ;  OPTATUS,  Bishop  of  Milevi  (cir,  364 — 375), 
who  wrote  De  Schismate  Donatistarum.     All  these  quote  frequently 

from  other  parts  of  the  N.  T.  and  from  St.  Paul's  Epistles. 
64.  On  the  other  hand,  AMBROSE,  Bishop  of  Milan  (+  397),  com- 

bating strongly  the  Arians  of  his  time,  and  making  diligent  use  of  the 
writings   of  Origen,   Didymus,  and  Basil,  often   uses  and   quotes  the 
Epistle,  and  always  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul.     (See   copious  citations  in 
Bleek.)     In  one  celebrated  passage  in  his  treatise  De  Poenitentia  (ii.  2 
(6,  7),  vol.  iii.  p.  417),  where  he  is  impugning  the  allegation  by  the 
Novatians  of  Heb.  vi.  4  if.,  he  defends  the  passage  from  misunderstand- 

ing ;  confesses  its  apparent  inconsistency  with  St.  Paul's  conduct  to  the 
sinner  at  Corinth  ;   does  not  think  of  questioning  the  apostolical  autho- 

rity of  the  passage,  but  asks,  "  ISTumquid  Paulus  adversus  factum  suum 
prsedicare  potuit  ?  "  and  gives  two  solutions  of  the  apparent  discrepancy. 

65.  We  have  an  important  testimony  concerning  our  Epistle  from 
PHILASTRIUS,  Bishop  of  Brescia  (-f  cir.  387),  who  while  he  cites  the 
Epistle    as    unhesitatingly  as    his  friend  Ambrose,  in  his  treatise  De 
Useresibus  (§  89,  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  xii.  p.  1200),  says — 

"  Hseresis  quorundam  de  epistola  Pauli  ad  Hebraeos.  Sunt  alii 
quoque,  qui  epistolam  Pauli  ad  Hebrseos  non  adserunt  esse  ipsius, 
sed  dicunt  aut  Barnabas  esse  apostoli,  aut  dementis  de  urbe  Roma 
episcopi.  Alii  autem  Lucas  evangelistse  aiunt  epistolam  etiam  ad 

5  Divin.  Litt.  c.  8  (vol.  ii.  p.  543),  cited  in  Bleek. 
6  The  Epistle  is  once  cited  in  the  cornrn.,  but  so  that  it  is  distinguished  from  the 

writings  of  St.  Paul.     Speaking  of  St.  Paul,  he  says  (on  2  Tim.  i.  3),  "  Sic  enim  ali- 
quando  persequutus  est  ecclesiam  ut  Dei  amore  hoc  ageret,  non  malevolentia.     Nam 
simili  modo  et  in  epistola  ad  Hebrasos  servptum  est :  quia  Levi  qui  decimas  accepit, 
decimas  dedit  Melchisedech  "  &c.     See  Bleek,  p.  139. 
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Laodicensea  scriptam 7.     Et  quia  addiclerunt   in  ca  quoodam  non 
bene  sentiente?,   mde    non    legitur  in  ecclcsia  :    et,   si   legitur  a 
quibusdam,   non  tamen   in  ecclesia    legitur  populo,  nisi  tredecim 
epistolse  ipsius,  et  ad  Hebroeos  interdum.     Et  in  ea  quia  rhctorice 
scripsit  sermone  plausibili,  inde  non  putant  cjusdexn  apostoli.     Et 
quia  et  factum  Christum  dixit  in  ca  (cli.  iii.  2),  indo  non  legitar. 
De  pocnitentia  autem  (ch.  vi.  4  fF.),  propter  Novatianos 

Then  he  proceeds  to  give  orthodox  explanations  of  both  places. 
He  has  also  another  remarkable  passage,  Hair.  88,  p.  1199  : — 

"Propter  quod  statutum  cst  ab  apostolis  et  eoruni  successoribus, 
non  aliud  leg!  debere  in  eccleeia  catholica,  nisi  legem  et  prophctas 
et  evangelia  et  aetus  apostolorum  et  Pwili  ircdecim  cpistolas,  et 
septem  alias,  Petri  duas,  Joannis  tres,  Judos  unam  et  unam  Jacobi, 
quas  septem  actibus  apostolorum  conjunctse  sunt.  Scrip  tune  autem 
absconditae,  id  est,  apocrypha,  etsi  legi  dcbent  morum  causa  a 
perfectis,  non  ab  omnibus  legi  debent,  quia  non  intelligentes  multa 
addiderunt  et  tulerunt  qua)  voluerunt  lueretici." 

These  testimonies  of  Philastrius  are  curious,  aucl  hardly  consistent 
with  one  another,  nor  with  his  own  usual  practice  of  citing  the  Epistle 

as  St.  Paul's.  They  seem  to  lead  us  to  an  inference  agreeing  with  that 
to  which  our  previous  enquiries  led,  viz,  that  though  some  controversial 
writers  in  the  Latin  church  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  were  begin- 

ning to  cite  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's,  it  was  not  at  that  time  so  recog- 
nized in  that  church  generally,  nor  publicly  read  :  or  if  road,  but 

seldom. 

66.  This  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  Latin  church  to  receive  and 
recognize  the  Epistle  was  doubtless  continued  and  increased  by  the  uso 
made  of  some  passages  in  it  by  the  Novatian  schismatics*  We  have 
seen  already,  in  par.  64,  that  Ambrose  adduces  this  fact  :  and  Bleek 
brings  several  instances  of  it  from  other  writers.  But  as  time 
advanced,  the  intrinsic  value  of  the  Epistle  itself,  and  the  example  of 
writers  of  the  Greek  church,  gained  for  it  almost  universal  reception, 
and  reputation  of  Paulino  authorship  in  the  West.  Thus  G-AUDKNTIUS, 
successor  of  Philastrius  in  the  see  of  Brescia  in  387,  to  which  he  was 
summoned  from  travelling  in  Cappadoeia, — and  FAUSTINUS,  who  fol- 

lowed in  this,  as  in  other  things,  the  practice  of  Lucifer  of  Cagliari, — 
cite  the  Epistle  without  hesitation  as  St.  Paul's.  So  in  general  does 
EuFiNys  (-h  cir.  411),  having  spent  a  long  time  in  Egypt,  and 

1  This  curious  sentence  can  hardly  mean,  as  Bleek,  that  they  believed  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hob.  to  be  St.  Luke**,  as  also  that  apocryphal  ouc  which  is  written  to  the  Lao- 
diceans ;  but  that  they  believed  the  Epistle  to  the  Heb.  to  be  St.  Luke's,  and  that 
it  was  also  written  to  the  Laod.,  L  e.  was  the  Epistle  alluded  to  under  that  designation 
by  St.  Paul  in  Col.  iv.  16.  What  follows  is  very  obscure,  but  does  not  seem  to  me  to 
support  this  rendering  of  Bleek's. 
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being  familiar  with  the  writings  of  Origan.  He  gives  "  Pauli  apostoli 
epistoke  quatuordecim "  among  the  writings  "  quse  patres  intra 
canonem  concluserunt 8 :"  and  in  his  writings  generally  cites  the  Epistle 
as  Pauline  without  hesitation  9. 

67.  I  shall  close  this   historical  sketch  with  a  fuller  notice  of  the 

important  testimonies  of  JEROME  and  AUGUSTINE,  and  a  brief  summary 
of  those  who  followed  them. 

68.  JEROME  (+  420)  spent  a  great   portion   of  his  life  in  Egypt, 
Palestine,  and  other  parts  of  the  East  ;  was  well  acquainted  with  the 
writings  of  Origen  ;    and  personally  knew   such  men  as  Gregory  of 
Nazianzum,  Didymus,  Epiphanius,  and  the  other  Greek  theologians  of 
his  time.     It  might  therefore  have  been  expected,  that  he  would,  as  we 
have  seen  other  Latin  writers  do,  have  adopted  the  Greek  practice,  and 
have  unhesitatingly  cited  and  spoken  of  this  Epistle  as  the  work  of 
St.  Paul.     This  however  is  by  no  means  the  case.     On  the  whole  his 
usual  practice  is,  to  cite  the  words  of  the  Epistle,  and  ascribe  them  to 

St.  Paul1 :  and  in  his  work  De  Nominibus  Hebraicis  (vol.  iii.  pp.  4  if.  ed. 
Migne),  where  he  interprets  the  Hebrew  words  which  occur  in  Scripture, 
in  the  order  of  the  books  where  they  are  found,  he  introduces  the  Epistle 

as  St.  Paul's  (p.  113),  after  2  Thessalonians. 
69.  But  the  exceptions  to  this  practice   of  unhesitating  citation  are 

many  and  important :  and  wherever  he  gives  any  account  of  the  Epistle, 
he  is  far  from  concealing  the  doubts  which  prevailed  respecting  it.     I 
shall  give  some  of  the  most  remarkable  passages. 

In    the    Catalogus     Scriptorum    Ecclesiasticorum,    chap.    5,    under 

Paulus  (vol.  ii.  pp.  837,  839),  he  says — 
"  Scripsit  autem  novem  ad  septem  ecclesias  epistolas,  ad  Ko- 
manos  unam,  ad  Corinthios  duas,  ad  Galatas  unam,  ad  Ephesios 

unam,  ad  Philippenses  unam,  ad  Colossenses  unam,  ad  Thessaloni- 
censes  duas  :  praeterea  ad  discipulos  suos,  Timotheo  duas,  Tito 
unam,  Philemoni  unam.  Epistola  autem  quse  fertur  ad  Hebrasos 
non  ejus  creditur  propter  stili  sermonisque  distantiam,  sed  vel 
Barnabae  juxta  Tertullianum,  vel  Lucse  evangelists  juxta  quosdam, 
vel  dementis,  Romanse  postea  ecclesiae  episcopi,  quern  aiunt 
sententias  Pauli  proprio  ordinasse  et  ornasse  sermone  :  vel  certe, 

quia  Paulus  scribebat  ad  Hebrseos  et  propter  invidiam  sui  apud  eos 

8  In  his  Expositio  Symboli  Apostolici,  37,  p.  100  (Migne,  Pair.  Lat.  vol.  xxi),  pub- 
lished also  in  Jerome's  works,  ed.  Paris,  1693,  vol.  ix.  p.  70  (vol.  iv.  p.  62  in  the 

Frankfort  ed.  of  1684). 

9  The  passage  quoted  by  Bleek  from  the  Invectiva  in  Hieronymum,  "  Nescio  quid 

tale  et  in  alia  epistola,  si  quis  tamen  earn  receperit "  &c.,  is  nothing  but  a  citation  by 
him  from  Jerome's  commentary  on  Eph. :  see  it  at  length  below,  par.  72. 

i  See  numerous  instances  in  Bleek,  p.  202  f.,  note.     I  only  cite  those  which  are 

apposite  to  the  question  before  us. 
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nominis  tltulum  in  principle  salutationis  amputaverat.  Scvipserat 
autem  ut  Hcbrseus  Hebroeis  Hebraice,  id  est  suo  eloquio  diser- 
tissime,  ut  ea  quas  eloquenter  scripta  fuerant  in  Hebrseo  eloquentius 

verterontur  in  Groscum  :  et  lianc  caussam  esse,  quod  a-  eaeteris 

Pauli  epistolis  discrepare  videatur," 
70.  In  this  passage,  while  he  relates  the  doubts  and  hypotheses,  his 

own  leaning  seems  to  be,  to  believe  that  the  fact  of  'St.  Paul  having 
written  in  Hebrew,  and  having  omitted  a  salutation  owing  to  his 
unpopularity  among  the  Jews,  would  be  enough  to  account  for  the 
phenomena  of  the  Epistle, 

7L  But  in  other  places,  he  gives  other  reasons  for  the  difficulties  of 
the  Epistle  and  for  the  doubts  respecting  it.  Thus  in  his  Coinm.  on 

Gal.  i.  1  (vol.  vii.  p.  374),  he  says — 

"  . .  , .  Unde  et  nos  possumus  intelligere,  Joannem  quoque  baptistam 
et  apostolum  appellandum,  siquidem  ait  Scriptura  '  Fuit  homo 

missus  a  Deo  cut  nomen  erat  Johannes  :'  et  in  epistola  ad  Hebrseos 
propterea  Paulum  solita  consuctudino  nee  nomen  suum  nee  apostoli 
vocabulum  preeposuisse,  quia  de  Christo  erat  dicturus,  *  Ilabentes 
ergo  principem  sacerdotem  et  apostolum  confessionis  nostrce  Jesum 

(Heb.  iii.  1  ;  iv.  14)  :J  nee  fuwse  congruum  ut  ubi  Christus  apos- 
t-olus  dicendus  erat,  ibi  etiam  Paulus  apostolus  ponerctur V 

Again,  on  Isa.  vi.  9,  10  (vol.  iv.  p.  97) — 

"  Pauli  quoque  idcirco  ad  Hebrseos  epistola  contradicitur,  quod  ad 
Hebra?os  scribens  utatur  testimoniis  quse  in  Hebraicis  voluminibus 
non  habentur." 

72.  Tn  the  prologue  to  his  Comrn,  on  Titus,  ho  severely  blames  the 
Marcionites  and  other  heretics  for  excluding  arbitrarily  certain  Epistles 
from  the  number  of  the  Apostolic  writings,  instancing  the  Pastoral  Epis- 

tles and  this  to  the  Hebrews,     lie  then  proceeds  (vol.  vii.  pp.  T585  f.) — 
"  Et  si   quidom  redclerent  caussas  cur  eas  apostoli  non  putarent, 
tentaremus  aliquid  respondere  et  forsitan  aliquid  satisfacere  lectori. 
Nunc  vero  cum   haerotica   auctoritate  pronuncient  et  dicant  Ilia 
epistola  Pauli  est,  hasc  non  est,  ea  auctoritate  refelli  se  pro  veritate 
intelligant,  qua  ipsi  non  erubescant  falsa  simulare." 

Still  that  this  strong   language  does  not  prove  him  to  have  been 
satisfied  as  to  the  Pauline  authorship,  is  shewn  by  two  passages  in  his 
commentary  on  this  same  Epistle  to  Titus  (vol.  vii.  p,  695)  : — 

"Et  hoc  diligentius  observate,  quomodo  unius  civitatis  presbyteros 
vocans  postea  eosdem  episcopos  dixcrit.  Si  quis  mdt  reaper*  earn 
epistolam  qum  sub  nomine  Pauli  ad  Hebrceos  scripta  est,  et  ibi 
jBqualiter  inter  plures  ecclesise  cura  dividitur.  Siquidem  ad  plebem 
scribit  '  Parete  principibus  vestris*  &c.  (Heb.  xiii.  17)." 

2  Compare  Paixtsoiius  al>ove,  par.  11. 
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And  (vol.  vii.  p.  714) — 

"  Relege  ad  Hebrceos  epistolam  Pauli,  sive  cujuscumque  alterius 
earn  esse  putas,  quia  jam  inter  ecclesiasticas  est  recepta ;  totum 
ilium  catalogum  fidei  enumera,  in  quo  scriptum  est  *  Fide 
majus  sacriftcium  Abel  a  Cain  obtulit  Deo'  &c.  (Heb.  xi. 
4—8)." 

And  again  in  his  Comm.  on  Ezek.  xxviii.  (vol.  v.  p.  335) — 
"  Et  Paulus  apostolus  loquitur,  siquis  tamen  ad  Hebrceos  epistolam 
suscipit,  '  Accessistis  ad  Sion  montem  9  &c.  (Heb.  xii.  22)." 

And  on  Eph.  iL  (vol.  vii.  p.  583),  having  quoted  1  Cor.  he  says — 
"JSTescio  quid  tale  et  in  alia  epistola,  si  quis  tamen  earn  recipit, 
prudentibus  quibusque  lectoribus  Paulus  subindicat,  dicens,  l  Hi 
omnes  testimonial  accipientes  fidei '  &c.  (Heb.  xi.  39)." 

73.  The  following  expressions  regarding  the  Epistle,  testifying  to  the 
same  doubt,  occur  in  his  writings  : — 

Epistle  73  (125),  ad  Evangelum  (Evagrium),  §  4  (vol.  i.  p.  442), 
"Epistola  ad  Hebraeos,  quam  omnes  Graeci  recipiunt,  et  nonnulli 
Latinorum  :"  Comm.  on  Matt.  xxvi.  (vol.  vii.  p.  212),  "Paulus  in 
epistola  sna  qusB  scribitur  ad  Hebraeos,  licet  de  ea  multi  Latinorum 

dubitent  :"  Catal.  59  (vol.  ii.  p.  899),  "  sed  et  apud  Romanos  usque 
hodie  quasi  Pauli  apostoli  non  habetur  :"  Comm.  in  Isa.  vL  (vol.  iv.  p. 
91),  "  quam  Latina  consuetudo  non  recipit :"  ib.  in  c.  viii.  (vol.  iv.  p. 
125),  "licet  earn  Latina  consuetudo  inter  canonicas  scrrpturas  non 
recipiat  :"  in  Zach.  viii.  1 — 3  (vol.  vi.  p.  838),  "Paulus,  si  tamen  in 
suscipienda  epistola  Grsecorum  auctoritatem  Latina  lingua  non  respuit, 

sacrata  oratione  disputans  ait "  &c. 
74.  A  passage  requiring  more  express  notice  is  found  in  his  Epistfle 

to  Dardanus,  §  3  (vol.  i.  p.  970),  where  after  citing  testimonies  from 
Heb.  xi.  xii.,  he  proceeds — 

"Nee  me  fugit  quod  perfidia  Judaeorum  haec  testimonia  non 
suscipiat,  quae  utique  veteris  Testament!  auctoritate  firmata  sunt. 
Illud  nostris  dicendum  est,  hanc  epistolam  quae  inscribitur  ad 
Hebraeos,  lion  solum  ab  ecclesiis  Orientis,  sed  ab  omnibus  retro 
ecclesiasticis  Grseci  sermonis  scriptoribus  quasi  Pauli  apostoli 
suscipi,  licet  plerique  earn  vel  Barnabas  vel  Clementis  arbitrentur  :  et 
nihil  interesse  cujus  sit,  cum  ecclesiastic!  viri  sit,  et  quotidie  eccle- 
siarum  lectione  celebrettir.  Quod  si  earn  Latinorum  consuetudo 
non  recipit  inter  scripturas  canonicas,  nee  Grsecorum  quidem 
ecclesiae  Apocalypsin  Joannis  eadem  libertate  suscipiunt :  et  tamen 
nos  utraque  suscipimus,  nequaquam  hujus  temporis  consuetudinem, 
sed  veterum  scrip torum  auctoritatem  sequentes,  qui  plerumque 
utriusque  abutuntur  testimoniis,  non  ut  interdum  de  apocryphis 
facere  solent  (quippe  qui  et  gentilium  literarum  raro  utantur 

exemplis)  sed  quasi  canonicis." 
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75.  There  are  some  points  in  this  important  testimony,  which  seem 
to  want  elucidation.     Jerome  asserts,  for  example,  that  by  all  preceding 

Greek  writers  the  Epistle  had  been   received  as  St.  Paul's  :    and    yet 
immediately  after,  he  says  that  most  (of  them,  for  so  only  can  "plerique  " 
naturally  be  interpreted)  think  it  to  be  Barnabas's  or  Clement's  3 :    and 
think  it  to  be  of  no  consequence  (whose  it  is),  seeing  that  it  is  the 

production,    of  a    "  vir    ecclesiasticusy99  and    is    every  day  read    in    the 
churches.     Now  though  these  expressions  are  not  very  perspicuous,  it 
is  not  difficult  to  see  what  is  meant  by  them.     A  general  conventional 

reception  ("  susceptio")  of  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's  prevailed  among  the 
Greeks.    To  this  their  writers  (without  exception  according  to  Jerome  : 
but  that  is  a  loose  assertion,  as   the  preceding  pages  will  shew)  con- 

formed, still  in  most  cases  entertaining  their  own  views  as  to  Barnabas 
or  Clement  having  written  the  Epistle,  and  thinking  it  of  little  moment, 
seeing  that  confessedly  it  was  the  work  of  a  "  vir  ecclesiasticus,"  and 
was    stamped  with  the  authority  of  public  reading    in  the  churches. 
The  expression  "  vir  ecclesiasticus  "  seems  to  be  in  contrast  to  "  homo 
hceretzciis  V 

76.  The  evidence  here  however  on  one  point  is  clear  enough  :    and 

shews  that  in  Jerome's  day,  i.  e.  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century, 
the  custom  of  the  Latins  did  not  receive  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews 
among  the  canonical  Scriptures. 

77.  Jerome's    own  view,  as  far   as    it    can   be    gathered  from    this 
passage,  is,  that  while  he  wishes  to  look  on  the  Epistle  as  decidedly 
canonical,  he  does  not  venture  to  say  who  the  author  was,  and  believes 
the  question  to  be  immaterial  :  for  we  cannot  but  suppose  him,  from 
the  very  form  of  the  clause  "  et  nihil  interesse  "  &c.,  to  be  giving  to  this 
view  his  own  approbation. 

78.  And  consistent  with    this    are    many  citations    of  the    Epistle 
scattered  up  and  down  among  his  works  :  as,  e.  g. — 
Comm.  on  Isa.  Ivii.,  vol.  iv.  p.  677 — 

"  MODS  .  .  .  de  quo  ad  Hebrseos  loquitur  qui  scribit  epistolam  "  &c. 
Comm.  on  Amos  viiL,  vol.  vi.  p.  339 — 

(( Quod   quicunquo    est    ille    qui    ad   Hebraaos    scripsit   epistolam 
disserens  ait "  &c, 

Comm.  on  Jer.  xxxi.  31,  vol.  iv.  p.  1072 — 

8  By  no  possible  ingenuity  can  these  words  be  made  to  mean,  as  Dr.  Davidson  inter- 
prets them,  that  "  the  Greeks  ascribed  the  style  and  language  of  it  to  Barnabas  or 

Clement,  though  the  ideas  and  sentiments  were  Paul's."  The  genitives,  "  Pauli,"  and 
"Barnabse  vcl  dementis/*  are  strictly  correspondent  and  correlative.  In  the  same 
sense  as  they"  suscipiebant **  the  Epistle  as  being  the  one,  in  that  sense  they"  arbitra- 
bantur  "  that  it  was  the  other  j  and  in  no  other  sense. 

4  A  similar  use  of  ̂ KK\7j<na,<rrtK6s  occurs  in  Euseb.  H.  E.  iii.  25,  where  see  Heini- 
chen's  notes. 
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"  Hoc  testimonio  apostolus  Paulus,  sive  quis  alius  scripsit  epistolam, 
usus  est  ad  Hebrseos  "  &c. 5 

And  intimations   conveyed  in.  other  places,  besides  that  above  cited 
from  the  Catalogus  (par.  69)  : — 
Ep.  53  (103),  ad  Paulinum,  §  8,  vol.  i.  p.  280— 

"  Paulus  apostolus  ad  septem  scribit  ecclesias  (octava  enim  ad 
Hebrseos  a  plerisque  extra  numerum  ponitur)  "  &c. 

Comin.  on  Zachar.  vol.  vi.  p.  854  f. — 

"  Et  in  Esaia  legimus,  e  Apprehendent  septem  mulieres  *  &c.  Quae 
igitur  septem  ibi  mulieres  appellantur,  id  est  ecclesise,  quarum 
numerus  et  in  Paulo  apostolo  continetur  (ad  septem  enim  scribit 
ecclesias,  ad  Homanos,  ad  Corinthios,  ad  Galatas,  ad  Ephesios,  ad 
Philippenses,  ad  Colossenses,  ad  Thessalonicenses),  et  in  Joannis 
apocalypsi  in  medio  septem  canclelabrarum,  id  est,  ecclesiarum, 
Ephesiorarn  &c.,  varietate  et  auro  purissimo  Dominus  cinctus 

ingreditur  ;  nunc  in  propheta  Zacharia  decem  nominantur  "  &c. 
79.  And  as  Bleek  has  very  satisfactorily  shewn,  no  difference  in  time 

can  be  established  between  these  testimonies  of  his,  which  should  prove 
that  he  once  doubted  the  Pauline  authorship  and  was  afterwards  con- 

vinced, or  vice  versa.      For    passages    inconsistent  with  one    another 
occur  in  one  and  the  same  work,  e.  g.  in  the  Comm.  on  Isaiah,  in  which, 
notwithstanding  the  testimonies  above  adduced  from  it,  he  repeatedly 

cites  the  Epistle  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul 6.     And  these  Commentaries 
on  the  Prophets  were  among  his  later  works. 

80.  We  may  safely  then  gather  from  that  which  has  been  said,  what 

Jerome's  view  on  the  whole  really  was.     He  commonly,  and  when  not 
speaking  with  deliberation,  followed  the  usual  practice  of  citing  the 

Epistle  as   St.  Paul's.     But  he  very  frequently  guards  himself  by  an 
expression  of  uncertainty  :  and  sometimes  distinctly  states  the  doubt 
which  prevailed  on  the  subject.     That  his  own  mind  was  not  clear  on 
it,  is  plain  from  many  of  the  ajbove-cited  passages.     In  fact,  though 
quoted  on  the  side  of  the  Pauline  authorship,  the  testimony  of  Jerome 
is  quite  as  much  against  as  in  favour  of  it.     Even  in  his  time,  after  so 

long  a  prevalence  of  the  conventional  habit  of  quoting  it  as  St.  Paul's, 
lie  feels  himself  constrained,  in  a  great  proportion  of  the  cases  where 

he  cites 'it,  to  cast  doubt  on  the  opinion,  that  it  was  written  by  the 
Apostle. 

81.  The   testimony  of  AUGUSTINE    (4-  430)    is,  on   the   whole,  of 
the  same  kind.     It  was  his  lot  to  take  part  in.  several  synods  in  which 
the  canon  of  the  N.  T.  came   into  question.     And  it   is  observable, 

5  See  also  on  Isa.  IviL  vol.  iv.  p.  700;  1.  ib.  p.  583;  xxiv.  ib.  p.  338;  viii.  ib.  p.  125; 
vii.  p.  108 ;  &c. 

6  Cf.  on  ch.  Ivi  vol.  iv.  p.  659 ;   on  ch.  xlv.  ib.  p.  543 ;   on  ch.  viii.  ib.  p.  125  ;   on 
ch.  vii.  ib.  p.  108;  on  ch.  vi.  p.  91 ;  &c. 27] 



PROLEGOMENA.]   THE  EPISTLE  TO  THE  HEBREWS.         [on.  i. 

tuafcwhilo  in  two  of  these,  one  held  at  Hippo  in  393,  when  he  was 

yet  a  presbyter,  the  other  the  3rd  council  of  Carthage  in  398,  we 
read  of — 

<(f  Pauli  apostoli  epistolse  tredecim  :  ejusdem  ad  Hebrzeos  una," — 
clearly  shewing  that  it  was  not  without  some  difficulty  that  the  Epistle 

gained  a  place  among  the  writings  of  the  Apostle, — in  the  5th  council 
of   Carthage,    held    in   419,    where    Augustine    also    took    a    part,   we 
read— 

"  epistolarum  Pauli  apostoli  numcro  quatuordecim." 
So  that  during  this  interval  of  25  years,  men  had  become  more  accus- 

tomed to  hear  of  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's,  and  at  last  admitted  it  into 

the  number  of  his  writings  without  any  distinction 7. 
82.  We  might    hence  have  supposed  that  Augustine,  who  was  not 

only  present  at  these  councils,  but  took  a  leading  part  in  framing  their 

canons,  would  be  found  citing  the  Epistle  every  where  without  doubt 

as  St.  Paul's.     But  this  is  by  no  means  the  case.     Bleek  has  diligently 

collected  many  passages  in  which  the  unsettled  state  of  his  own  opinion 

on   the  question    appears.     In    one    remarkable    passage,  De  Doctrina, 

Christiana,  ii.  8  (12),  vol.  iii.  pt.  i.  p.  40  (Migne),   where  he  says  of 

his  reader— 
«<  In  canonicis  autein  scripturis  ecclesiarum  catholicarum  quam- 

plurium  auctoritatem  sequatur,  inter  quas  sane  illao  sint  quas 

apostolicas  sedes  habere  et  epistolas  accipere  meruerunt.  Tenebit 

igitur  hunc  modum  in  scripturis  canonicis,  ut  eas  qnae  ab  omnibus 

acoipiuntur  ecclesiis  catholicis,  praponat  eis  quas  quidam  nou 

accipiunt  :  in  eis  vero  quae  non  acoipiuntur  ab  omnibus,  praponat 

eas  quas  plures  gravioresque  accipiunt,  eis,  quas  pauciores  mino- 

nsque  auctoritatis  ecciesioe  tenent,  ' — 
having  said  this,  he  proceeds  to  enumerate  the  canonical  books  of  the 

O.  and  JST.  T,  ("  totus  autem  canon  scripturarum,  in  quo  istam  considera- 

tions versandam  dicimus,  his  libris  continetur  "  &c.),  giving  fourteen. 

Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  among  which  he  places  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  last :  which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  not  its  usual  place  at  that 
time. 

83.  Plainer  testimonies  of  the  same  uncertainty  are  found  in  other 

parts  of  his  writings  :    e.  g.  De  Peccatorum  Mentis  et  Hemissione,  i. 
<5.  27  (50),  vol.  x.  pt.  i.  p.  137— 

"  Ad  Hebraeos  quoque  epistola,  quamquam  nonnullis  incerta  sit, 
tamen  quoniam  legi,  quosdatn  .  .  .  earn  quibusdam  opinioiiibus  suis 

testem  adhibere  voluisse,  magisque  me  mo  vet  auctoritas  eccle- 
siarum orientalium,  quoe  hanc  quoque  in  canonicia  habent,  quanta 

pro  nobis  testimonia  contineat,  advertendum  est." 
7  See  the  canons  of  the  respective  councils  in  Bleek,  pp.  217,  218 ;  and  in  Mansi, 

Concil.  Collect,  vol.  iii.  pp.  891,  924;  vol.  iv.  p.  430. 
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Indicate,  Expositio  Epistolee  ad  Romanes  (written  in  A.».  394),  §11, 
vol.  iii.  pt.  ii.  p.  2095 — 

"  Excepta  epistola  quam  ad  Hebrseos  scripsit,  ubi  principiurn 
salutatorium  de  industria  dicitur  omisisse,  ne  Judaei,  qui  adversus 
eum  pugnaciter  oblatrabant,  nomine  ejus  ofFensi  vel  inimico  animo 
legerent,  vel  omnino  legere  non  curarent  quod  ad  eorum  salutem 
scripserat:  unde  nonnulli  earn  in  canonem  scripturarum  recipere 
timuerunt.  Sed  quoquo  modo  se  habeat  ista  qusestio,  excepta  hac 
epistola,  omnes  quse  milla  dubitante  ecclesia  Pauli  apcstoli  esse 
firmantur,  talem  continent  salutationem  "  &c. 

De  Civitate  Dei,  xvi.  22,  vol.  vii.  p.  500 — 

"  In  epistola  quse  inscribitur  ad  Hebrseos,  quam  plures  apostoli 
Pauli  esse  dicunt,  quidam  vero  negant." 

De  Fide,  Spe  et  Caritate  (A.D.  421),  c.  8  (2),  vol.  vi.  p.  235 — 

"  In  epistola  ad  Hebr.,  qua  teste  usi  sunt  illustres  catholicse  regulse 
defensores." 

84.  Sometimes  indeed  lie  cites  our  Epistle  simply  with  the  formulas 

" Audisti  exhortantem  apostolum,"  Serm.  Iv.  5,  vol.  v.  p.  376  :  "Audi 
quod  dicit  apostolus,"  Serm.  Ixxxii.  8  (11),  p.  511 :  see  also  Serm.  clix. 
1,  p.  868  ;  clxxvii.   11,  p.  960  :  Expos.  Verb,  ad  Horn.  §   19,  vol.  iii. 

pt.  ii.  p.  2102:  sometimes  with  such  words  as  these,  "quos  reprehendifc 
scriptura  dicens,"  Enarr.  in  Ps.  cxxx.    §    12,  vol.  iv.  pt.  ii.   p.   1712: 
"Aperuit  Scriptura,  ubi  legitur,"  Contra  Maxim.  Ar.   ii.   25,  vol.  viii. 
p.  803.     But  much  more  frequently  he  cites  either  merely  "  epistola  ad 
Hebrseos  "  (In  Ps.  cxviii.  Serm.  xvii.  §  2,  vol.  iv,  pt.  ii. :  De  Trinit.  iii.  11 
(22),  vol.  viii.  ib.  xiii.  1  (3),  xiv,.  1  ;  Serm.  Ixxxii.  §  15),  or  "  epistola 
quse  scribitur  ad  Hebrseos"  (In  Joan.  Tract.  Ixxix.  §  1,  vol.  iii.  pt.  ii.), 
or  "  epistola  quse  est  ad  Hebrseos  "  (In  Joan.  Tract,  xcv.  §  2  :  Contra 
Serm.  Arian.  c.  5,  vol.  viii.  :  De  Trinit.  xii.  13  (20)  >y  xv.  19  (34)),  or 

"  epistola  quse   inscribitur  ad   Hebrseos "    (De   Genesi   ad  Litt.   x.   9, 
vol.  x.  pt.  i. :   In  Ps.  cxviii.  Serm.  xvi.  c.  6  :  De  Fide  et  Opp.  c.  11  (17), 
vol.  vi. :  De  Civit.  Dei  x.  5).   It  is  certainly  a  legitimate  inference  from 
these  modes  of  quotation,  that  they  arose  from  a  feeling  of  uncertainty 
as   to   the  authorship.     It  would  be  inconceivable,  as  Bleek  remarks, 

that  Augustine  should  have  used  the  words  "  in  epistola  quse  inscri- 
bitur ad  JRomanos,  ad  Galatas  "  <fec. 

85.  It  is  of  some  interest  to  trace  the  change  of  view  in  the  Homish 
church,  which  seems  to  have  taken  place  about  this  time.     In  the  synod 

of  Hippo,  before  referred  to  (par.  81),  and  in  the  3rd  council  of  Carthage 

(ib.).  it  was  determined  to  consult  "  the  church  over  the  sea"  for  con- 
firmation of  the  canon  of  Scripture  as  then  settled :   "  de  confirmando 

isto  canone  transmarina  ecclesia  consulatur."     And  what  -was  meant  by 

this,  is  more  fully  explained  by  a  similar  resolution  of  the  5th  council  of 

Carthage  (ib.)  :  "  Hoc  etiam  fratri  et  consacerdoti  nostro,  sancto  Boni- 
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facio  nrbis  Romance  episcopo,  vel  aliis  earum  partium  episcopis  pro  eon- 
firmando  isto  caiione  inuotescat,  quia  et  a  patribus  ita  accepimus  legon- 
dum."  Whether  these  references  were  ever  made,  we  have  uo  means 
of  knowing  :  but  we  possess  a  document  of  the  same  age,  which  seems 
to  shew  that,  had  they  been  made,  they  would  have  resulted  in  the 
confirmation  of  the  canonical  place  of  the  Epistle.  Pop©  Innocent  I.  in 
his  letter  to  Exsuperius,  Bishop  of  Toulouse  (A.D.  405  ff.),  enumerates 

the  books  of  the  N.  T.  thus :  "  Evangeliorum  libri  quatuor,  Pauli 
apostoli  cpistolae  quatuordecina,  cpistola?  Joannis  trcs  "  &c.8 

86.  Yet  it  seems  not  to  have  been  the  practice  of  the  writers  of  the 

Roman  church  at  this 'time  to  cite  the  Epistle  frequently  or  authorita- 
tively.    That  there  are  no  references  to  it  in  Innocent's  own  writings, 

and  in  those  of  his  successors  Zosimus  (417 — 419)  and  Bonifacius  (419 
— 422),  may  be  accidental  :  but  it  can  hardly  be  so,  that  we  have  none 
In  those   of  his  predecessor  Siricius,  who   often   quotes    Scripture  :  in 
those  of  Caelestine  L  (422 — 432),  sonic  of  whose  Epistles  are  regarding 
the  Nestoriau  controversy  :  in  the   genuine  writings  of  Leo  the  Great 
(410—461). 

87.  Bleek  adduces  several  contemporary  Latin  writers  in  other  parts 
of  the  world,  who  make  no  mention  of  nor  ci(ation  from  our  Epistle. 
Such    are    Orosius   (cir.  415),   Marius    Mcrcator,  Evagrius  (cir.   430), 

Sodulius.     Paulinus  of  Nola  (+  431)  cites  it  once,  and  as  St.  Paul's9. 
After  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century,  the  practice  became  more  usual 
and  familiar.     We  find  it  in  Salvianus  (  +  aft.  495),  Vigilius  of  Tapsus 
(cir.  484),  Victor  of  Vite,  Fnlgentius  of  Ruspe  (4-  533),  his  scholar 
Fulgontius  Ferrandus  ( -f-  cir.  550),  Facundus  of  Hcrmiane  (cir.  548), 
&c. :  and  in  the  list  of  canonical  books  drawn  up  in  494  by  a  council  of 

seventy  bishops  under  Pope  Gelasius,  where  we  have  "  epistola}  Pauli 
apostoli  numero  quatuordecim,  ad  Romanos  epistola  una,   ad 

Philemonem  epistola  una,  ad  Hcbrccos  epistola  una." 
88.  In  the  middle  of  the  sixth  century  we  find  Pope  Vigilius,  who 

took  a  conspicuous  part  in  the  controversy  on  the  three  chapters,  in  his 
answer  to  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  impugning  the  reading  x^P^  $€ou 
instead   of  x^Ptrt  &ro9,   Heb,   ii.    9  (see   in   ioc.    in   the  Commentary), 
without  in  any  way  calling  in  question  tho  authority  or  authenticity  of 
the  Epistle, 

89.  To  the  same  time  (cir.  556)  belongs  the  work  of  Cassiodorus,  De 
Divinis  Lectionibus ;  who,  while  he  speaks  of  various  Latin  commenta- 

»  Galland.  Biblioth.  viii.  pp.  563  ff.     Bl  p.  230. 

9  Bleek  hardly  does  this  citation  justice  in  saying,  that  it  docs  not  appear  certainly 
by  it  that  Paulinus  held  the  Epistle  to  be  tho  work  of  the  same  Apostle  as  that  to  the 

Ephesians.  Witness  his  words,  Ep.  1.  (xliii.)  18,  p.  296,  "  Itidem  apostolus  spiritalitcr 
exponens  anna  cselestia  ....  gladium  spirifrus  dicit  verbum  Dei  (Eph.  vi.  17) ;  de  quo  ad 

Hebrseos  ait,  '  Vivus  est  sermo  Dei'  &c.  (Heb.  iv.  12)."  Surely  this  is  explicit  enough. 
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lies  on  the  Pauline  and  Catholic  Epistles,  knew  apparently  of  none  on 
that  to  the  Hebrews,  and  consequently  got  Mutianus  to  make  the  Latin 

version  of  Chrysostom's  homilies  on  it,  "  ne  epistolarum  ordo  continuus 
indecoro  terrnino  subito  ruraperetur." 

90.  Gregory  the   Great   (590 — 605)  treats   our    Epistle    simply  as 

St.  Paul's,  and  in  his  Moral,  in  Job  xxxv.  20  (48),   p.  1166  vol.  ii. 
(Migne),  lays  a  stress  on  the  circumstance  that  the  Church  received  as 

the  Apostle's  fourteen  canonical  Epistles  only,  though  fifteen  were  written 
by  him  :  the  fifteenth  being  probably  the  Epistle  to  the,  Laodiceans. 

91.  The    testimonies    of  Isidore   of  Hispala    (Seville:    +  636)  are 
remarkable.      Citing    the   Epistle   usually  without   further  remark  as 

St.  Paul's,  and  stating  the  number  of  his  Epistles   as  fourteen,  he  yet 
makes  the  number  of  churches  to  which  the  Apostle  wrote,  seven,  and 
enumerates  them,  including  the  Hebrews,  not  observing  that  he  thus 
makes  them  eight  (Prooemiorum  in  O.  et  N.  T.  §  92,  vol.  v.  p.  215)  :— 

"Paulus  apostolus  quatuordecim  epistolis  pr  abdication  is  suas  per- 
strinxit  stylum.  Ex  quibus  aliquas  propter  typum  septiformis 
ecclesise  septem  scripsit  ecclesiis,  conservans  potius  nee  excedens 
modum  sacramenti,  propter  septiformem  Sancti  Spiritus  efficaciam. 
Scripsit  autem  ad  Romanos,  ad  Corinthios,  ad  Galatas,  ad  Ephesios, 
ad  Philippenses,  ad  Colossenses,  ad  Thessaloni censes,  ad  Hebrseos : 
reliquas  vero  postmodum  singularibus  edidit  personis,  ut  rursus 
ipsum  ilium  septenarium  numerum  ad  sacramentum  unitatis  con- 
verteret*" 

Again,  Etymol.  vi.  2.  44  f.,  vol.  Hi.  p.  248,  in  enumerating  the  writings 
of  St.  Paul,  he  says — 

"  Paulus  apostolus  suas  scripsit  epistolas  quatuordecim,  ex  quibus 
novem  septem  ecclesiis  scripsit,  reliquas  discipulis  suis  Timotheo, 
Tito,  et  Philemoni.  Ad  Hebraeos  autem  epistola  plerisque  Latinis 
ejus  esse  incerta  est  propter  dissonantiam  sermonis,  eandemque  alii 
Earnabam  conscripsisse,  alii  a  Clcmente  scriptam  fuisse  suspi- 

cantur." And  almost  in  the  same  words,  De  Officiis  i.  12.  11,  vol.  vi.  p.  376. 
92.  After  this  time  the  assertors  of  an  independent  opinion,  or  even 

reporters  of  the  former  view  of  the  Latin  church,  are  no  longer  found, 
being  overborne  by  the  now  prevalent  view  of  the  Pauline  authorship. 
Thomas  Aquinas  indeed  (+  1274)  mentions  the  former  doubts,  with  a 
view  to   answer  them :    and    gives   reasons   for  no   superscription  or 
address  appearing  in  the  Epistle. 

And  thus  matters  remained  in  the  church  of  Rome  until  the  begin- 
ning of  the  sixteenth  century:  the  view  of  the  Pauline  authorship 

universally  obtaining  :  and  indeed  all  enquiry  into  the  criticism  of  the 
Scriptures  being  lulled  to  rest. 

93.  But  before  we  enter  on  the  remaining  portion  of  our  historical 
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enquiry,  it  will  be  well  to  gather  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  Grasco- 
Latin  MSS.,  as  we  have  above  (par.  53)  that  by  the  Greek  MSS. 

The  Codex  Claromontanus  (D,  of  cent.  vi. :  see  Prolog,  to  Vol.  II. 

ch.  v.  §  i.)  contains  indeed  the  Epistle,  but  in  a  later  hand:  and  after 

the  Epistle  to  Philemon  we  have  an  cnumei*ation  of  the  lines  in  the  O* 
and  N.  T.,  which  does  not  contain  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  thus 

shewing,  whatever  account  is  to  be  given  of  it,  that  the  Epistle  did  not 
originally  form  part  of  the  Codex. 

The  Codex  Boernerianus  (G,  cent.  ix. :  see  ibid.)  docs  not  contain 
our  Epistle. 

The  Codex  Augiensis  (F,  of  cent.  ix. :  see  ibid.)  does  not  contain  the 
Epistle  in  Greek,  but  in  Latin  only. 

These  evidences  are  the  more  remarkable,  as  they  all  belong  to  a 
period  when  the  Pauline  authorship  had  long  become  the  generally 
received  opinion  in  the  Latin  church, 

94.  We  now  pass  on  at  once  to  the  opening  of  the  sixteenth  century : 
at  which  time   of  the  revival  of  independent  thought,  not  only  among 
those  who   became   connected  with  the  Reformation,  but  also  among 
Roman-Catholic  writers  themselves,  we  find   the  ancient  doubts   con- 

cerning the  Pauline  authorship  revived,  and  new  life  and  reality  infused 
into  them. 

95.  Bleek  mentions  first  among  these  LUDOVICUS  VIVES,  the  Spanish 
theologian,  who  in  his  Commentary  on  Aug.  de  Civit.  Dei,  on  the  words 

"  in  epistola  quoe  inscribitur  ad  Hebroeos,"  says,  "  Significat,   incertum 
esse   auctorem ;"   and   on  the  words,   "  in   epistola  quas  inscribitur  ad 
Hebrseos,  quam  plures  apostoli  esse  dicunt,  quidam  vero  negant,"  says, 
"  Hieronynaus,  Origenes,  Augustinus  et  alii  veterum  de  hoc  ambigunt : 
ante  astatem  Hieronymi  a  Latinis  ea  epistola  recepta  non  crat  inter  sacras." 

96.  A  more  remarkable  testimony  is  that  of  CARDINAL  CAJETAN,  as 

cited  by  Erasmus1 — 
"  Thomas  Bionensis  Cardinalis  Cajetanus  adhuc  vivens,  cum  alibi, 
turn  in  libello  contra  Lutheran os  de  Eucharistia,  sine  Pauli  nomine 
citat  hanc  epistolam  :  uno  loco  subjicit,  quod  jnxta  genuinum  sensnm 
tractat  auctor  illins  epistolce.  Si  non  dubitabat  de  auctore,  quid 

opus  erat  ilia  periphrasi  ?" 
Bellarmine  (De  Controvers.  Fid.  Christ,  p.  54)  cites  Cajolan  as  object- 

ing to  the  idea  that  St.  Paul  wrote  the  Epistle,  ch.  ix.  4,  as  inconsistent 

with  1  Kings  viii.  9,  and  saying,  "  Igitur  aut  mentitur  Paulus,  ant 
hujus  epistoloe  auctor  non  est2." 

1  In.  liis  Declarat*  xxxiii.  ad  Censuras  Facult.  Theol.  Paris :  Opp.  Erasm.  Leyd.  vol. ix.  fol.  166. 

2  These  testimonies  arc  cited  from  a  commentary  on  the  Epistle  ,•  Epp.  Paulin.  ad 
Grsec,  verit.  casfcig.  ot-  juxta  sensunn  literal,  enarr.  Venet.  1531,  fol.     My  own  lot  has 

been  that  of  Bleek :  Gsajetan'8  (Sdjriften  felbjl  ̂ abc  ici)  nid)t  nad)f^en  I onnen, 
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97.  ERASMUS  gives  it  as  his  decided  opinion  that  the  Epistle  is  not 
written  by  St.  Paul  :  and  alleges  at  length  the  principal  arguments  on 
which  it  is  founded.  The  passage  is  a  long  one,  but  very  important, 
and  I  shall  quote  it  entire.  It  occurs  at  the  end  of  his  Annotations  on 
the  Epistle,  Opp.  vol.  vi.  foil.  1023-4  : — 

"  Optime  Lector,  nihilo  minoris  velim  esse  tibi  hanc  epistolam 
quod  a  multis  dubitatum  sit  Pauli  esset  an  alterius.  Certe  cujus- 
cunque  est,  multis  nominibus  digna  est  quas  legatur  a  Christianis. 
Et  ut  a  stilo  Pauli,  quod  ad  phrasin  attinet,  longe  lateque  discrepat : 
Ita  ad  spiritum  ac  pectus  Paulinum  vehementer  accedit.  Verum  ut 
non  potest  doceri  certis  argumentis  cujus  sit,  quod  nullius  habeat 
inscriptionem :  ita  compluribus  indiciis  colligi  potest,  si  non  certis, 
certe  probabilibus,  ab  alio  quopiam  quatn  a  Paulo  Bcriptarn  fuisse. 
Prhnum  quod  sola  omnium  Pauli  nomen  non  praeferat,  tametsi  non 
me  fugit,  hoc  utcuuque  dilui  ab  Hieronymo,  sed  ita  ut  magis 
retundat  adversarii  telum,  quam  adstruat  quod  defendit :  fi  Si  ideo/ 
inquit,  'Pauli  non  est  quod  Pauli  nomen  non  prseferat,  igitur 
nullius  erit,  cum  nullius  prgeferat  titulum.'  Sed  audi  ex  adverso. 
Si  ideo  quisque  liber  hujus  aut  illius  credi  debet  quod  ejus  titulum 
prseferat,  igitur  et  evangelium  Petri  apocryphum  Petro  tribui 
debet,  quod  prgeferat  Petri  nomen.  Deinde  quod  tot  annis,  nempe 
usque  ad  setatem  Hieronymi,  non  recepta  fuerit  a  Latinis,  quemad- 
modum  ipse  testatur  in  epistolis  suis.  Ad  hanc  conjecturam  facit 
quod  Ambrosius,  cum  omnes  Paulinas  epistolas  sit  interpretatus,  in 
hanc  unam  nihil  scripserit.  Praeterea  quod  enarrans  Esaise  caput 
vi.  recensuit  Hieronymus,  quod  in  hoc  quaadam  testimonia  citentur 
ex  veteri  Testamento,  quse  non  reperiantur  in  Hebraeorum  volumi- 
nibus,  de  quibus  nonnihil  attigimus  hujus  epis tolas  cap.  xii.  Adde 
hue,  quod  quum  nemo  Scripturarum  testimonia  disertius  aptiusque 
citet  quam  Paulus,  tamen  locum  ex  Psalmo  viii.  refert  in  coiitra- 
rium  sensum,  illinc  colligens  Christum  dejectum,  quum  totus 
Psalmus  attollat  dignitatem  humanae  conditionis.  Ut  ne  dicam 
interim,  inesse  locos  aliquot,  qui  quorundam  Hsereticorum  dogma- 
tibus  prima  fronte  patrocinari  videantur  :  velut  ilia,  quod  velum 
separans  sancta  sanctorum  interpretatur  coelum  :  ac  multo  magis, 
quod  palam  adimere  videatur  spem  a  baptismo  relapsis  in  peccatum, 

idque  non  uno  in  loco  :  cum  Paulus  et  eum  receperit  in  commu- 
nionem  sanctorum,  qui  dormierat  cum  uxore  patris.  Adde  hue, 

quod  divus  Hieronymus  cum  aliis  aliquot  locis  ita  citat  hujus 

epistolse  testimonia,  ut  de  auctore  videatur  ambigere  :  tune  edis- 

serens  caput  Hieremise  xxxi.,  *  Hoc,'  inquit,  <  testimonio  Paulus 

apostolus,  sive  quis  alius  scripsit  epistolam,  tisus  est  ad  Hebraeos.' 
Bursum  in  Esaiaa  capite  L,  '  Dicitur  et  in  epistola  quaa  fertur  ad 
Hebrseos  :  aliisque  locis  pene  innumeris,  alicubi  negans  referre 
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cujus  sit,  modo  salubria  doceat.'  Item  capite  vi.,  *  Undo  et  Paulus 
apostolus  in  epistola  ad  Hebrseos,  quam  Latina  consuetude  non 

recipit.'  Rursus  enarrans  Esaise  caput  viii.  citans  hujus  epistoljB 
testimonium  dicit,  <In  epistola  quos  ad  Hebraeos  inscribitur  docet, 
licet  eam  Latina  coiisuetudo  inter  canonicas  Scrip turas  non  reci- 

piat.*  Item  enarrans  Matthsei  caput  xxvi.,  <  Licet,'  inquit,  *  de  ea 
Latinorum  mnlti  dubitent.'  Item  in  Zachariae  caput  viii.  citans 
addit,  *  Si  tamen  in  suscipieiida  epistola  Grascorurn  auctoritatem 

Latina  lingua  non  respuit.'  Item  in  epistola  ad  Paulinura,  '  Octava 
enim  ad  Hebrseos  a  plerisque  extra  numerum  ponitur.'  Idem  in 
Catalogo  refert  Gajum  in  hac  fuisse  sententia,  ut  tredecim  dnntaxat 
epistolas  adscriberet  Paulo,  quse  est  ad  Hebraeos  negaret  illius  esse. 

Deinde  subjicit  suo  nomine  Hieronymus,  *  Sed  et  apud  Romanes 
usque  hodie  quasi  Pauli  non  habetur.'  Consimilem  ad  modum 
Origenes,  Homilia  xxvi.  in  Matthseum,  cum  adducat  hujus  epistolse 
testimonium,  non  andet  tamen  ab  adversario  flagitare,  ut  Pauli 
videatur,  ac  remittit  pene  ut  sit  eo  loco,  quo  liber  qui  inscribitur, 
Secreta  Esaiae.  Et  Augustinus  citaturus  hujus  epistola  testimo- 

nium, De  Civitate  Dei  libro  xvi.  capite  xxii.,  praefatur  hunc  in 

modum :  '  De  quo,  in  epistola  quse  inscribitur  *icl  Hebrseos,  quam 
plures  apostoli  Pauli  esse  dicunt,  quidam  vero  negant,  multa  et 

magna  conscripta  sunt.'  Quin  idem  alias  frequenter  adducens 
hujus  epistolaa  testimonium,  6  Scriptum  est,'  inquit,  c  in  epistola  ad 
Hebrseos,'  omisso  Pauli  nomine  :  *  Sic  intellectum  est  in  epistola  ad 
Hebrasos  :'  et,  'De  illo  etiam  in  epistola  legitur,  quse  inscribitur 
ad  Hebrasos.*  Hasc  atque  hujusmodi  cum  plus  centies  occurrant, 
nusquam,  quod  sane  meminerim,  citat  Pauli  nomine,  cum  in  cseteris 
citationibus  Pauli  titulum  libenter  sit  solitus  addere.  Ambrosius 

licet  in  hanc  unam  non  ediderit  Commentarios,  tamen  ejus  testi- 
moniis  non  infrequenter  utitur,  et  videtur  eam  Paulo  tribuere. 
Quin  Origenes  apud  Eusebium  testatur  a  plerisque  dubitatum,  an 
haec  epistola  esset  germana  Pauli,  praesertim  ob  stili  dissonantiam, 
quanquam  ipse  Paulo  fortiter  asserit  :  locus  est  Ecclesiastics 
Historic  libro  vi.  capite  xvii.  Rursus  ejusdem  libri  capite  xv. 
narrat,  apud  Latinos  hanc  epietolam  non  fuisse  tributam  Paulo 
apostolo.  Restat  jam  argumentum  illud,  quo  non  aliud  certius, 
stilus  ipse,  et  orationis  character,  qur  nihil  habet  affinitatis  cum 
phrasi  Paulina.  Nam  quod  afferunt  hie  quidam,  Paulum  ipsum 
Hebraice  scripsisse,  caeteruni  Lucam  argumentum  epistolas,  quam 
memoria  tenebat,  suis  explicuisse  verbis,  quantum  valeat,  viderint 
alii.  Neque  enim  in  verbis  solum  aut  figuris  discrimen  est,  sed 
omnibus  notis  dissidet.  Et  ut  Paulus  Greece  scribens  multum  ex 
idiomate  sermonis  Hebraici  retulit,  ita  et  in  hac,  quam  ut  volunt 
isti  scripsit  Hebraice,  nonnulla  sermonis  illius  vestigia  residerent. 
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Quid  quod,  ne  Lucas  quidero.  ipse  in  actis  apostolorum,  hoc  est  in 
argurnento,  quod  facile  recipit  oratiouis  ornamenta,  parum  abest  ab 
hujus  epistolae  eloquentia.  Equidem  baud  interponam  hoc  loco 
meam  sententiam.  Ceeterum  admodum  probablie  est  quod  subindi- 
cavit  divus  Hieronymus  in  Catalogo  Scriptoruxn  IJlustrium,  Cle- 
mentem,  Romanum  Pontificem  a  Petro  quartum,  auctorem  hujus 
epistolos  fuisse.  Clementis  enim  meminit  Paulus,  et  hie  Timothei 
facit  mentionem.  Sed  praestat,  opinor,  ipsa  Hieronymi  verba  super 

hac  re  adscribere :  *  Scripsit/  inquit,  e  nempe  Clemens  sub  persona 
Romance  ecclesias  ad  ecclesiam  Corinfchiorum  valde  utilem  epistolam, 
quse  et  in  nonnullis  locis  publice  legitur,  quae  mihi  videtur  character! 
epistoloa,  quae  sub  Pauii  nomine  ad  Hebrseos  fertur  convenire. 
Sed  et  multis  de  eadem  epistola  non  solum  sensibus,  sed  juxta 
verborum  quoque  ordinem  abutitur.  Omnino  grandis  in  ntraque 

similitudo  est.'  Hactenus  divus  Hieronymus,  satis  civiliter  indicans 
prudenti  doctoque  lectori,  quid  ipse  suspicetur.  Idem  in  epistola 
ad  Dardanum  testatur  hanc  a  Latiiiis  non  fuisse  receptam  sed  a 
plerisque  Grsecis  scriptoribus  hactenus  receptam,  ut  crederent 
esse  viri  ecclesiastic!,  Pauli  tamen  esse  negarent  :  sed  Barnabas 
potius  ant  Clementi  tribuerent,  aut  juxta  nonnullos  Lucae,  quod 
idem  diligenter  annotavit  Hieronymus  in  Pauli  Catalogo.  Ex  his 
dilucidum  est,  setate  Hieronymi  Romanam  ecclesiam  nondum 
recepisse  auctoritatem  hujus  epistolse;  et  Grsecos  qui  recipiebant 
judicasse  non  esse  Pauli :  denique  Hieronymus  ad  Dardanum 
negat  refer  re  cujus  sit,  quum  ,sit  ecclesiastic!  viri.  Et  tamen  hodie 
sunt  cfui  plusquam  haereticum  esse  putant  si  quis  dubitet  de  auctore 
epistolse,  non  ob  aliud,  nisi  quod  in  templis  additur  Pauli  titulus. 
Si  ecclesia  certo  definit  esse  Pauli,  captivo  libens  intellectum  meurn 
in  obsequium  fidei  :  quod  ad  sensum  meum  attinet,  non  videtur 
illius  esse,  ob  causas  quas  hie  reticuisse  praestiterit.  Et  si  certo 
scirem  non  esse  Pauli,  res  indigna  est  digladiatione.  Nee  hac  de 
re  tantum  verborum  facerem,  nisi  qui  dam  ex  re  nihili  tantos 

excitarent  tumultus." 
Other  passages  to  the  same  effect  are  cited  in  Bleek. 

98.  LUTHER  spoke  still  more  plainly.  In  his  introduction  to  his 

version  of  the  Epistle,  he  maintains  that  it  cannot  be  St.  Paul's,  nor 
indeed  the  writing  of  any  Apostle :  appealing  to  such  passages  as 
ch.  ii.  3  ;  vi.  4  ff. ;  x.  26  flT. ;  xii.  17.  But  whose  it  is,  he  does  not  there 

pretend  to  say,  further  than  that  it  comes  from  some  scholar  of  the 

Apostles,  well  versed  in  the  Scriptures.  And  with  this  view  his 

manner  of  citation  is  generally  consistent.  His  well-known  conjec- 
ture, that  the  Writer  of  the  Epistle  was  Apollos,  is  expressed  in  his 

Commentary  on  Genesis  xlviii.  20:  "Auctor  epistolae  ad  Hebraeos, 
quisquis  est,  sive  Paulus,  sive,  ut  ego  arbitror,  Apollo,  eruditissime 
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allegat  hunc  locum."     In   his  Epistel  a.   Christent.  Hebr.  i.   I   ft.  the 
following  occurs : — 

£>a6  if*  eine  ftatfe,  m&cfctige  unb  fyofye  (gpiftet/  Me  ba  $orf)  fyerfdfyret  unb  trei&et 
ben  ̂ otyen  TCrtiM  be§  (SlauknS  won  bet  (Sott^eit  (Sfyrif!:/  unb  ift  em  Qlaufc* 
rofabtger  8Baf)n,  fie  fet  ntdjt  ©t.  Spauli,  barum  baf  fte  eine  gefdjmMtere  SKebe 
fftfjret,  benn  €Jt  SpauluS  an  cmbern  £>rten  gepfleget  (gtlid&e  meinen  fie  fet 
©t  £uca/  etttdje  <§5t  2Cpotto,  tt>eld)en  <St.  fcucaS  rttymet,  wie  er  in  ber  ©cfyrift 
mSd[)tt0  fet  gewjefen  «>iber  Me  Suben/  2Cpg6»  xviii.  24.  (£s  tft  }a  tt»at)t,  bap 
fetne  ̂ ptftcl  wit  folder  d5emait  bie  ©cfyrif*  ffi^ret/  al§  biefe/  bap  etn  trefltdjer 
apoftolifci)er  SKann  gemefen  tft/  er  fet  aud^  tcer  er  rootle, 

99.  Here   he   seems   to   imply  that   others   had   already  conjectured 
Apollos  to  be  the  author.     But  this  does  not  appear  to   be  so :    and 
he  may,  as  Bleek  imagines,  be  merely  referring  to  opinions  of  learned 
men  of  his  own  day,  who  had  either  suggested,  or  adopted  his  own 
view. 

100.  CALVIN'S    opinion    was    equally    unfavourable    to    the    Pauline 
authorship.     While  in  his  Institutes  he  ordinarily  cites  the  Epistle  as 

the  words  of"  the  Apostle,"  and  defends  its  apostolicity  in.  the  argument 
to  his  commentary  ("Ego  vero  earn  inter  apostolicas  sine  controversia 
amplector,  nee  dubito,   Satanse  artificio  fuisse  quondam  factum,  ut  illi 

autoritatem  quidam  detraherent "),  yet  he  sometimes  cites  the  <e  autor 
epistolae   ad  Hebraeos ;"    and  when   he    conies    to  the    question    itself, 
declares  his  view  very  plainly : — 

u  Quis  porro  earn  composuerit,  non  magnopere  curandum  est. 
Putarunt  alii  Paulum  esse,  alii  Lucam,  alii  Barnabam,  alii  Cle- 
mentem. — Scio  Chrysostomi  tempore  passim  inter  Paulinos  a 

Grascis  fuisse  receptum  :  sed  Latini  aliter  sensei'unt,  rnaxime  qui 
propiores  fuerunt  apostolorum  temporibus.  Ego  ut  Pauium  agnos- 
cam  autorem,  adduci  nequeo.  Nam  qui  dicunt,  nomen.  fuisse  de 
industria  suppressum,  quod  odiosum  esset  Judaeis,  nihil  aiferunt. 
Cur  enim  mentionem  fecisset  Timothei,  si  ita  esset?  hoc  enim 
indicio  se  prodebat.  Sed  ipsa  doc^ndi  ra.tio  et  stilus  alium  quana 
Paulum  esse  satis  testantur:  et  scriptor  unum  se  ex  apostolorum 
discipulis  prontetur  c.  2,  quod  est  a  Paulina  consuetudine  longe 

alienum." 
And  similarly  on  ch.  ii.  3  itself: — 

"Hie  locus  indicio  est,  epistolam  a  Paulo  non  fuisse  compositam. 
Neque  enim  tarn  humiliter  loqui  solet,  ut  se  unum  fateatur  ex 
apostolorum  discipulis :  neque  id  ambitione,  sed  quia  improbi 
ejusmodi  praetextu  tantundem  detrahere  ejus  doctrinse  moliebantur. 

Apparet  igitur  non  esse  Paulum,  qui  ex  auditu  se  habere  evange- 
lium  scribit,  non  autem  ex  revelatione." 

See  also  his  comment  on  ch.  xii.  13, 

.101.  Very  similar  are  the  comments  of  BJEZA,  at  least  in  his  earlier 
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editions  :  for  all  the  passages  quoted  by  Bleek,  from  his  introduction, 
on  ch.  ii.  3  and  xiii.  26,  as  being  in  his  own  edition  of  Beza  1582,  and 
from  Spanheim,  as  not  extant  in  that  edition,  are,  in  the  edition  of  1590, 
which  I  use,  expunged,  and  other  comments,  favourable  to  the  Pauline 
origin,  substituted  for  them, 

102.  And  this   change  of  opinion  in  Beza  only  coincided  with  in- 
fluences which  both  in  the  Romish  and  in  the  Protestant  churches  soon 

repressed  the  progress  of  intelligent  criticism  and  free  expression   of 
opinion.     Cardinal  Cajetan  was  severely  handled  by  Ambrosias  Catha- 
rinus,  who  accused  him  of  the  same  doubts  in  relation  to  this  Epistle 
as  those  entertained  by  Julian  respecting  the  Gospel  of  Sfe.  Matthew : 
Erasmus  was  attacked  by  the  theologians  of  the  Sorbonne  in  a  censure 

which  concludes  thus  3:  **  Mira  autem  arrogantia  atque  pertinacia  est 
hujus    scrip toris,  quod,   ubi  tot    catholici    doctores,   pontifices,   concilia 
declarant,  hanc  epistolam  esse  Pauli,  et  idem  universalis  ecclesiae  usus 
ac  consensus  comprobat,  hie  scriptor  adhuc  dubitat  tanquam  toto  orbe 

prudentior."     And  finally  the  council  of  Trent,  in  1546,  closed  up  the 
question  for  Romanists  by  declaring,  "  Testament!  Novi  .  .  .  quatuor- 
decim  epistolae  Pauli  apostoli,  ad  Romanes  &c.  ...  ad  Hebrseos."     So 
that  the  best  divines  of  that  church  have    since   then  had  only  that 
way  open  to  them  of  expressing  an  intelligent  judgment,  which  holds 

the  matter  of  the  Epistle  to  be  St.  Paul's,  but  the  style  and  arrange- 
ment that   of  some    other    person  :    so    Bellarmine,  De  Controversiis, 

Paris,  1613,  fol.  pp.  51  f.  :  so  Estius,  in  his  introduction  to  the  Epistle, 
which  is  well  worth  reading,  as  a  remarkable  instance  of  his  ability  and 
candour  ; — 

"  Cum  aliis  omnino  dicendum  arbitramur,  subjectum  sive  materiam 
totius  epistolse,  simul  et  ordinem  a  Paulo  fuisse  subministratum, 
sed  compositionem  et  ornatum  esse  cujusdam  alterius,  cujus  opera 
Paulus  utendum  putaverit,  sive  Clemens  Romanus  is  fuerit,  sive 
Lucas  individuus  apostoli  comes  et  laborum  socius,  quod  magis  est 

verisimile." 
At  the  end  of  the  same  chapter  of  his  introduction  he  enquires  at  length, 

"  an  sit  iidei,  Paulum  esse  auctorem  :  an  hasreticum  sit,  aliter  sentire." 
And  he  concludes,  "  temerarium  esse,  si  quis  epistolam  ad  Hebraeos 
negaret  esse  Pauli  apostoli,  sed  hsereticum  ob  id  solum  pronuntiare 

non  ausim  :"  giving  as  his  own  opinion,  "ISTeque  vero  dubitamus  an 
Paulus  apostolus  materiam  sciibendee  hujus  epistoloe  suppeditaverit, 

ordinemque  praescripserit,  sed  an  ipse  sit  auctor  scriptionis  seu  compo- 
sitionis." 

103.  In  the   Protestant   churches  we  find,  as  might  be  expected,  a 

longer  prevalence  of  free  judgment  on  the  matter.      It  will  be  seen  by 

*  Erasm.  Opp.  Lugd.  Bat.  1706,  vol.  ix.  fol.  865. 
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the  copious  citations  in  Bleek  (pp.  254  if.),  that  Melanchthon  remained 

ever  consistent  in  quoting  the  Epistle  simply  as  "  epistola  ad  Hebrseos  :'* 
that  the  Magdeburg  Centuriators  distinctly  denied  the  Pauline  origin 
("  His  et  similibus  rationibus  mota  prudens  vetustas,  quse  omnia  ad  dva- 
Aoytavfidei  examinare  solita  est,  de  epistola  ad  Hebrceos  jure  dubitasse 

videtur  ")  :  that  Brenz,  in  the  Confessio  Wirtembergica,  distinguishes  in 
his  citations  this  Epistle  from  those  of  St.  Paul. 

104.  At  the  same  time  we  find  inconsistency  on  the  point  in  Brenz 
himself :  in  the    Commentary   on  the   Epistle  written  by  his  son,  the 
Pauline  authorship  is  maintained  :  also  by  Flacius  Iliyricus  (1557)  on 
a  priori  grounds.     In  the  Concordien-Formel,  the  Epistle  is  cited  in  the 
original  German  without  any  name,  whereas  in  the  Latin  version  we 

have  "  apostolus  ait,"  and  the  like.      And  this  latter  view  continued  to 
gain  ground.     It  is  maintained  by  Gerhard  (1641)  and  Calov.  (1676)  : 
and  since  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century  has  been  the  prevailing 
view  in  the  Lutheran  church. 

105.  In  the  Calvinistic  or  Reformed  Church,  the  same  view  became 
prevalent  even  earlier.     Of  its  various  confessions,  the   Gallican^  it  is 
true,  sets  the  Epistle  at  the  end  of  those  of  St.  Paul,  thus  :   ..."  ad 
Titum  una,  ad  Philemonetn  una :  epistola  ad  Hebrseos,  Jacobi  epistola :" 
but  the  Belgic,  Helvetic,  and  Bohemian  Confessions  cite  and  treat  it  as 

St.  Paul's. 
106.  The  exceptions  to  this  prevailing  view  were  found  in  certain 

Arminian  divines,  who,  without  impugning  the  authority  of  the  Epistle, 
did  not  bind  themselves  to  a  belief  of  its  Pauline  origin.     Such  were 
Grotius,  who  inclines  to  the  belief  that  it  was  written  by  St.  Luke  :  Le 
Clerc,  who  holds  Apollos  to  have  been  the  Author  :  Limborch,  who 
holds  it  to  have  been  written  "  ab  aliquo  e  Pauli  comitibus,  et  quidem 
conscio  Paulo,  .  .  atque  e  doctrina  Pauli  haustum  :"  and  among  the 
Socinians,  Schlichting,  who  says  of  it — 

"  Licet  Paulum  ipsum  autorem  non  habuerit,  ex  ejus  tamen,  ut 
sic  dicam,  officina  prodierit,  h.  e,  ab  aliquo  ex  ejus  sociis  et 
comitibus  fortassis  etiam  Pauli  instinctu  ac,  ut  ita  dicam,  spiritu 

scripta  fuerit." 
107.  There  was  also  a  growing  disposition,  both  in  the  Romish  and 

in  the  reformed  churches,  to  erect  into  an  article  of  faith  the  Pauline 
origin,   and  to   deal   severely  with  those  who  presumed  to   doubt  it. 
Many   learned   men,    especially   among    Protestants,    appeared    as    its 
defenders :   among    whom   we  may  especially   notice    Spanheim    (the 

younger,    1659),  Braun   and   D*Outreiu   in   Holland,  our   own    Owen 
(1667),  Mill   (1707),  Hallet   (the   younger,    1727),   Carpzov   (17oO), 
Sykes  (1755),  J.  C.  Wolf  (1734),  and  Andr.  Cramer  (1757),  to  whom 
Bleek   adjudges  the  first  place   among  the  upholders  of  the  Pauline 
authorship. 
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108.  Since  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  the  ancient  doubts  have 
revived  in  Germany  ;  and  in  the  progress  of  more  extended  and  accurate 
critical  enquiry,  have  now  become  almost  universal.    The  first  that  care- 

fully treated  the  matter  with  this  view  was  Semler  (1763),  in  his  edition 

of  Baurngarten's  Commentary  on  the  Epistle.     Then  followed  Mlchaelis, 
in  the  later  editions  of  his  Introduction  :  in  the  earlier,  he  had  assumed 
the  Pauline  authorship.     The  same  doubts  were  repeated  and  enforced 
by  Ziegler,  3.  E.  C.  Schmidt  (1804),  Eichhorn  (1812),  Bertholdt  (1819), 
David    Schuk    (who    carried    the    contrast   which    he    endeavours    to 
establish    between    the    Writer    of  this    Epistle  and   St.    Paul   to    an 
unreasonable  length,  and  thereby  rather  hindered  than  helped  that  side 
of  the  argument),  Seyfferth  (who  sets  himself  to  demonstrate  from  the 
Epistle  itself,  that  it  cannot  have  been  written  by  St.  Paul,  but  has  no 
hypothesis  respecting  the  Writer),  Bohrne  (who  holds  Silvanus  to  have 
been  the  Writer,  from  similarities  which  he  traces  between  our  Epistle 
and  1  Peter,  the  Greek  of  which  he  holds  also  to  have  proceeded  from 
him),  De  Wette  (who  inclines  to  Apollos  as  the  author,  but  sees  an 
improbability  in  his  ever   having  been  in  so  close  a  relation  to  the 
Jewish  Christians  of  Palestine),   Tholuck  (whose   very  valuable  and 
candid  enquiry  in.  his  last  edition  results  in  a  leaning  towards  Apollos 
as  the  Writer),  Bleek  (whose  view  is  mainly  the  same),  Wieseler  (who 
supports  Barnabas  as  the  probable  Writer),  Liinemann  (who  strongly 
upholds  Apollos),  Ebrard  (who  holds  St.  Paul  to  have  been  the  Author, 
St.  Luke  the  Writer),  Delitzsch  (who  holds  St.  Luke  to  have  been  the 
Writer). 

109.  The  principal  modern  upholders  of  the  purely  Pauline  author- 
ship  in    Germany  have  been  Bangel   (+    1752),    Storr    (1789),    and 

recently  Hofmann. 
110.  In  our  own  country,  the  belief  of  the  direct  Pauline  origin, 

though  much  shaken  at  the  Reformation  4,  has  recovered  its  ground  far 
more  extensively.     The  unwillingness  to  disturb  settled  opinion  on  the 
one  hand,  and  it  may  be  the  disposition  of  our  countrymen  to  take  up 

opinions  in  furtherance  of  strong  party  bias,  and  their  consequent  inap- 
titude for  candid  critical  research  on  the  other,  have  mainly  contributed 

to  this  result.     Most  of  our  recent  Theologians  and  Commentators  are 
to  bo  found  on  this  side.     Among  these  may  be  mentioned  Whitby, 

Macknight,  Doddridge,  Lardner,  Stuart  (American),  Forster  (Aposto- 
lical Authority  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews),  and  Bishop  Wordsworth, 

in  the  third  vol.  of  his  Greek  Testament  ;  also  Conybeare  and  Howson 

(Life  of  St.  Paul),  but  doubtingly,  and  Davidson  (Introd.  to  N.  T.), 
who  holds  that  St.  Luke  co-operated  with  the  Apostle  in  making  the 
Epistle  what  it  now  appears. 

111.  I  am  obliged,  before  passing  to  the  internal  grounds  on  which 
4  See  the  opinions  of  several  of  the  Reformers  below3  §  vi.  17  ff. 
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the  question  is  to  be  treated,  to  lay  down  again  the  position  in  which 
we  are  left  by  the  preceding  sketch  of  the  history  of  opinion. 

112.  It  is  manifest  that  with  testimony  so  divided,  antiquity  cannot 

claim  to  close  up   the  enquiry :  nor  can  either  side  allege   its  voice  as 

decisive.      In   the  very  earliest  times,    we  find   the   Epistle   received 

by  some  as  St.  Paul's  :   in  the  same  times,  we  find  it  ascribed  by  others, 
and  those  men  of  full  as  much  weight,  to  various  other  authors. 

113.  I  briefly  thus  restate  what  has  already  been  insisted  on  in  para- 
graphs 35—40,  because  the  time  has  not  yet  entirely  passed  by,  when 

writers  on  the  subject  regard  our  speculations  concerning  the  probable 

author   of  the   Epistle   as   limited   by  these   broken  fragments  of  the 

rumours  of  antiquity  :  when  a  zealous  and   diligent  writer  among  our- 
selves  allows  himself  to  treat  with  levity  and  contempt  the  opinion 

that  Apollos   wrote   it,    simply   on   the   ground   that  he  is  a  claimant 

" altogether  unnoticed  by  Christian  antiquity5."     What  we  require  is 
this  :  that  we  of  this  age  should  be  allowed  to  do  just  that  which  the 

dpX°"ot  a"<$p€s  did  in  their  age,— examine  the  Epistle  simply  and  freely 
for  and  by  itself,  and  form  our  conclusion  accordingly,  as  to  its  Author, 
readers,  and  date  :  having  respect  indeed  to  ancient  tradition,  where 

we  can  find  it,  but  not,  wheive  it  is  so  broken,  and  inconsistent  with 
itself,  bound  by  any  one  of  its  assertions,  or  limited  in  our  conclusions 
by  its  extent. 

114.  I  now  proceed  to  the  latter  and.  more  important  portion  of  our 
enquiry  :  whether  the  internal  phenomena  of  the  Epistle  itself  point  to 
St.  Paul   as  its  Author  and   Writer, — or    Author  without  being   the 
^riter, — and  if  they  do  not  either  of  these,  whom,  as  an  Author,  their 
general  character  may  be  regarded  as  indicating. 

115.  But  as  this  portion  is  most  important,  so  has  it  been  most  dili- 
gently and  ingeniously  followed  out  by  disputants  on  both  sides.     And 

it  is  not  my  intention  to  enter  here  on  the  often-fought  battle  of  com- 
parisons of  aTraf  Xcyoftei/a,  and  tabular  statements  of  words  and  phrases. 

The  reader  will  find  these  given  at  great  length  and  with  much  fair- 
ness  in  Davidson,   who  holds   the   balance    evenly   between  previous 

disputants.     And  if  he  wishes  to  go  still  further  into  so  wide  a  field  of 

discussion,  he  may  consult  Mr.  Forster's  large  volume,  which  is  equally 
fertile  in  materials  for  both  conclusions,  often  without  the  writer  being 
conscious  that  it  is  so*. 

116.  The  various  items  of  evidence  on  this  head  will  be  presented  to 

fi  See  Forster's  Apostolical  Authority  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  Dedication, 
p.ix. 

«  As  e.  g.  when  he  alleges,  which  he  often,  does,  the  same  thought  expressed  by 
different  words,  or  different  cognate  forms  of  the  same  root,  in  Hebrews  and  the  Pauline 
Epistles,  as  indicating  identity  of  authorship.     The  conclusion  of  most  examiners  of 
evidence  would  be  in  the  opposite  direction, 
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my  reader  in  the  references  throughout  the  Epistle.  He  will  there 
see,  as  indeed  from  the  tables  in  any  of  the  writers  on  the  subject, — 
how  like,  and  yet  how  unlike,  the  style  of  our  Epistle  is  to  that  of 
the  great  Apostle  :  how  completely  the  researches  of  such  books  as 

Mr.  Forster's  have  succeeded  in  proving  the  likeness,  how  completely 
at  the  same  time  they  have  failed  to  remove  one  iota  of  the  tmlikeness  : 
so  that  the  more  we  read  and  are  borne  along  with  their  reasonings,  the 
closer  the  connexion  becomes,  in  faith  and  in  feeling,  of  the  writer  of 
the  Epistle  with  St.  Paul,  but  the  more  absolutely  incompatible  the 
personal  identity  :  the  more  we  perceive  all  that  region  of  style  and 
diction  to  have  been  in  common  between  them,  which  men  living 
together,  talking  together,  praying  together,  teaching  together,  would 
naturally  range  in  ;  but  all  that  region  wherein  individual  peculiarity 
is  wont  to  put  itself  forth,  to  have  been  entirely  distinct. 

117.  I  need  only  mention,  as   an  indication  to  the  student  how  to 
arrive  at  such  convictions  for  himself,  the  different  tinge  given  to  the 
same   or   similar  thoughts  ;    the  wholly  differing  rhythm  of  sentences 
wherein  perhaps  many  words  occur  in  common  ;    the  differing  spirit  of 
citation  (to  say  nothing  of  the  varying    modus  citancli)  ;    the  totally 
distinct    mode    of  arguing  ;    the   rhetorical  accumulation ;    the    equili- 

brium, even  in  the  midst  of  fervid  declamation,  of  periods  and  clauses  ; 
the  use  of  different  inferential  and  connecting  particles.     All  of  these 
great   and  undeniable  variations  may  be  easily  indeed  frittered  down 
by  an  appearance  of  exceptions  ranged  in  tables  ;  but  still  are  indelibly 
impressed  on  the  mind  of  every  intelligent  student  of  the  Epistle,  and 
as  has  been  observed,  are  unanswerable,  just  in  proportion  as  the  points 

of  similarity  are  detailed  and  insisted  on  r. 
118.  It  is  again  of  course  easy  enough  to  meet  such  considerations  in 

either  of  two  ways  5  the  former  of  which  recommends  itself  to  the  mind 
which  fears  to  enquire  from  motives  of  reverence,  the   latter  to  the 
superficial  and  indolent. 

119.  It  may  be  said,  that  the  Holy  Spirit  of  God,  by  whose  inspi- 
ration holy  men  have  written  these  books  of  the  New  Testament,  may 

bring  it  about,  that  the  same  person  may  write  variously  at  different 
times,  even  be  that  variety  out  of  the  limits  of  human  experience  ;    that 
the  same  man,  for    instance,  should  have  written  the  Epistle    to  the 
Romans  and  the  First  Epistle  of  St.  John.     In  answer  to  which  we 

may  safely  say,  that  what  the  Holy  Spirit  may  or  can  do,  is  not  for  us 

to  speculate  upon  :  in  this  His  proceeding  of  inspiration,  He  has  given 
us  abundant  and  undeniable  examples  of  what  He  lias  done ;    and  by 

such  examples  are  we  to  be  guided,  in  all  questions  as  to  the  analogy  of 
His  proceedings  in  more  doubtful  cases.     As  matter  of  fact,  the  style 

7  See  this  carried  out  further  below,  §  v.  9,  10. 41] 
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and  diction  of  St.  Paul  differ  as  much  from  those  of  St.  Jobu  as  can 

well  be  conceived.  When  therefore  we  find  iu  the  sacred  writings 
phenomena  of  difference  apparently  incompatible  with  personal  identity 
in  their  authors,  we  are  not  to  be  precluded  from  reasoning  from  them 

to  the  non-identity  of  such  authors,  by  any  vague  assertions  of  the 
omnipotence  of  the  Almighty  Spirit. 

120.  Again  ifc  may  be  strongly  urged,  that  the  same  person,  writing 
at  different  times,  and  to  different  persons,  may  employ  very  various 
modes  of  diction  and  argument.      Nothing  can  be  truer  than  this  :    but 
the  application  of  it  to  the  question  of  identity  of  authorship  is  matter 
of  penetration  and  appreciation.       Details  of  diversity  which  may  be 
convincing   to    one    man,  may  bo  wholly    inappreciable,  from    various 
reasons,  by  another.     As  regards  the  matter  before  us,  it  may  suffice  to 
say,  that  the  incompatibility  of  styles  was   felt  in  the  earliest  days  by 
Greeks    themselves,    as    the    preceding    testimonies    from    Clement    of 
Alexandria  and  Origon  may  serve  to  shew.     Further  than  this  we  can 
say  nothing  which  will    be   allowed   as  of  any  weight  by  those  who 
unfortunately  fail  to    appreciate   the  difference.      We  can  only  repeat 
our  assurance,  that  the  more  acumen  and  scholarship  are  brought  to 
bear  on  the  enquiry,  aided  by  a  fairly  judging    and  unbiassed    mind, 
the  more  such  incompatibility  will  bo  felt :    and  say,  in  the  words  of 
Origen  cited  above,  par.  19,  on.  6  x.aPaKT^P  T*}s  Xe£eo>9  .   .    .   OVK  lx€t  r® 
ev  Xdyo>   IbiwriKov  rov  aTrocrroXov,    ....   iras  Q  «!mcrrd|U,£yos  Kpiveiv  <f>p<xtrea>i> 
8ia<}>oya^LS  QjJuoXoyrjarai  civ. 

121.  I  now  proceed  to  consider  the  principal  notices  in  the  Epistle 
itself,  which  have  been  either  justly  or  unjustly  adduced,  as  making 
for  or  against  the  Pauline  authorship, 

122.  In  ch,   xiii.   23,   we   read,   yiFcoo-Kere    rov  a$€X<pQv  T^CWOV  Tt/xo^eoi/ 
aTroXeXvftei/oi/,    jmeff    ov,    eav    rvyiQV    tp^rcu,    o^cyAcu    -fyuas.      This    notice 
has  been  cited  with  equal  confidence  on  both  sides.     The  natural  in- 

ference from  it,  apart  altogether  from  the  controversy,  would  be,  that 
the  Writer  of  the  Epistle  was  in  some  other  place  than  Timotheus,  who 
had  been  recently  set  free  from  an  imprisonment  (for  this  and  no  other 

is  the  meaning  of  the  participle),  and  that  he  was  awaiting  Timotheus's 
arrival  :  on  which,  if  it  took  place  soon,  he  hoped  to  visit  the  Hebrews 
in  his  company. 

123.  It  is  manifest,  that  such  a  situation  would  fit  very  well  some 

point  of  time  after  St.  Paul's  liberation  from  his  first  Roman,  imprison- 
ment.    Supposing  that  he  was  dismissed  before  Timotheus,  and,  having 

left  Rome,  expecting  him  to  follow,  had  just  received  the  news  of  his 
liberation,  the  words  in  the  text  would  very  well  and  naturally  express 
this.     It  is  true,  we  read  of  no  such  imprisonment  of  Timotheus  :    and 
this  fact  seems  to  remove  the  date  of  the  occurrence  out  of  the  limits  of 

the  chronology  of  the  Pauline  Epistles.      But  if  the  command  of  the 
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Apostle  in  2  Tim.  iv.  9  was  obeyed,  and  Timotheus,  on  arriving,  shared 
his  imprisonment,  the  situation  here  alluded  to  may  have  occurred  not 
long  after. 

124.  On  the  other  hand,  the  notice  would  equally  well  fit  some  com- 
panion of  St.  Paul,  either  St.  Luke,  or  Silvanus,  or  Apollos,  writing 

after  the  Apostle's  death.  All  these  would  speak  of  Timotheus  as  6 

125.  On  the  whole  then,  this  passage  carries  no  weight  on  either 

side.     I  own  that  the  OI//-OJLUXC  fyxas  has  a  tinge  of  authority  about  it, 
which  hardly  seems  to  fit  either  of  the  above-mentioned  persons.     But 
this  impression  may  be  fallacious  :  and  it  is  only  one   of  those  cases 
where,  in  a  matter  so  doubtful  as  the  authorship  of  this  Epistle,  we  are 
swayed  hither  and  thither  by  words  and  expressions,  which  perhaps 
after  all  have  no  right  to  be  so  seriously  taken. 

126.  Similar  remarks  might  be  made  on  the  notice  of  ch.  xiii.  25, 

do-7ra£ovTcu  i>/x,as  ot  a.7ro  rfjs  'IraAtas,  as  carrying  no  weight  either  way. 
As  regards  its  meaning,  it  is  indeed  surprising  that  Bleek  should  main- 

tain, that  it  excludes  the  supposition  of  the  writer  being  in  Italy,  in  the 
face  of  the  classical  and  N.  T.  usage  of  the  prepositions  of  origin,  — 

6    €K   TIcXoTTovvqcrov    TroAc/xos,  —  Aa£apos     6    OLTTQ   "Brj^avtasy   and   the   like. 
The  preposition  may  doubtless  be  taken  as  used  with  reference  to  those 
who  were  to  receive  the  salutation  :  it  may  be  the  salutation,  not  the 
persons,  which  the  preposition  brings  away  from  Italy.     It  may  be  as 

if  I  were  to  write  to  a  friend,  '  I  have  the  best  wishes  for  you  from 
Canterbury  :'  which,  although  it  would  not  be  the  most  usual  way  of 
expressing  my  meaning,  and  might  be  said   if  I  were  elsewhere,  yet 
would  be  far  from  excluding  the  supposition  that  I  was  myself  writing 

from  that  city  8. 
127.  If  the  words  then  do  not  forbid  the  idea  that  the  Writer  was  in 

Italy,  I  do  not  see  how  they  can  be  used  for  or  against  the  Pauline 
authorship.     As  observed  before,  the  Apostle  may  have  been  somewhere 
in  that  country  waiting  for  Timotheus,  when  liberated,  to  join  him, 

And  we  may  say  the  same  with  equal  probability  of  any  of  St.  Paul's 
companions  to  whom  the  Epistle  has  been  ascribed.     The  only  evi- 

dence which  can  be  gathered  from  the  words,  as  being   exceedingly 

unlike  any  thing  occurring  in    the  manifold   formulae   of  salutation  in 

St.  Paul's  Epistles,  19  of  a  slighter,  but  to  my  mind  of  a  more  decisive 
kind. 

128.  The  evidence  supposed  to  be  derivable  from  ch.  x.  34  (rec.),  /cat 

-yap  rois  Seayzots  fjiov  crvvtTraOrja-are,  vanishes  with  the   adoption   of  the 

reading   rots   Seoyuoes    crwcTratfiyo-are,   in    which   almost   all   the   critical 
editors  concur. 

8  That  N.  T.  usage  renders  the  other  meaning  more  probable^  does  not  belong  to  the 

argument  here  in  the  text,  but  is  maintained  below,  in  §  u.  28. 
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129.  The    notice   ch.   xiii.    7,  p,vrjfj.ov€v€T€  r&v  fjyQvp,€vw  vp&v  /c.r.A., 

will  more  properly  come  under  consideration  when  we  are  treating  of 

the  probable  readers,  and  of  the  date  of  the  Epistle  °.     I  may  say  thus 

much  in  anticipation,  that  it  can  hardly  be  fairly  interpreted  consistently 

with  the  known  traditions  of  the  death  of  St.  Paul,  and  at  the  same 

time  with  the  hypothesis  of  his  authorship. 

130.  The  well-known  passage,  ch.  ii.  3,  requires  more  consideration. 

It  stands  thus  :  — 

Aa/Soucra    AaAetcrtfai     Sta    rov     KVpCov    VTTO    rcav    aKOVcravrw    cts    fjf*.a. 

€pc/3au&0ri  ; 

The  difficulty,  that  St.  Paul  should  thus  include  himself  among  those 

who  had  received  the  gospel  only  at  second  hand,  whereas  in  Gal.  i.  12 

he  says  of  it,  <ruSe  yap  eyo>  Trap  a  di/^pWTrov  TrapeAa/Sov  avro  OVTZ  eStS^x^W 

aAAa  SL  d^ro/coA-v^ews  "Ii/crov  XPta"ro{5>  ̂ as  been  felt  *)Otl1  in  aucient 
and  modern  times.  Euthalius,  OEcumeiiius,  and  Theophylact,  Luther, 

Calvin,  and  all  the  moderns  have  alleged  it,  either  to  press  or  to  explain 

the  difficulty.  I  must  own  that,  in  spite  of  all  which  has  been  so  inge- 

niously said  by  way  of  explanation  by  the  advocates  of  the  Paulino 

authorship,  the  words  appear  to  me  quite  irreconcileable  with  that 

hypothesis. 
131.  To  pass  by  the  ancient   explanations,   which   will  hardly  be 

adopted  in  our  own  day1,  —  the  most  prevalent  modem  one  has  been, 

that  the  Apostle  here  adopts  the  figure  a^y  Kara  ft  00-19,  or  communicatio, 

by  which  a  writer   or   speaker  identifies  himself  with  his  readers  or 

hearers,  even   though,   as  matter  of  actual  fact,   that  identification  is 

not  borne  out  strictly.     Such  "  communication  "  is  most  commonly  found 

in  hortatory  passages,  but  is  not  confined  to  them.     A  writer  may,  for 

the  purpose  of  his  argument,  and  to  carry  persuasion,  place  himself  on  a 

level  with  his  readers  in  respect  of  matters  of  history,  just  as  well  as  of 

moral  considerations.      The  real  question  for  us  is,  whether  this  is  a 

case  in  which  such  a  figure  would  be  likely  to  be  employed. 

132,  And  to  this  the  answer  must  be,  it  seems  to  me,  unhesitatingly 

in  the  negative.     That  an  Apostle,  who  ever  claimed  to  have  received 

the  gospel  not  from  men  but  from  the  Lord  himself,  —  who  was  caro- 

»  See  below,  §  ii.  29,  30  ;   §  iii.  2. 

1   OEc.  :  rives  8£  ot  &fcot5cravr€S  ;   ol  Befftreffioi  $ri\Qv6ri  fjiad^rat'  ft/a  5£  ̂   ffKCLV§a\ia"r), 

oi>  Xeyei  Kctl  !afrb>  aKrjKoevai  Trapa  xptcjrfro^  Kairoi  tfKovffev. 

Thl.  :  TTWS    ofo'  a\\axov  OVK  ATT*   bvQp&Kwv  c^Tjcrlv  &/e0u<rai;   S^rt   ̂ Ket  ̂   peya 

%v    rb    KareTreTyov    avrbv     <rv(TTricrai,     #rt     O&K     &,vOp(*>ir<av    tffrl    ̂ K0 

o  y&p  &s  ̂   rov  Kvpiov  &Ko6(ras'  Kal  5i^  rovro  •ki^uveve   rb   avrov  K-fjp 

fJLa&7ircus    abrov    a7ri<TT7]8rivai.       vvv   Kl   ov   roffatirn   XPe^a   rofcov    o&re 

^K^pv^ev,    o&re    Ste/SccAAero    Trpbs    rotrovs    &$    foGp&trvv    MatfTjTifa,    Kal 

*     ̂      &'rt    Kal    tvravQa    eirdywv    "  trwort^uapTupovj/TOs    rov    0eov    0-rjfj.etoiS 

r4pa<rt,"  deiKwa-tv  ori  obK  &TT*  Q.vQp&vvv,  a\X*  IK  Ofov  irap&afie  ravra. 
44] 



§  i.]  ITS  AUTHORSHIP.  [PROLEGOMENA, 

fui  to  state  that  when  he  met  the  chief  Apostles  in  council  they  added 

nothing  to  him, — should  at  all,  and  especially  in  writing  (as  the  hypo- 
thesis generally  assumes)  to  the  very  church  where  the  influence  of 

those  other  Aposfcles  was  at  its  highest,  place  himself  on  a  level  with 
their  disciples  as  to  the  reception  of  the  gospel  from  them, — is  a  sup- 

position so  wholly  improbable,  that  I  cannot  explain  its  having  been 
held  by  so  many  men  of  discernment,  except  on  the  supposition  that 
their  bias  towards  the  Pauline  authorship  has  blinded  them  to  the  well- 
known  character  and  habit  of  the  Apostle. 

133.  And  to  reply  to  this,  that  he  thus  speaks  of  himself  when  his 
Apostolical  authority  is  called  in  question,  as  it  was  in  the  Galatian 
church,  and  partially  also  in  the  Corinthian,  but  does  not  so  where  no 
such  slight  had   been  put   upon  his  office,  is  simply  to   advance  that 
which  is  not  the  fact  :  for  he  does  the  same  in  an  emphatic  manner  in 

Eph.    iii.    2,    3,    €tye    rjKOvo-arc    rrjv    OLKovofJicav    T*}S   ̂ a/curos   rov    &€ov   TT?S 
$Q0€icn)<s   fJLOL    €is   fyxas,    OTL   Kara   a7roK.d\v\l/Lv   lyi'iopLcrOrj  /xot   TO  pAXTrrjpiov 
ic.T.A.  :  in  which  Epistle,  to  whomsoever  addressed,  there  exist  no  traces 
of  any  rivalship  to  his  own  authority  being  in  his  view. 

134.  Certain  other  passages  have  been  adduced  as  bearing  out  the 

idea  of  o-uy/<ara^acrts  here.     But  none  of  them,  when  fairly  considered, 
really  does  so.     For  to  take  them  one  by  one  : — 

In  Eph.  ii.  3  :  Col.  i.  12,  13:  Titus  iii.  3,  there  is  no  such  figure,  but 
the  Apostle  is  simply  stating  the  matter  of  fact,  and  counts  himself  to 
have  been  one  of  those  spoken  of. 

In  1  Cor.  xi.  31,  32,  he  is  asserting  that  which  is  true  of  all  Chris- 
tians equally ;  himself  as  liable  to  fall  into  sin  and  thus  to  need  chastise- 
ment, being  included. 

In  1  Thess.  iv.  1  7, — where  see  note, — there  is  no  such  figure,  for  the 
Apostle  is  merely  giving  expression  to  the  expectation  that  he  himself 
should  be  among  them  who  should  be  alive  in  the  flesh  at  the  coming 
of  our  Lord. 

In  Jude,  ver.  17,  there  is  no  such  figure.  St.  Jude,  in  writing  thus, 
is  giving  us  plain  proof  that  he  himself  was  not  one  of  the  Apostles. 

135.  Much  stress  has  been  laid,  and  duly,  on  the  entire  absence  of 
personal  notices  of  the  Writer,  as  affecting  the  question  of  the  Pauline 

authorship.     This  is  so  inconsistent  with  the  otherwise  invariable  prac- 
tice of  St.  Paul,  that  some  very  strong  reason  must  be  supposed,  which 

should  influence  him  in  this  case  to  depart  from  that  practice.     Such 

reason  has  been  variously  assigned.     And  first,  with  reference  to  the 

omission  of  any  superscription  or  opening  greeting.     It  has  been  sup- 
posed that  he  would  not  begin  by  designating  himself  as  an  Apostle, 

because  the  Lord  Himself  was  the  Apostle  (ch.  iii.  1)  of  the  Jewish 

people  (so  Pantsenus,  above,  par.  11).     Or,  because  the  Jewish  Chris- 
tians in  Palestine  were  unwilling  to  recognize  him  as  such,  only  as  an 
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Apostle  to  the  Gentiles  (so  Theodoret,  Proocm.  Ep.  ad  Hebr. :  and  aL). 

But  to  this  it  might  be  answered,  Why  then  not  superscribe  himself 

SoGXos  ̂ Irjo-ov  xptcrrov  or  the  like,  as  in  Phil.  i.  1  and  Philem.  1,  or  simply 
HavXos,  as  in  1  and  2  Thess.  ?  But  a  further  reply  has  been  given, 

and  very  widely  accepted :  that  being  in  disfavour  among  the  Jews, 

he  did  not  prefix  his  name,  for  fear  of  exciting  a  prejudice  against 

his  Epistle,  and  so  perhaps  preventing  the  reading  of  it  altogether. 

(So  Clement  of  Alexandria,  above,  par.  14.  So  also  Chrys.  (Homil.  iii. 

p.  371),  KCLL  rovro  SYJ  TTJS  Hav\ov  cro<£tW  tVa  yap  py  perdcrxfl  TOV  PLOTOVS 

ra  ypaja/xara,  Ka^dVep  TrpostOTreiiu)  ru/t  Trj  rov  ovo/xaros  d<£aip€<r€i  Kpvif/ag 

eavTov,  ourcos  aurocs  X.av&av6vTw<a  rb  rfjs  Trapat^eareco?  iTTLTiOrjcri  <£ap/x,a/cov* 

orav  yap  rrpos  TWO,  cb;Sa>s  c^to/ie?/,  Kav  vytes  rt  Xey?;,  ov  7rpo#v/xa>s  ox?Se 

jjitff  ffiovrjs  8e;^o/x,e$a  ra  Xeyoyu,ei/a'  ovrep  ovv,  Iva  fjw)  Kal  rare  o-up.fB'fj,  d^cTXe 
rr\v  I&LCHV  Trpos^yop/ai/  TTJ<S  €7ri<rTo\rj$9  ajsre  ^u-rjfSei/  TOUTO  yevecr^at  /c<oXv//,a  TV} 

T^?  CTTiCTToX^s  aKpodfrsC  ov  yap  ot  aTTicrrot  ^QVQV  "lovSatot,  dXXa  Kal  O6 
7Ttcrr€i/o"avTes  awot  e/xurow  aurov  /cat  aTrecrTpe^oFro.)  But  this  cannot 
have  been  the  pxirpose  of  the  Author  throughout,  as  is  sufficiently 

shewn  by  such  notices  as  those  of  eh.  xiii.  18,  19,  23,  which  would 
have  been  entirely  without  meaning,  had  the  readers  not  been  aware, 
who  was  writing  to  them.  Yet,  it  is  said,  these  notices  do  not  occur 
till  the  end  of  the  Epistle,  when  th.9  important  part  of  it  has  already 

been  read  through.  Are  we  then  to  suppose  that  St.  Paul  seriously 
did  in  this  case,  that  which  he  ironically  puts  as  an  hypothesis  in  2  Cor. 

xii.  16,  {nrdipxw  7rai/oi5pyo9,  SoXa>  v/xas  %\CL/3ov?  And  if  he  did  it,  how 
imperfectly  and  clumsily  !  Could  he  not  as  easily  have  removed  all 
traces  of  his  own  hand  in  the  Epistle,  as  those  at  the  beginning  only  ? 

And  how  are  we  to  suppose  that  the  Epistle  came  to  the  church  to 
which  it  was  addressed  ?  Did  he  put  it  in  at  a  window,  or  over  a  wall? 

Must  it  not  have  come  by  the  hand  of  some  friend  or  companion? 
Must  it  not  have  been  given  into  the  hand  of  some  ̂ yov/Ac^os  ?  How 

happened  it  that  the  question  was  never  asked,  From  whom  does  this 
come  ?  or  if  asked,  how  could  it  bo  answered  but  in  one  way  ?  And 
when  thus  answered,  how  could  it  fail  but  the  Epistle  would  thenceforth 
be  known,  as  that  of  St.  Paul  ? 

136.  It  may  be  said  that  these  last  enquiries  would  prove  too  much : 
that  they  would  equally  apply,  whoever  wrote  the  Epistle  :  and  that 
the  name  of  the  Author  was,  on  the  view  which  they  imply,  equally 

sure  to  have  been  attached  to  it.  But  we  may  well  answei1,  that  this, 
however  plausible,  is  not  so  in  reality.  It  does  not  follow,  because  the 
name  of  the  great  Apostle  was  sure  to  be  generally  attached  to  it  if  he 
really  wrote  it,  that  every  other  name  was  equally  sure.  Many  of  his 
disciples  and  companions,  eminent  as  they  were,  bore  no  authority  to  be 
compared  with  his.  This  is  true  even  of  St.  Luke  and  Barnabas  :  much 
more  of  Titus,  Silas,  and  Clement.  And  if  one  of  these  had  been  the 
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acknowledged  author,  there  being  no  notices  in  the  Epistle  itself 
whereby  he  might  be  with  certainty  recognized  after  the  first  circum- 

stances of  its  sending  were  forgotten,  how  probable,  that  a  writing, 
committed  to  the  keeping  of  a  particular  church,  should  have  been 
retained  indeed  as  a  sacred  deposit  by  them,  but,  in  the  midst  of  perse- 

cutions and  troubles,  have  lost  the  merely  traditional  designation  which 
never  had  become  inseparable  from  it.  In  the  one  case,  the  name  of 
St.  Paul  would  commend  the  Epistle,  and  so  would  take  the  first,  and  an 
inalienable  place:  in  the  other,  the  weight  and  preciousness  of  the 
Epistle  would  survive  the  name  of  its  Writer,  which  would  not  of  itself 
have  been  its  commendation.  The  like  might  have  happened  to  the 
Gospel,  or  Acts,  of  St.  Luke,  but  for  the  fact,  that  in  this  case  not  one 
particular  church,  but  the  whole  Christian  world,  was  the  guardian  of 
the  deposit,  and  of  the  tradition  attached  to  it. 

137.  Another  solution  has  been  suggested  by  Steudel:  that  the  book 
has  more  the  character  of  a  treatise  than  of  an  Epistle,  and  therefore 
was  not  begun  in  epistolary  form :  some  letter  being  probably  sent  with 
it,  or  the  customary  personal  messages  being  orally  delivered.     But  the 
postulate  may  be  safely  denied.     Our  Epistle  is  veritably  an  Epistle : 
addressed  to  readers  of  whom  certain  facts  were  specially  true,   con- 

taining exhortations  founded  on  those  facts,  and  notices  arising  out  of 
the  relation  of  the  writer  to  his  readers;   which  last  sufficiently  shew, 
that  no  other  Epistle  could  have  accompanied  it,  nor  indeed  any  con- 

siderable trusting  to  the  oral  supplementing  of  its  notices. 
138.  Yet  another  solution  has  been  given  by  Hug  and  Spanheim : 

that  in  an  oratorical  style  like  that  of  the  opening  of  this  Epistle,  it 
was  not  probable  that  a  superscription  would  precede.     True  :  but  what, 
when  conceded,  does  this  indicate?     Is  it  not  just  as  good  an  argument 
to  shew  that  one  who  never  begins  his  Epistles  thus,  is  not  the  Writer, 
as   to    account    for    his    beginning    thus,   supposing  him  the   Writer? 
The  reason  for  our  Epistle  beginning  as  it  does,  is  unquestionably,  the 
character  of  the  whole,  containing  few  personal  notices  of  the  relation 
of  the  Writer  to  his  readers.     But   granted,  as   we  have   sufficiently 
shewn,  that  it  was  not  the  object  of  the  Author  to  remain  unknown  to 
his  readers,  I  ask  any  one  capable  of  forming  an  unbiassed  judgment,  is 
it  possible  that  were  St.  Paul  that  author,  and  any  conceivable  Hebrew 
church  those  readers,  no  more  notices  should  be  found,  not  perhaps  of 
his  apostleship,  but  of  the  revelations  of  the  Lord  to  him,  of  his  pure 
intent  and  love  towards  them?     Any  one  who  can  suppose  this,  appears 
to  me,  I  own, — however  it  may  savour  of  presumption  to  say  so, — 
deficient  in  appreciation  of  the  phenomena  of  our  Epistle,  and   still 
more  of  the  character  of  the  great  Apostle  himself. 

139.  In  Bleek's  Introduction  to  his  Commentary,  on  which,  in  the 
main  features,  this  part  of  my  Prolegomena  is  founded,  several  inte- 
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resting  considerations  are  hore  adduced  as  bearing  on  the  question  of 

the  authorship,  arising  out  of  the  manner  in  which  variuos  points  which 

arise  are  dealt  with,  as  compared  with  the  manner  usual  with  St.  Paul. 

Such  considerations  are  valuable,  and  come  powerfully  in  aid  of  a  con- 
clusion otherwise  forced  upon  us  :  bat  when  that  conclusion  is  not 

acquiesced  in,  they  are  easily  diluted  away  by  its  opponents.  They  are 

rather  confirmatory  than  conclusive:  and  have  certainly  not  had  justice 

done  them  by  the  supporters  of  the  Pauline  hypothesis ;  who,  as  they 

seem  to  themselves  to  have  answered  one  after  another  of  them,  re- 

present each  in  succession  as  the  main  ground  on  which  the  anti- 
pauline  view  is  rested. 

140.  I  would  refer  my  English  readers   for  the  discussion  of  these 

points  to  Dr.  Davidson's  Introduction  to  the  1ST.  T.,  vol.  iii.,  where  they 
are  for    the  most  part  treated  fairly,   though   hardly  with   due  appre- 

ciation of  their  necessarily  subordinate  place  in  the  argument.     The 
idea  which    a   reader,   otherwise    uninformed,   would   derive    from   Dr. 

Davidson's  paragraphs,  is  that  those   who  allege   these  considerations 
make  them  at  least  co-ordinate  with   others,  of  which  they  in  reality 

only  conae  in  aid. 
141.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  whole  mass  of  evidence  resting  on 

modes  of  citation,    a-rrai  Xcyo^a,    style   of  periods,  and  the   like.     It 
abounds  on  the  one  hand  with  striking  coincidences,  on  the  other  with 

striking  discrepancies :  each   of  these  has  been  made  much  of  by  the 
ardent  fautors  of  each  side, — while  the  more  impartial  Commentators 

have  weighed  both  together.     The  general  conclusion  in  my  own  mind 
derived  from  these  is,  that  the  author  of  this  Epistle  cannot  have  been 
the  same  with  the  author  of  the  Pauline  Epistles.      The  coincidences  are 

for  the  most  part  those  which  belong  to  men  of  the  same  general  cast  of 

thought  OQ  the  great  matters  in  hand  :  the  discrepancies   are  in  turns 

of  expression,  use  of  different  particles,  different  rhythm,  different  com- 
pounds   of  cognate    words,   a    mode    of  citation    not    independent    but 

rather  divergent, — and  a  thousand  minor  matters  which   it  is  easy  for 

those  to  laugh  to  scorn  who  are  incapable  of  estimating  their  combined 

evidence,  but  which  when  combined  render  the  hypothesis  of  one  and 
the  same  author  entirely  untenable. 

142.  To  the  phsenomena  of  citation  in  our  Epistle  I  shall  have  occa- 
sion to  advert  very  soon,  when  dealing  with  the  enquiry  who  the  author 

really  was.   (See  below,  parr.  149,  132, 158,  180.)     The  reader  will  find 
them  treated  at  great  length  in  Bleek,  Davidson,  and  Forster. 

143.  Before  advancing  to  clear  the  way  for  that  enquiry  by  other 

considerations,  I  will  beg  the  reader  to  look  back  with  me  once  more 

over   the    course   and   "bearing    of  the  external  evidence   as  regards   the 
Pauline  hypothesis. 

144.  The  recognition  of  the  Epistle   as  Pauline  begins  about  the 
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middle  of  the  second  century,  and,  in  one  portion  only  of  the  church — 
the  Alexandrine.  Did  this  rest  on  an  original  historical  tradition  ? 
We  have  seen  reason  to  conclude  the  negative.  Was  it  an  inference 
from  the  subject  and  contents  of  the  Epistle,  which,  when  once  made, 
gained  more  and  more  acceptance,  from  the  very  mature  of  the  case  ? 
This,  on  all  grounds,  is  more  probable.  Had  an  ancient  tradition  con- 

nected the  name  of  St.  Paul  with  it,  we  should  find  that  name  so 
connected  not  in  one  portion  only,  but  in  every  part  of  the  church. 
This  however  we  do  not  find.  We  have  no  trace  of  its  early  recognition 
as  Pauline  elsewhere  than  in  Alexandria.  And  even  there,  the  earliest 
testimonies  imply  that  there  was  doubt  on  the  subject.  Elsewhere, 
various  opinions  prevailed.  Tertullian  gives  us  Barnabas  :  Origen  men- 

tions two  views,  pointing  to  St.  Luke  and  to  Clement  of  Rome.  None 
of  these  claim  our  acceptance  as  grounded  on  authentic  historical 
tradition.  But  each  of  them  has  as  much  right  to  be  heard  and  con- 

sidered, as  the  Alexandrine.  And  the  more,  because  that  was  so  easy  a 
deduction  from  the  contents  of  the  Epistle,  and  so  sure  to  be  embraced 
generally,  whereas  they  had  no  such  source,  and  could  have  110  such 
advantage. 

145.  But  there  was  one  view  of  our  Epistle,  which  never  laboured 
under  the  uncertainty  and  insufficient  reception  which  may  be  charged 
against  the  others  :  viz.  that  entertained  by  the  church  of  Home.     It  is 

true,  its   testimony  is  only  negative  :  it  amounts  barely  to  this — "the 
Epist'lje  is  not  St.  Paul's."     But  this  evidence  it  gives  "  semper,  ubique, 
ab  omnibus."     And  its  testimony  is  of  a  date  and  kind  which  far  out- 

weighs the  Alexandrine,  or  any  other.     Clement  of  Rome,  the  disciple 
of  the  Apostles,  refers   frequently  and   copiously  to   our  Epistle,  not 
indeed  by  name,  but  so  plainly  and  unrnistakeably  that  no  one  can  well 
deny  it.     He  evidently  knew  the  Epistle  well  and  used  it  much  and 

approvingly.     Now,  had  he  recognized  it  as  written  by  St.  Paul, — he 
might  not  indeed  have  cited  it  as  such,  seeing  that  unacknowledged 

centos  of  N.  T.  expressions  are  very  common  with  him, — but  is  it  con- 
ceivable that  he  should  altogether  have  concealed  such  his  recognition 

from  the  church  over  which  he  presided  ?     Is  it  not  certain,  that  had 
Clement  received  it  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul,  we  should  have  found  that 
tradition  dominant  and  firmly  fixed  in  the  Roman  church  ?     But  that 
church  is  just  the  one,  where  we  find  no  trace  of  such  a  tradition  :  a 
fact  wholly  irreconcileable  with  such  recognition  by  Clement.      And  if 
Clement  did  not  so  recognize  it,  are  we  not  thereby  brought  very  much 
nearer  the  source  itself,  than  by  any  reported  opinion  in  the  church  of 
Alexandria  ? 

146.  I    shall  have  occasion  again   to   return  to   this   consideration  : 
I    introduce  it  here    to    shew,   that    in   freely  proposing    to    ourselves 

the   enquiry,  *  Who  wrote  the  Epistle  ?'   as   to  be  answered    entirely 
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from  the  Epistle  itself,  we  are  not  setting  aside,  but  are  strictly 
following,  the  earliest  and  weightiest  historical  testimonies  respecting 
it,  and  the  inferences  to  be  deduced  from  them.  And  if  any  name 
seems  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Epistle  itself,  those  who  in 

modern  times  suggested  that  name,  and  those  who  see  reason  to  adopt 

it,  are  not  to  be  held  up  to  derision,  as  has  been  done  by  Mr.  Forster, 

merely  because  that  name  was  not  suggested  by  any  among  the  ancients. 

The  question  is  as  open  now  as  it  was  in  the  second  century.  They 
had  no  reliable  tradition  :  we  have  none.  If  an  author  is  to  be  found, 
avro  oV^eu 

147.  With  these  remarks,  I  come  now  to  the  enquiries,  (1)  What  data 
does  the  Epistle  furnish  for  determining  the  Author  ?  and  (2)  In  what 
one  person  do  those  characteristics  meet  ? 

148.  (1.  a)   The  WRITER  of  the  Epistle  is  also  the  AUTHOR.     It  is  of 
course  possible,  that  St.  Paul  may  have  imparted  his  thoughts  to  the 
Hebrew  church  by  means  of  another.     This  may  have  been  done  in  one 
of  two  ways  :  either  by  actual  translation,  or  by  transfusion  of  thought 
and  argument :  setting  aside  altogether  the  wholly  unlikely  hypothesis, 

that  the  Epistle  was  drawn  up  and  sent  as  St.  Paul's  by  some  other, 
without  his  knowledge  and  consent. 

149.  But  first,  the  Epistle  is  NOT  A  TRANSLATION.     The  citations 
throughout,  with  one  exception  (noticed  below,  §  ii.  par.  35  note),  arc 
from  the  LXX,  and  are  of  such  a  kind,  that  the  peculiarities  of  the 
LiXX  version  are  not  unfrequently  interwoven  into  the  argument,  and 
made  to  contribute  towards  the  result :  which  would  be  impossible,  had 
the  Epistle  existed  primarily  in  Hebrew,     Besides,  the  prevalence  of 
alliterations  and  paronomasias,  and  the  Greek  rhythm,  to  which  so  many 
rhetorical  passages  owe  their  force,  would  of  themselves  compel  us  to 

this  conclusion2. 
150.  And  secondly,  there  are  insuperable   difficulties  in.  the  way  of 

the  hypothesis  of  any  such  secondary  authorship  as  has  very  commonly 
been    assumed,  from   the  time   of   Origen   downwards.      Against  this 
militate  in  their  full  strength  all  the  considerations  derived  from  those 
differences  of  style  and  diction,  which  in  this  Epistle  are  inseparably 
interwoven  into  the  argument  :  against  this  the  whole  arrangement  and 
argumentation  of  the  Epistle,  which  are  very  different  from  those  of 
St.  Paul,  shewing  an  independence  and  originality  which  could  hardly 
have  been  found  in  the  work  of  one  who  wrote  down  the  thoughts  of 
another  :  against  this  also  the  few  personal  notices  which  occur,  and 
which  manifestly  belong   to    the  Author  of  the  Epistle.     Supposing 
St.  Paul  to  bo  speaking  by  another  in  all  other  places,  how  are  we  to 
make  the  transition  in  these  ?      The  notices  which  on  the  hypothesis  of 

2  See  this  treated  more  fully  below,  §  v.  parr.  1—8. 
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pure  Pauline  authorship,  seemed  difficult  of  explanation,  appear  to  me 
absolutely  to  defy  it,  if  the  secondary  authorship  be  supposed. 

151.  (/3)   The  Author  of  the  Epistle  was  a  JEW.     This,  as  far  as  I 
know,  has  never  been  doubted.     The  degree  of  intimate  acquaintance 
shewn  with  the  ceremonial  law  might  perhaps  have  been  acquired  by  a 
Gentile  convert :  but   the  manner  in  which  lie  addresses  his  readers, 
evidently  themselves  Jews,  is  such  as  to  forbid  the  supposition  that  he 
was  himself  a  Gentile.     Probability  is  entirely  against  such  an  address 
being  itsed :  and  also  entirely  against  the  Epistle  finding  acceptance,  if 
it  had  been  used. 

152.  (y)  He  was,   however,  not  a  pure  Jew,   speaking  and  quoting 
Hebrew:  but  a  HELLENIST:  a  Jew  brought  up   in  Greek  habits  of 
thought,  and  in  the  constant  use  of  the  LXX  version.     His  citations 
are  from  that  version,  and  he  grounds  his  argument,  or  places  his  reason 
for  citing,  on  the  words  and  expressions  of  the  LXX,  even  where  no 
corresponding  terms  are  found  in  the  Hebrew  text. 

153.  (S)   He  was  one  intimately  acquainted  with  the  way  of  thought, 
and  writings  of  St.  Paul.     I  need  not  stay  here  to  prove  this.      The 
elaborate  tables  which  have  been  drawn  up  to  prove  the  Pauline  author- 

ship are  here  very  valuable  to  us,  as  we  found  them  before  in  shewing 
the  differences  between  the  two  writers.     Dr.  Davidson,  Mr.  Forster, 
or  Bleek,  in  his  perhaps  more  pertinent  selections  from  the  mass,  will 
in  a   few  minutes  establish   this  to  the   satisfaction  of  any  intelligent 
reader.     That  our  Author  has  more  especially  used  one  portion  of  the 
writings  of  the  great  Apostle,  and  why,  will  come  under  our  notice  in  a 
following  section. 

154.  (c)  And,  considering  the  probable  date  of  the  Epistle,  which 
I  shall  by  anticipation  assume  to  have  been  written  before  the  destruc- 

tion of  Jerusalem,  such  a  degree  of  acquaintance  with  the  thoughts  and 
writings  of  St.  Paul  could  hardly,  at  such  a  time,  have  been  the  result 
of  mere  reading,  but  must  have  been  derived  from  intimate  acquaint- 

ance, as  a  companion  and  fellow-labourer,  with  the  great  Apostle  him- 
self.     The  same  inference  is   confirmed  by  finding  that  our  author  was 

nearly  connected  with  Timotheus,  the  son  in  the   faith,    and  constant 
companion  of  St.  Paul. 

155.  (£)  It  is  moreover  necessary  to  assume,  that  the  Author  of  our 

Epistle  was   deeply  imbued  with   the  thoughts    and  phraseology    of  the 
Alexandrian  school.     The  coincidences  in  thought  and  language  between 

passages  of  this  Epistle  and  the  writings  of  Philo,  are  such  as  no  one 
in  his  senses  can  believe  to  be  fortuitous.     These  will  for  the  most  part 

be  found  noticed  in  the  references,  and  tlio   Commentary:  those  who 

wish  to  see  them  collected  together,  may  consult  Bleek,  vol.  L  pp.  398 

  402  note,  where  other  sources  of  information  on  the  subject  are  also 

pointed  out,  especially  Carpzov,  Excrcit.   Sacr.  in  S.  Pauli  Epist.  ad 
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Heb.  ex  Philone  Judaeo  (Amst.  1750).     The  reader  may  also  refer  to 
Loesner's  more  accessible  work. 

156.  These   coincidences  may  have  arisen  from  one  of  two  reasons  : 

either  merely  from  the  Author  being  acquainted  with  the  writings  of 

Pbilo,  or  from  his  having  been  educated  in  the  same  theological  school 

with  that  philosopher,  and  so  having  acquired  similar  ways  of  thought 

and  expression.     The  latter  of  these  alternatives  is  on  all  grounds,  and 

mainly  from  the  nature  of  the  coincidences  themselves,  the  more  pro- 
bable.    By  birth  or  by  training,  he  was  an  Alexandrian;  not  necessarily 

the  former,  for  there  were  other  great  schools  of  Alexandrian  learning 

besides  the  central  one  in  that  city,  one  of  the  most  celebrated  of  which 

was  at  Tarsus,  the  birth-place  of  the  Apostle  Paul.      So  that  this  con- 
sideration  will  not  of  itself  fix    the   authorship  on  that  companion,  of 

St.  Paul  whom  we  know  to  have  been  an  Alexandrine  by  birth. 

157.  (77)  The  author  was  not  an  Apostle,  nor  in  the  strictest  sense  a 

contemporary  of  the  Apostles,  so  that  he   should  have  seen  and  heard 
our  Lord  for  himself.     He  belongs  to  the  second  rank,  in  point  of  time, 

of  apostolic  men,  — to  those   who  heard   from  eye  and   ear-witnesses. 
This  will  follow  from  the  consideration  of  the  passage  ch.  ii.  3,  in  parr. 
130—132  above. 

158.  (<9)   We  may  add  to  the  above  data  some,  which  although  less 

secure,  yet  seem  to  be  matters  of  sound  inference  from  the  Epistle  itself. 

Of  such  a  character  are,  e.  g.  that  the  author  was  not  a  dweller  in  or 

near    Jerusalem,  or  he  would  have  taken  his   descriptions  rather  from 

the  then  standing  Jewish  temple,  than  from  the  ordinances  in  the  text 

of  the  LXX  : — that  he  was  a  person  of  considerable  note  and  influence 

with  those  to  whom  he  wrote,  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  whole  spirit 
and  tone   of  his  address  to  them  :  that  he  stood  in   some    position  of 

previous  connexion  with  his  readers,  as  appears  from  the   dTroKaracrratfco 
vjuLLv,   ch.    xiii.    19:  that   he    lived  and  wrote  before    the    destruction    of 
Jerusale 

159.  (2.)  It  will  bo  impossible  to  apply  the  whole  of  these   data  to 
the  enquiry  respecting  individual   men,  without  assuming,  with  regard 
to  the  last  two  mentioned  at   least,   the   result  of  the   two   following 

sections,  '  For  what  readers  the  Epistle  was  written,'  and  *  The  place 
and  time  of  writing.'       I    shall    therefore   suspend    the    consideration 
of  those  Teats  till  the  results  shall  have  been,  arrived  at8,  and  mean- 

time apply  the  others  to  such  persons  as   are  given  us  by  history  to 
choose  from. 

160.  These  are    the    following  :    Barnabas,  Luke,    Clement,   Mark, 
Titus,  Apollos,    Silvanus,  Aquila.     These  are   all  the    companions    of 
St.  Paul,  who  were  of  note  enough  to  have  written  such  an  Epistle  : 

3  See  below,  §  ii.  36,  and  §  iii.  4. 
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with  the  exception  of  Timothetis,  who  is  excluded  from  the  list,  by 
being  mentioned  in  the  Epistle  (ch.  xiii.  23)  as  a  different  person  from 
the  Author. 

161.  Of  these,  TITUS  is  excluded  by  the  fact  mentioned  Gal.  ir.  3, — 
that  he  was  a  Greek,  and  not  circumcised  even  at  the  time  when  he 
accompanied   St.  Paul  in  his  third  journey  to  Jerusalem,  Acts  xv.  2, 
3  ffi . 

162.  It  is  doubtful,  whether  a  like  consideration  does  not  exclude 
ST.    LUKE  from    the    authorship  of  our    Epistle.     Certainly  the  first 
appearance  of  Col.  iv.   10 — 14    numbers    him  among  those  who  were 
not  of  the  circumcision.     Were  this  so,  it  would  be  impossible  to  allot 
him  more  than  a  subordinate  share  in  the  composition.     This  has  been 
felt,  and  the  hypothesis  which  takes  him  to  have  been  the  writer  has 

been  shaped  accordingly.     Thus  we  have  seen  above  Clement  of  Alex- 
andria held  him  to  have  translated  the  Epistle  into  Greek4  :  and  the  idea 

that  he  wrote  it  under  the  superintendence  of  St.  Paul,  incorporating 
the    thoughts    of   the  great    Apostle,    has    been    of  late    revived    and 
defended    with     considerable     skill,    by  Delitzsch.     And     such,    more 
or  less  modified,   has   been   the   opinion   of  many,   both   ancients   and 

moderns  :     of  Luculentius    (cited    in    Delitzsch,    p.    701,    from    Mai's 
Scriptorum  Veterum  Nova  Collectio  ix.  p.  251),  Primasius  (cent.  vL), 

Haymo  (  +  853),  Rhabanus  Maurus  (cir.  847)  :    and  of  Grotius,  Crell, 

Stein,  Kohler,  Hug,  Ebrard  :    several  of  the  latter  holding  the  inde- 
pendent authorship  of  St.  Luke,  which  Delitzseh  also  concedes  to  have 

been  possible. 
163.  And  certainly,  could  we  explain  away  the  inference  apparently 

unavoidable  from   Col.  iv.  14,  such  a  supposition  would  seem  to  have 

some  support  from  the  Epistle  itself.      The  students  of  the  following 

commentary  will  very  frequently  be  struck  by  the  verbal  and  idiomatic 

coincidences  with  the  style  of  St.  Luke.      The  argument,  as  resting  on 

them,  has  been  continually  taken  up  and  pushed  forward  by  Delitzsch, 

and  comes  on  his  reader  frequently  with  a  force  which  at  the  time  it  is 
not  easy  to  withstand. 

164.  Yet,    it   must    be    acknowledged,    the   hypothesis,    though    so 

frequently  and  so  strongly  supported  by  apparent  coincidences,  does  not 

thoroughly  approve  itself  to  the  critical  mind.     We  cannot  feel  con- 
vinced that  St.  Luke  did  really  write  our  Epistle.     The  whole  tone  of 

the  individual  mind,  as  far  as  it  appears  in  the  Gospel  and  Acts,  is  so 

essentially  different  from  the  spirit  of  the  Writer  here,  that  verbal  and 

idiomatic  coincidences  do  not  carry  us  over  the  difficulty  of  supposing 

the  two   to  be  written  by  one  and   the   same.     There  is  nothing  in 

St.  Luke  of  the  rhetorical  balance,  nothing  of  the  accumulated  and 

4  See  par.  14. 53] 
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stately  period5,  nothing  of  the  deep  tinge,  which  would  be  visible  even 
in  narrative,  of  the  threatening  of  judgment.  Within  the  limits  of 
the  same  heavenly  inspiration  prompting  both,  St.  Luke  is  rather  the 
careful  and  kindly  depicter  of  the  blessings  of  the  covenant,  our 
Writer  rather  the  messenger  from  God  to  the.  wavering,  giving  them 
the  blessing  and  the  curse  to  choose  between  :  St.  Luke  is  rather 
the  polished  Christian  civilian,  our  Writer  the  fervid  and  prophetic 
rhetorician.  The  places  of  the  two  are  different  :  and  it  would  shake 
our  confidence  in  the  consistency  of  human  characteristics  under  the 
influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  were  we  to  believe  Luke,  the  beloved  Phy- 

sician and  Evangelist,  to  have  become  so  changed,  in  the  foundations 
and  essentials  of  personal  identity,  as  to  have  written  this  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews. 

165.  If  the    preceding    considerations    have   any   weight,  we    must 
regard   the  coincidences    above    mentioned    as    the    result   of   common 
education  and  manner  of  speech,  and  of  common  derivation,  of  doctrine 
from  the  same  personal  source.      St.   Luke  had  derived  his  stylo  from 
the  same  Alexandrine  scholastic  training,  his  doctrine  from  the  same 
father  in  the  faith,  as  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle. 

166.  It  appears  never  to  have  been  advanced  as  a  serious  hypothesis, 
that  Sir.  MARK  is  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle.     There  are  no  points  of 
coincidence  between  it  and  his  Gospel,  which  would  lead  us  to  think  so. 

He  does  not  appear,  after  St.  Paul's  second  missionary  journey,  ever  to 
have  been  closely  joined  for  any  considerable  time  in  travel  or  in  mis- 

sionary work  with  that  Apostle  :    and  again,  he  seems  to  have  been  a 
born  Jerusalem  Jew  (Acts  xii.  12  :    see  Prolegg.  Vol.  I.  ch.  iii.  §  i.), 
which,  by  what  has  been  before  said,  would  exclude  him. 

167.  The  fact  that    SILVANUS,  or   Silas,  belonged  to  the  church  at 
Jerusalem  (Acts  xv.  22).  would  seem  to  exclude  him  also.      In  other 
points,    our  tests    are    satisfied  by  him.     He   was   the  constant   com- 

panion of  St.  Paul :    was  imprisoned  with  him  at  Philippi  (Acts  xvi. 
19  ff.),  while  Timotheus    remained  at  large  :    is  ever  named  by  the 
Apostle  before  Timotheus  (Acts  xvii.  14,  15  ;    xviii.  5  :    2  Cor.  i.  19  : 
1  Thess.  i.  1  :  2  Thess.  i.  1)  :  and  afterwards  is  found  in  close  connexion 
with  St.  Peter  also  (1  Pet.  v.  12).     It  must  be  acknowledged,  that  as 
far  as  mere  negative  reasons  are  concerned,  with  only  the  one  exception 
above  named,  there  seems  no  cause  why  Silvanus  may  not  have  written 
our   Epistle.     But  every  thing  approaching    to    a    positive  reason    is 

altogether-    wanting.      We  know  absolutely  nothing  of  the  man,   his 
learning,  his  particular  training,  or  the  likelihood  that  he  should  have 

8  This  remark  especially  applies  to  that  portion  of  Sfc.  Luke's  writings  which  would 
he  sure  hy  the  merely  superficial  ohserver  to  he  cited  as  furnishing  an  answer  to  it : 
viz.  the  prologue  of  his  Gospel.     No  two  styles  can  he  more  distinct,  than  that  of  this 
preface,  and  of  any  equally  elaborated  passage  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews. 
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given  us  such  an  Epistle  as  we  now  possess.  His  claim  is  (with  that 
one  reservation)  unexceptionable  :  but  it  must  retire  before  that  of  any 

who  is  recommended  by  positive  considerations  6. 
168.  A    far    stronger   array  of  names   and  claims  is    made  out  for 

CLEMENT  OF  HOME,  one  of  the  crwcpyoC  of  St.  Paul  in  Phil.  iv.  3.     We 
have  seen  above  (par.   19),   that  his  name  was  one  brought  down  to 
Origen  by  the  <p@acracra  el$  ̂ /xas  icrropia,  together  with  that  of  St.  Luke  : 
we  have  found  him  mentioned  as  held  by  some  to  be  the  translator,  e.  g. 
by  Euthalius  (par.  46),  Eusebius  (par.  48)  :  the  author,  by  Philastrius 
(par.  65),  Jerome  (par.  69),  al.     This  latter  has  in  modern  times  been 
the  opinion  of  Erasmus  (par.  97),  and  of  Calvin  (par.  100). 

169.  We  cannot  pronounce  with  any  certainty  whether  Clement  was 
a  Jew  by  birth  or  not.      The  probability  is  against  such  a  supposition. 
The  advocates  of  this  theory  however  rest  his  claim  mainly  on  the  fact 
that  many  expressions  and  passages  of  our  Epistle  occur  in  the  (un- 

doubtedly genuine)  Epistle  of  Clement  to  the  Corinthians  7. 
170.  But  to  this   it  has  been   satisfactorily   replied   by  Bleek   and 

others,  that  such  passages  have  much  more  the  air  of  citations,  than 
that  of  repetitions  of  the  same  thought  and  diction  by  their  original 
author,  and  that  they  in  fact  in  no  wise  differ  from  the  many  other 

reproductions  of  passages  of  the  N.  T.,  especially  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles, 
in  the  same  letter  of  Clement.     Bleek  has  besides  directed  attention  to 

the    great    dissimilarity  of  the    two    writings,    as    indicating   different 

authors.     Clement's  Epistle  has  nothing  of  the  Alexandrine  character, 
nothing  of  the  speculative  spirit,  of  that  to  the  Hebrews.     His  style 
is  pure  and  correct,   but  wants  altogether  the  march  of  periods,  and 
rhetorical  rhythm,   of  our  Epistle.     Another    objection   is,   that   had 
Clement  written  it,  there  could   hardly  have   failed   some   trace   of  a 
tradition  to  that  effect  in  the  church  of  Rome  ;  which,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  not  found. 

171.  The  idea  that  BARNABAS  was  the  author  of  our  Epistle  seems  to 

have  been    prevalent    in  the  African   church,   seeing   that  Tertullian 
quotes  him  as  such  without  any  doubt  or  explanation  (above,  par.  25). 
But  it  was  unknown  to  Origen,  and  to  Eusebius  :  and  Jerome,  in  his 

Catalog,  c.  5,  vol.  ii.  p.  838,  says  "  vel  Barnabce  juxta  Tertullianum,  vel 

Lucae  Evangelists  juxta  quosdam,  vel  dementis  "  &c.  :  so  that  it  is 

6  Mynster  and  Bohme,  from  different  points  of  view,  have  held  to  Silvanus :   the 

former,  assuming  that  our  Epistle  was  sent  with  that  to  the  Galatians,  and  to  the  same 

churches  :  the  latter,  fancying  a  great  resemblance  between  our  Epistle  and  the  first 

of  St.  Peter,  and  holding  it  to  have  been  written  under  the  superintendence  of  that 
Apostle  :  a  supposition,  I  need  not  say,  entirely  untenahle. 

7  Compare  e.  g.  Clem.  c.  17,  with  Heb.  xi.  37 :  c.  36,  with  Heb.  vi.  4 ;  i.  3,  4,  7,  5  : 
c.  12,  with  Heb.  xi.  31  :  c.  45,  with  Heb,  xi.  32—37  :  c.  19,  with  Heb.  xii.  1,  2;  &c. 
And  see  Lardner,  vol.  i.  p.  84  ff. 

55] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  THE  EPISTLE  TO  THE  HEBEEWS.          [CH.  i. 

probable  that  he  recognized  the  notion  as  Tertuilian's  only.  And  we 
may  fairly  assume  that  Philastrius  (par.  65)  and  others  refer  to  the 
same  source,  and  that  this  view  is  destitute  of  any  other  external 

support  than  that  which  it  gets  from  the  passage  of  Tertullian 8. 
172.  It  must  then,  in  common  with  the  rest,  stand  or  fall  on  internal 

grounds.     And  in  thus  judging  of  it,  we  have  two  alternatives  before 
us.      Either  the  extant  Epistle  of  Barnabas  is  genuine,  or  it  is  not.     In 

the  former  case,  the  question  is  soon  decided.      So  different   are   the 

styles  and   characters   of  the  two  Epistles,  so  different  also  the  view 
which  they  take  of  the  Jewish  rites  and  ordinances,  that  it  is  quite 

impossible  to  imagine  them  the  work  of  the  same  writer.      The  Epistle 
of  Barnabas  maintains  that  the  ceremonial  commands  were  even  at  first 

uttered  not  in  a  literal  but  in  a  spiritual  sense  (cf.  Ep.  Bara.  c.  9,  p.  749 

f.,   ed.   Migne,   and   al.    fr.)  :    finds   childish  allusions,    e,  g.   in   Greek 

numerals,  to  spiritual  truths  (c.  9,  p.  752  :  Aeyct  yap'  KOL  Trc/nerejuo/  "A/?p. 
IK  rov  O*KQV  avTov  avSpas   S^KO,  K.    OKTO>   K:.   T/oiafcocrtovs.      TIS   ovi/  vj   SoOeicra. 
rovrcp  yr<joo*ts ;   /xa<9ere  rous  SevcaoKru)  Trpuyrovs,  etra  rows  TpiaKocrtous.      TO    Se 

<$€/ca  K.  6/creo,  i  Se/ca,  rj  o/crco.      c^ets  *I^o*o9v.      on  Sc  crTa.vpo<s  €i/  T<3  r  ̂aeXXei/ 
c^etv  TVJV  ̂ apti/,  Aeyet  /<cu  rovs  TpiaKocriowi)  :  is  in  its  whole  diction  and 
character  spiritless,  and  flat,  and  pointless.     If  any  one  imagines  that 
the  same  writer  could  have  indited  both,  then  we  are  clearly  out  of  the 

limits  of  ordinary  reasoning  and  considerations  of  probability. 

173.  But  we  may  take  the  other  and  more  probable  alternative  :  that 

the    so-called   Epistle  of  Barnabas    is    apocryphal.     Judging    then*  of 
Barnabas  from  what  we  know  in  the  Acts,  many  particulars  certainly 
seem  to  combine  in  favour  of  him.     He  was  a  Levite,  not  of  Judaea,  but 

of  Cyprus  (Acts  iv.  36)  :  he  was  intimately  connected  with   St.  Paul 
during  the  early  part  of  the  missionary  journeys  of  that  Apostle  (Acts 

ix.  27  ;  xv.  41),  and  in  common  with  him  was  entrusted  with  the  first 
ministry  to  the   Gentiles  (Acts  xi.    22ff.  ;  xv.  12  &c.  :   Gal.  ii.  9  &c.)  : 

he  was  called  by  the  Apostles  mos  7rapaKA7}o*£a>$  (Acts  iv.  36),  which 

last  word  we  have  seen  reason  to  interpret  (  exhortation/ 
174.  These  particulars  are  made  the  most  of  by  Wieseler  (Chronologie 

des  Apostolischen  Zeitalters,  pp.  504  ff.),  as  supporting  what  he  considers 
the  only  certain  tradition  on  the  subject.     But  as  we  have  seen  this 

tradition  itself  fail,  so  neither  will  these  stand  under  stricter  examina- 

tion.    For  Barnabas,  though  by  birth  a  Cyprian,  yet  dwelt  apparently 
at  Jerusalem  (Acts  ix.  27  ;  xi.  22)  :  and  there,  by  the  context  of  the 

narrative,  must  the  field  have  been  situated,  which  he  sold  to  put  its 
price   into    the    common    stock.     As    a   Levite,    he   must    have   been 

thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  usages  of  the  Jerusalem  temple,  which, 
as  before  observed,  our  Writer  does  not  appear  to  have  been.     It  is 

8  It  has  been  upheld  in  modern  times  by  J,  E.  Chr.  Schmidt,  Twesten,  TTllmann, 
Thiersch,  Wieseler.     On  the  last  of  these,  see  below,  par.  174. 
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quite  out  of  the  question  to  suppose,  as  Wieseler  does,  that  Barnabas, 
a  Levite  who  had  dwelt  at  Jerusalem,  would,  during  a  subsequent 
ministration  in  Egypt,  have  cited  the  usages-  of  the  temple  at  Leon- 
topolis  rather  than  those  at  Jerusalem.  If  such  usages  have  been  cited, 
it  must  be  by  an  Egyptian  Jew  to  whom  Jerusalem  was  not  familiar. 

175.  Perhaps   too  much  has   been  made,  on    the  other   side,  of  the 
manifest   inferiority  of   Barnabas    to    Paul    in   eloquence 9,   and   of   the 
fact  that  as  the  history  goes  on  in  the  Acts,  the  order  becomes  reversed, 
and  from  "Barnabas  and   Saul"  or  "Paul"  (ch.  xi.  30  ;  xii.  25  ;  xiii. 
2,  7)  we  have  "Paul  and  Barnabas"  (ch.  xiii.  43,  <6,  50  ;  xv.  2  bis, 
22,  35,  with  only  occasional  intermixture  of  the  old  order,  ch.  xiv.  14  ; 
xv.  12,  25)  :  Barnabas  gradually  becoming  eclipsed  by  the  eminence  of 
his  far  greater   colleague.     For  (1)  it  is  very  possible  that  eloquence 
of  the  pen,  such  as  that  in  our  Epistle,  might  not  have  been  wanting 
to  one  who  was  very  inferior  to  St.  Paul  in  eloquence  of  the  tongue : 
and  (2)  it  was  most  natural,  that  in  a  history  written  by  a  companion 
of  St.  Paul,  and  devoted,  in  its  latter  portion  at  least,  to  the  Acts  of 
St.  Paul,  the  name  of  the  great  Apostle  should  gradually  assume  that 

pre-eminence  to   which  on   other   grounds  it  was    unquestionably  en- titled, 

176.  It  would  appear  then,  that  against  the  authorship  by  Barnabas 
there  can  only  be  urged  in  fairness  the  one  objection  arising  from  his 
residence  at  Jerusalem  :  which,  on  the  hypothesis  of  the  Epistle  being 
addressed  to  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  would  be  a  circumstance  in  his 

favour  with  reference  to   such  expressions  as  the  a7roKaTao-TaQa>  U/AIV, 
ch.  xiii.  19,  and  the  acquaintance  with  the  readers  implied  throughout 
the  Epistle.     On  the  whole,  it  must  be  confessed,  that  this  view  comes 
nearest  to  satisfying  the  conditions  of  authorship  of  any  that  have  as 
yet  been  treated  ;  and   should  only   be   set  aside,  if  one   approaching 
nearer  still  can  be  found. 

177*  It  remains  that  we  enquire  into  the  claims  of  the  two  remaining 
apostolic  persons  on  our  list,  AQUILA  and  APOLLOS.  The  former  of 
these,  a  Jew  of  Pontus  by  birth,  was  once,  with  his  wife  Priscilla, 
resident  in  Eome,  but  was  found  by  St.  Paul  at  Corinth  on  his  first 
arrival  there  (Acts  xviii.  2),  having  been  compelled  to  quit  the  capital 
by  a  decree  of  Claudius.  It  is  uncertain  whether  at  that  time  he  was 
a  Christian  ;  but  if  not,  he  soon  after  became  one  by  the  companionship 
of  the  Apostle,  who  took  up  his  abode,  and  wrought  at  their  common 

trade  of  tent-making,  with  Aquila  and  Priscilla.  After  this,  Aquila 
became  a  zealous  forwarder  of  the  gospel.  We  find  him  (Acts  xviii. 
18)  accompanying  St.  Paul  to  Ephesus,  and  in  his  company  there  when 
he  wrote  1  Corinthians  (1  Cor.  xvi.  19)  :  again  at  Rome  when  the 

9  See  Bleek,  Eml.  p.  419  f. 
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Epistle  to  the   Romans  was  written   (Rom.  xvi.  3)  :  at  Epliesus  again 
when  2  Tim.  was  written  (2  Tim.  iv.  19). 

178.  From   these    places    it   appears,   that   Aquila   was  a  person    of 
considerable  importance  among  the  brethren  :  that  the  church  used  to 
assemble  in  his  house:   that  he  and  his  wife  Priscilla  had  exposed  their 

lives  for  the  gospel's  sake.     And  from  Acts  xviii.  26  we  find,  that  they 
were  also  well  able  to  carry  on  the  work  of  teaching,  even  with  such  a 

pupil  as  Apollos,  who  was  mighty  in  the  Scriptures. 
179.  It  must  be  owned  that  these  circumstances  would  constitute  a 

fair  prima  facie  case  for  Aquila,  were  it  not  for  certain  indications  that 
he  himself  was  rather  the  ready  and  zealous  patron,  than  the  teacher ; 
and  that  this  latter  work,  or  a  great  share  in  it,  seems  to  have  belonged 
to  his  wife,.  Prisca  or  Priscilla.      She  is  ever  named  with  him,  even  Acts 

xviii.  26,  where  the  instruction  of  Apollos  is  described :  and  not  unfre- 

quently,  her  name  precedes  his  (Acts  xviii.  18  :  Rom.  xvi.  3:  2  Tim.  iv. 
19)  :  an  arrangement  so  contrary  to  the  custom  of  antiquity,  that  some 
very   sufficient  reason    must  have  existed    for  it.     At  all  events,  the 

grounds  on  which  an  hypothesis  of  Aquila's  authorship  of  our  Epistle 
would  rest,  must  be  purely  of  a  negative  kind,  as  far  as  personal  capacity 
is  concerned.     And  it  does  not   appear  that  any,  either  in  ancient  or 
modern  times,  have  fixed  on  him  as  its  probable  writer. 

180.  There  is  yet  one  name  remaining,  that  of  APOLLOS,  in  whom 
certainly  more  conditions  meet  than  in  any  other  man,  both  negative 
and  positive,  of  the  possible  authorship  of  our  Epistle.     The  language 
in  which  he  is  introduced  in  the  Acts  fxviii.  24)  is  very  remarkable. 

He  is  there  described  as  "lo-uSaTos  rts,  'AAe^avS/oevs  r<3  yevct,  avrjp  Xoytos, 
Swards  &v  Iv  rats  ypa<£ats.      Every  word  here  seems  fitted  to  point  him 
out  as  the  person  of  whom  we  are  in   search.     He  is  a  Jew,  born  in 
Alexandria  :  here  we  have  at  once  two  great  postulates  fulfilled  :  here 
we  at  once  might  account  for  the  Alexandrian  language  of  the  Epistle, 
and  for  the  uniform  use  of  the  LXX  version,  mainly  (if  this  be  so)  in 
its  Alexandrian  form.      He  is  an  eloquent  man  (see  note  on  Aoyios  ad 
loc.,  Vol.  II.),  and  mighty  in  the  Scriptures.     As  we  advance  in  the 
description,  even  minute  coincidences  seem  to  confirm  our  view  that 

we  are  here  at  last  on  the  right  track.     He  is  described  as  eVtcrra/Aei/os 
povov  TO  /3a7TTtcr/xa  rot)  Iwavj/ov,  but  being   more  perfectly  taught  the 
way  of  the  Lord  by  Aquila  and  Priscilla.     No  wonder   then,  that  a 
person  so   instituted    should  specify  /JaTmoyuov  StSax^   as   one  of  the 
components  in  the  &€^€\iov  of  the   Christian  life  (Heb.  vi.  2).     It  is 
described   as  his    characteristic,   that    he  TJp£aro    irappi)<nd£€<r0cu,   Iv  TTJ 

crwa-ycoy*} :  is  it  wonderful  then   that  he,    of  all   1ST.  T.   writers,  should 
exhort   p,rj  a7ro/3a\rjr€  ryv  TrappTjacav  (Heb.  x.  35),  and  declare  to  his 

readers  that  they  were  the  house  of  Christ  lav  TT)V  TrappTjo-iav  .  .  .  Kara- 
(Heb.  iii.  6)  ? 
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181.  Nor,  if  wo  proceed  to  examine  the  further  notices  of  him,  does 

this  first  impression  become  weakened.     In  1  Cor.  i. — iv.,  we  find  him 
described  by  inference    as    most  active  and  able,   and  only  second  to 
St.  Paul  himself  in   the  church  at  Corinth.      It  would  be  difficult  to 

select  words  which  should  more  happily  and  exactly  hit  the  relation  of 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  to  the  writings  of  St.  Paul,  than  those  of 

1  Cor.  iii.  6,  eyo>  ecfrvri-vcra,  'ATroAAwg  l-n-QTicrev.     And  the  eloquence  and 
rhetorical  richness  of  the  style   of  Apollos  seems  to  have  been  exactly 
that,  wherein  his   teaching   differed  from   that  of  the  Apostle.     It  is 

impossible  to  help  feeling  that  the  frequent  renunciations,  on  St.  Paul's 
part,  of  words  of  excellency  or  human  wisdom,  have  reference,  partly, 

it  may  be,  to  some  exaggeration  of  Apollos'  manner  of  teaching  by  his 
disciples,  but  also  to  some  infirmity,  in  this  direction,  of  that  teacher 
himself,     Cf.  especially  2  Cor.  xi.  3. 

182.  It  is  just  this  difference  in  style  and  rhetorical  character,  which, 
in  this  case  elevated  and  chastened  by  the  informing  and  pervading 
Spirit,  distinguishes  the  present  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  from  those  of 
the  great  Apostle  himself.     And,  just  as  it  was  not  easy  to  imagine 
either  St.  Luke,  or  Clement,  or  Barnabas,  to  have  written  such  an 
Epistle,  so  now  we  feel,  from  all  the  characteristics  given  us  of  Apollos 
in  the  sacred  narrative,  that  if  he  wrote  at  all,  it  would  be  an  Epistle 
precisely  of  this  kind,  both  in  contents,  and  in  style. 

183.  For  as  to  the  former  of  these,  the  contents  and  argument  of  the 
Epistle,  we  have  a  weighty  indication  furnished  by  the  passage  in  the 

A.cts  :    €iJToy<x>s  yap    rot?  *Ioi><$atbis  StaKaTT/Aey^cro   S^/xoo"ta,    €7rtSet/cvi>s  8ta 
Toii/  ypa<f>&v  etvai  TQV  ^ptcrrov  'I^crow.     What  words  could  more  accu- 

rately describe,  if  not  the  very  teaching  itself,   yet  the  opening  of  a 
course  of  argument  likely,  when  the   occasion  offered,  to  lead  to  the 
teaching,  of  our  Epistle  ? 

184.  Again,  we  seem  to  have  found  in  Apollos  just  that  degree  of 
dependence  on  St.  Paul  which  we  require,  combined  with  that  degree 

of  independence  which  the  writer  of  our  Epistle  must  have  had.     In- 
structed originally  in  the  elements  of  the  Christian  faith  by  Aquila  and 

Priscilla,  he  naturally  received  it  in  that  form  in  which  the  great  Apostle 
of  the  Gentiles  especially  loved  to  put  it  forth.     His  career  however  of 
Christian  teaching  began  and  was  carried  on  at  Corinth,  without  the 

personal  superintendence  of  St.  Paul ;    his  line  of  arguing  -with,  and 
convincing  the  Jews  did  not,  as  St.  Paul's,  proceed  on  the  covenant  of 
justification  by  faith  made  by  God  with  Abraham,  but  took  a  different 

direction,  that  namely  of  the  eternal  High-priesthood  of  Jesus,  and  the 
all-sufficiency  of  His  one  Sacrifice.     Faith  indeed  with  him  occupies  a 
place  fully  as  important  as  that  assigned  to  it  by  St.  Paul  :  he  does 
not  however  dwell  on  it  mainly  as  the  instrument  of  our  justification 
before  God,  but  as  the  necessary  condition  of  approach  to  Him,  and  of 
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persistence  in  our  place  as  partakers  of  the  heavenly  calling l.  The 

teaching  of  this  Epistle  is  not  indeed  in  any  particular  inconsistent 

with,  but  neither  is  it  dependent  on,  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul's 
Epistles. 

185.  We  may  advance  yet  further  in   our  estimate  of  the  probabi- 

lity of  Apollos  having  written  as  we  find  the  Author  of  this  Epistle 
writing. 

The  whole  spirit  of  the  First  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  shews  us,  that 

there  had  sprung  up  in  the  Corinthian  church  a  rivalry  between  the 

two  modes  of  teaching  ;  unaccompanied  by,  as  it  assuredly  was  not 

caused  by,  any  rivalry  between  the  teachers  themselves,  except  in  so 

far  as  was  of  necessity  the  case  from  the  very  variety  of  the  manner 

of  teaching.  And  while  the  one  fact,  of  the  rivalry  between  the 

teachings  and  their  disciples,  is  undeniable,  the  other  fact,  that  of 

absence  of  rivalry  between  the  Teachers,  is  shewn  in  a  very  interesting 

manner.  On  the  side  of  St.  Paul,  by  his  constant  and  honourable 

mention  of  Apollos  as  his  second  and  helper  ;  by  Apollos,  in  the  cir- 
cumstance mentioned  1  Cor.  xvL  12,  that  St.  Paul  had  exhorted  him  to 

accompany  to  Corinth  the  bearers  of  that  Epistle,  but  that  he  could 

not  prevail  on  him  to  go  at  that  time  :  he  only  promised  a  future  visit 

at  some  favourable  opportunity.  Here,  if  I  mistake  not,  we  see  the 

generous  confidence  of  the  Apostle,  wishing  Apollos  to  go  to  Corinth 

and  prove,  in  spite  of  what  had  there  taken  place,  the  unity  of  the 

two  apostolic  men  in  the  faith  :  here  too,  which  is  important  to  our 

present  subject,  we  have  the  self-denying  modesty  of  Apollos,  unwilling 

to  incur  even  the  chance  of  being  set  at  the  head  of  a  party  against 

the  Apostle,  or  in  any  way  to  obtrude  himself  personally,  where  St.  Paul 

had  sown  the  seed,  now  that  there  had  grown  np,  on  the  part  of 

some  iu  that  Church,  a  spirit  of  invidious  personal  comparison  between 
the  two. 

186.  If  we  have  interpreted  aright  this  hint  of  the  feeling  of  Apollos 

as  regarded  St.  Paul  ;   if,  as  we    may  well  suppose  in  one  fcoi/rt  TO> 

wvev/uwm,  such  a  feeling  was  deeply  implanted  and  continued  to  actuate 

him, — what  more    likely  to    have  given  rise   to   the    semi-anonymous 

character  of  our  present  Epistle  ?     He  has  no  reason  for  strict  conceal- 

ment of  himself,  but  he  has  a  strong  reason  for  not  putting  himself 

prominently  forward.     He  does  not  open  with  announcing  his  name,  or 

sending  a  blessing  iu  his  own  person  :  but  neither  does  he  write  through- 

i  The  word  Siicaidw,  which  occurs  twenty-eight  times  in  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  is  not 

once  found  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  and  the  citation  from  Hab.  ii.  4,  6  SiKcuts 

(JA.OV)  €K  wlc-reus  £6<rerat,  though  it  forms  the  common  starting-point  for  St  Paul, 
Rom.  i.  17,  and  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle,  ch.  x.  38,  leads  them  in  totally  different 

directions:  Sfc.  Paul,  to  unfold  the  doctrine  of  righteousness  ty  faith ;  our  Writer,  to 

celebrate  the  triumphs  of  the  life  of  faith. 
60] 



§  i.]  ITS  AUTHORSHIP.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

oiit  as  one  who  means  to  be  unknown  :  and  among  the  personal  notices 
at  the  end,  he  makes  no  secret  of  circumstances  and  connexions,  which 
would  be  unintelligible,  unless  the  readers  were  going  along  with  a 
writer  personally  known  to  them.  And  thus  the  two-&ided  phsenomena 
of  our  Epistle,  utterly  inexplicable  as  they  have  ever  been  on  the  hypo- 

thesis of  Pauline  authorship  or  superintendence,  would  receive  a  satis- 
factory explanation. 

187.  It  will  be  plainly  out  of  place  to  object,  that  this  explanation 
would  only  hold,  on  the  hypothesis  that  our  Epistle  was  addressed  to 

the  Jews  at  Corinth,     The  same  spirit  of  modest  self-abnegation  would 
hardly,  after  such  an  indication  of  it,  be  wanting  in  Apollos,  to  what- 

ever church  he  was  writing.      But  I  reserve  it  for  the  next  section  to 
enquire  how  far  this  view  is  confirmed  or  impugned  by  our  conclusion 
as  to  the  church  to  which  the  Epistle  was,  in  all  probability,  originally 
addressed  2. 

188.  The  history  of  the  hypothesis  that  Apollos  was  the  author  of 
our  Epistle,  has  been  given  by  implication,  from  the  time  of  Luther, 

its  apparent  originator,  above  in  parr.  98—108.      It  may  be  convenient 
to   give   here,  in   one   conspectus,  the   principal   names    in    its  favour: 
Luther,  Osiander,  Le  Clerc,  Heumann  (1711),  Lorenz  Miiller  (1717), 
Semler,    Ziegler,    Dindorf,    Bleek,    Tholuck,    Credner,   Reuss,   the   R.- 
Catholics  Feilmoser  and  Lutterbeck  (the  latter  with  this  modification, 
that  he  believes   St.  Paul  to  have  written  the  9  last  verses,  and  tke 
rest  to  have  been  composed  by  Apollos  in  union  with  St.  Luke,  Clement, 

and  other  companions  of  the  Apostle), — De  Wette,  Liinemann. 
189.  The  objection  which  is  commonly  set  against  these  probabilities 

is,  that  we  have  no  ecclesiastical  tradition  pointing  to  Apollos  :  that  it 
is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  church  to  which  the  Epistle  was 
sent  should  altogether   have   lost  all  trace  of  the   name  of  an  author 
who  must  have  been  personally  known  to  them.     This  has  been  strongly 

urged,  and  by  some,  e.  g.  Mr.  Forster,  regarded  as  a  ground  for  at- 
tempting to  laugh  to  scorn  the  hypothesis,  as  altogether  unworthy  of 

serious  consideration  \ 

190.  But  if  any  student  has  carefully  followed  the  earlier  paragraphs 
of  this  section,  he  will  be  fully  prepared  to  meet  such  an  objection,  and 
will  not  be  deterred  from  the  humble  search  after  truth  by  such  scorn. 
He  will  remember   how  we   shewed  the   failure   of  every  attempt  to 

establish  a  satisfactory  footing  for  any  view  of  the  authorship  as  being 

the  tradition  of  the  church  :  and  proved  that,  with  regard  to  any  re- 
search into  the  subject,  we  of  this  day  approach  it  as  those  of  old  did  in 

their  day,  with  full  liberty  to  judge  from  the  data  furnished  by  the 
Epistle  itself. 

a  See  below,  §  ii.  par.  36. 
9  Apostolical  Authority  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  preface,  pp.  ix,  x. 
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191.  And  he  will  also  bear  in  mind,  that  the  day  is  happily  passing 
away  with  Biblical  writers  and  students,  when  the  strong  language  of 
those,  who  were  safe  in  the  shelter  of  a  long-prescribed  and  approved 
opinion,  could  deter  any  from  humble  and  faithful  research  into  the 

various  phenomena  of  God's  word  itself:  when  the  confession  of 
having  found  insoluble  difficulties  was  supposed  to  indicate  unsound- 
ness  of  faith,  and  the  recognition  of  discrepancies  was  regarded  as 
affecting  the  belief  of  divine  inspiration.  We  have  at  last  in  this 
country  begun  to  learn,  that  Holy  Scripture  shrinks  not  from  any  tests, 
however  severe,  and  requires  not  any  Artificial  defences,  however  appa- 

rently expedient. 

SECTION  II. 

FOR   WHAT    HEADERS    IT   WAS    WRITTEN. 

1.  That  the  book  before  us  is  an  Epistle,  not  a  homily  or  treatise, 
is  too  plain  to  require   more   than  a  passing  assertion.     Its  personal 
and  circumstantial  notices  are   inseparable  from   it,  and  the  language 
is  throughout   epistolary,  as  far  as    the  nature  of  the    subject  would 

permit. 
2.  And  it  is  almost  equally  plain,  that  it  is  an  Epistle  addressed  to 

JUDJEO-CHRISTIANS.     The  attempt  to  dispute  this  *  must  be  regarded 
rather  as  a  curiosity  of  literature,  than  as  worthy  of  serious  attention. 
The  evidence  of  the  whole  Epistle  goes  to  shew,  that  the  readers  had 
been  Jews,  and  were  in  danger  of  apostatizing  back  into  Judaism  again. 
Not  a  syllable  is  found  of  allusions  to  thejur  conversion  from  the  alienation 

of  heathenism,  such  as   frequently  occur  in    St.  Paul's  Epistles :  but 
eveiy  ̂ vhere  their  original  covenant  state  is  assumed,  and  the  fact  of 
that  covenant  having  been  amplified  and  superseded  by  a  better  one  is 
insisted  on. 

3.  If  then  it  was  written  to  Judoeo- Christians,  on  whom  are  we  to 
think  as  its  intended  recipients  ? 

4.  Was  it  addressed  to  the  whole  "body  of  such  converts  throughout  the 
world?     This  view  has  found  some  few  respectable  names  to  defend  it6. 
But  it  cannot  be  seriously  entertained.     The  Epistle  assumes  through- 

out a  local  habitation,  and  a  peculiar  combination  of  circumstances,  for 
those  who  are  addressed  :  and  concludes,  not  only  with  greetings  from 

4  Liinemann  refers  to  Ro*  fch,  **  Epistolam  vulgo  ad  Hebrseos  insoriptam  non  ad  Hebr. 
L  e.   Christianos   genere  Judasos,  sed   ad   Christianoa  genere  Gentiles  efc  quidem   ad 

Ephesios  datum  ease  "  (Francf.  a.  M.  1836). 
5  So  the  Schol.  in  one  of  Mattliaei's  codices :  ypd<pet  ....  iraan  rots  <?/c  irepiro^s 

irt(TT€&raa"i*>  'Efipalois :    so  Euthal.,  CEc.»   Braun,  Baumgarten,  Hemrichs,  Schwegler, 
and  our  own  Liglxtfoot,  Harmony,  i,  p.  340. 
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ol  OLTTO  'IraXt'as,  but  with,  an  expressed  intention  of  the  Writer  to  visit 
tliose  addressed,  in  company  with  Timotheus  ;  which  would  be  impos- 

sible on  this  oecumenical  hypothesis. 
5.  If  then  we  are  to  choose  some  one  church,  the  first  occurring  to  us 

is   the  mother  church  at  Jerusalem,  perhaps  united  with  the  daughter 
churches  in  Palestine.     And  this,  in  one  form  or  other,  has  been  the 
usual  opinion:    countenanced  by  many  phenomena  in  the  Epistle  itself. 
At  and  near  Jerusalem,  it  is  urged,  (a)  would  that  attachment  to  the 
temple-  worship  be  found  which  seems  to  be  assumed  on  the  part  of  the 
readers  :  there  again  (/2)  were  the  only  examples  of  churches  almost 
purely  Judaic  in  their  composition  :  there  only  (y)  would  such  allusions 
as  that  to  going  forth  to  suffer  with  Christ  &ro>  rrjs  TruX^s  (ch.  xiii.  12)  be 
understood  and  appreciated. 

6.  But  these  arguments  are  by  no  means  weighty,  much  less  decisive. 
For  (a)  we  do  not  find  any  signs  in  our  Epistle  that  its  readers  were  to 
be  persons  who  had  the  temple-service  before  their  eyes  ;  the  Writer 
refers  much  more  to  his  LXX,  than  to  any  existing  practices  :  and  men 
with  their  Bibles  in  their  hands  might  well  have  been  thus  addressed, 
even  if  they  had  never  witnessed   the  actual   ceremonies  themselves. 
Be  sides  which,  all  Jews  were  supposed  to  be  included  in  the  temple- 
rites,  wherever  dwelling,  and  would  doubtless  be  quite  as  familiar  with 
them  as  there  can  be  any  reason  here  for  assuming.     And  again,  even 
granting  the  ground  of  the  argument,  its  inference  is  not  necessary,  for 
there  was  another  Jewish  temple  at  Leontopolis  in  Egypt,  wherein  the 
Mosaic  ordinances  were  observed. 

7.  With  regard  to  (/3),  it  may  well  be  answered,  that  such  an  exclu- 
sively Jewish  church,  as  would  be  found  in  Palestine  only,  is  not  re- 

quired for  the  purposes  of  our  Epistle.     It  is  beyond  question  that  the 
Epistle  of  St.  James  was  written,  to  Jewish  Christian  converts  ;  yet  it 
is  expressly  addressed  to  the  dispersion  outside  Palestine,  who  must 
every  where  have  been  mingled  with  their  Gentile  brethren.     Besides, 
it  has  been  well  remarked0,  that  the  Episfcle  itself  leads  to  no  such  as- 

sumption of  an  exclusively  Jewish  church.     It  might  have  been  sent  to 
a  church  in  which  both  Jews  and  G-entiles   were  mingled,  in  mediam 
rem,  to  find  its  own  readers  :  and  such  an  idea  is  countenanced  by  the 

0a  jc.r.X.,  ch.  xiii.  13,  compared  with  the  ̂ 77  cyKaraXctTrovrc^  ryv 

aurwy,  ch.  x.  25.  It  has  been  well  shewn  by  Riehm7, 
that  our  Writer's  whole  procedure  as  concerns  Gentile  Christians  can 
only  be  accounted  for  by  his  regarding  the  Jewish  people,—  rov  XaoV,  or 
TOV  Xaov  ro9  0cov,  ch.  ii.  17  ;  iv.  9  ;  xiii.  12,  —  o-Trcp/xa  'A/Spaa/A,  ch.  ii.  16, 

6  By  Holzmann,  on  Schneckenburger  uber  den  Hebraerbrief,  in  the  Studien  u. 

Kritiken,  1859,  part  ii.  ;  an  article  to  which  I  have  been  indebted  for  several  sugges- 
tions on  this  part  of  my  subject. 

*  Der  Lehrbegriff  des  Hebr'aerbriefes,  Ludwigsburg  1858,  pp.  168—172. 
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—as  the  primary  stock,  Into  which  all  other  men  were  to  he  engrafted 

for  the  purposes  of  salvation  :  as  a  theocratic  rather  than  a  physical 

development.  For  that  the  Lord  Jesus  tasted  death  v-rcp  Trai/Tos,  is  as 
undeniably  his  doctrine. 

8.  The  argument  (y)  is  evidently  not  decisive.     Wherever  there  were 

Jews,  priding  themselves  on  their  own  nationality,  and  acquainted  with 

the  facts  of  our  Lord's  death,  such  an  exhortation  might  be  used.      The 

type  is  derived  from  the  usage  of  the  tabernacle  ;  the  antitype,  from  a 
known  historical  fact  :  the  exhortation  is,  as  explained  hy  Theodoret 

(see  note  on  ch.  xiii.  13),  to  come  forth  out  of  the  then  legal  polity  of 

Judaism,  content  to  hear  the  reproach  accruing  in  consequence  :    all 

of  which  would  he   as  applicable   any   where,   as   in  Palestine,   or  at 
Jerusalem. 

9.  There  seems  then  to  be  at  least  no  necessity  for  adopting  Jeru- 
salem or  Palestine  as  containing  the  readers  to  whom  our  Epistle  was 

addressed.     But  on  the  other  hand  there  are  reasons  against  such  an 

hypothesis,  of  more  or  less  weight.     These  I  will  state,  not  in  order  of 

their  importance,  but  as  they  most  naturally  occur. 

10.  The  language  and  style  of  our  Epistle,  if  it  was  addressed  to 
Jews  in  Jerusalem  or  Palestine,  is  surely  unaccountable.    For,  although 

Greek  was   commonly  spoken  in  Palestine,  yet  on  the   one  hand  no 

writer  who  wished  to  obtain  a  favourable  hearing  with  Jews  there  on 

matters  regarding  their  own  religion,  would  choose  Greek  as  the  medium 
of  his  communication  (cf.  Acts  xxii.  2).    And  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew 

is  no  case  in  point  :  for  whatever  judgment  we  may  form  respecting  the 

original  language  of  our  present  Gospel,  there  can  be  no  tloubfc  that  the 

apostolic  oral  teaching,  on  which  our  first  three  Gospels  are  founded, 

was  originally  extant  in  Aramaic  :  whereas  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 

the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  a  translation,  or  originally  extant  in  any 
other  tongue  than   Greek.     And,  on  the   other  hand,  not  only  is   our 

Epistle  Greek,  but  it   is   such   Greek,  as  necessarily  presupposes  some 

acquaintance  with  literature,  some  practice  not  merely  in  the  colloquial, 
but  in  the  scholastic  Greek,  of  the  day.     And  this  surely  was  as  far  as 

possible  from  being   the   case  with   the   churches    of    Jerusalem    and 
Palestine, 

11.  A  weighty  pendant  to  the  same  objection  is  found  in  the  unvary- 
ing use  of  the  LXX  version  by  our  Writer,  even,  as  in  ch.  i.  6  ;  ii.  7  ; 

x.  5,  where  it  differs  from  the  Hebrew  text.     "  How  astonishing  is  this 

circumstance,"  says  Wieseler  (ii.  p.  497),  "if  he  was  writing  to  in- 

habitants of  Palestine,  with  whom  the  LXX  had  no  authority  !" 
12.  Another  objection  is,  that   it  is  not   possible  to  conceive  either 

of  St.  Paul  himself  or  of  any  of  his  companions,  that  they  should  have 
stood  in  such  a  relation  to  the  Jerusalem  or  Palestine  churches,  as  we 

find  subsisting  between  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle  and  his  readers.     To 
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suppose  such  a  relation  in  the  case  of  the  Apostle  himself,  is  to  cut 
ourselves  loose  from  all  the  revealed  facts  of  his  course,  and  sup- 

pose a  totally  new  mind  to  have  sprung  up  in  Jerusalem  towards  him. 
And  least  of  all  his  companions  could  such  a  relation  have  subsisted 
in  the  case  of  Apollos  and  Timotheus  ;  at  least  for  many  years,  far 
more  than  history  will  allow,  after  the  speech  of  St.  James  in  Acts 
xxi.  20. 

13.  Connected  with  this  last  difficulty  would  be  the  impossibility,  on 
the  hypothesis  now  in  question,  of  giving  any  satisfactory  meaning  to 

the  notice   in   ch.  xiii.  24,  acrTrd^ovrai  vpa<s  ol   OLTTO  rfjs  'JraXtas.      If  the 
Writer  was,    as   often   supposed,    in  Rome,  how   unnatural  to   specify 
the  Jews  residing  there  by  this  name  !   if  in  Italy,  how  unnatural  again 
that   he    should    send    greeting    from   Christian  Jews    so  widely  scat- 

tered, thereby  depriving  the  salutation  of  all  reality  !     If  again  he  was 
not  in  Rome  nor  in  Italy,  what  reason  can  be  suggested  for  his  sending 
an  especial  salutation  to  Jews  in  Palestine  from  some  present  with  him 
who  happened  to  be  from  Italy  ?     The  former  of  these  three  supposi- 

tions is  perhaps  the  least  unlikely  :   but  the  least   unlikely,  how  un- 
likely ! 

14.  Again,  the  historical  notices  in  our  Epistle  do  not  fit  the  hypo- 
thesis in  question.     The  great  notice  of  ch.  ii.  3,  would  be  strictly  true 

of  any  church  rather  than  that  of  Jerusalem,  or  those  in  Palestine  gene- 
rally.    At  any  date   that  can  reasonably  be  assigned  for  our  Epistle 

(see  below,  §  iiL),  there  must  have  been  many  living  in  those  churches, 
who  had  heard  the  Lord  for  themselves.     And  though  it  may  be  said 
that  they  had,  properly  speaking,  received  the  tidings  of  salvation  from 
those  that  heard  Him,  yet  such  a  body,  among  whom  Jesus  Himself  had 
lived  and  moved  in  the  flesh,  would  surely  not  be  one  of  which  to 
predicate  the  words  in  the  text  so  simply  and  directly.     Rather  should 
we  look  for  one  of  which  they  might  be  from  the  first  and  without 
controversy  true. 

15.  Another  historical  notice  is  found  ch,  vi.   10,  Sta/cov^cravT€5  rots 

aytots  Kal  §taKovovvT€$,  which  would  be  less  applicable  to  the  churches  of 
Jerusalem  and  Palestine,  than  to  any  others.      For  it  was  they  who 
were    the   objects,   not    the    subjects    of  this   Staiccma,   throughout    the 
ministry  of   St.   Paul  :    and   certainly  from  what   we    know   of  their 

history,    their    situation  did   not   improve  after   that  Apostle's   death. 
This  SicLKOvia  etsrovs  dytovs  was  a  duty  enjoined  by  him  on  the  churches 
of  Galatia  (1  Cor.  xvi.  1  :  Roni.  xv.  26),  Macedonia,  and  Achaia,  and 
doubtless  by  implication  on  other  churches  also  (see  Rom.  xii.  13)  :  the 

ayioi  being  the  poor  saints  at  Jerusalem.     And  though,  as  Schnecken- 
burger  replies  to  this,  some  of  the  Jerusalem  Christians  may  have  been 
wealthy,  and  able  to  assist  their  poorer  brethren,  yet  we  must  notice 
that   the  SiaKovia  here   is  predicated  not  of  some   among  them,  but  of 
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the  church,  as  such,  in  general  :   which  could  not  be  said  of  the  church 
in.  Jerusalem. 

16.  There   are  some  notices,  on  which  no   stress   can  be  laid  either 

way,  as  for,  or   as  against,  the  claim  of  the  Jerusalem   church.      Such 
are,  that  found  ch.  xii.  4,  which  in  the  note  there  we  have  seen  reason 
to  apply  rather  to  the  figure  there  made  use  of,  than  to   any  concrete 
fact  assignable  in  history  :  and   that    in  ch.   v.    12?    which   manifestly 

must  not  be   taken  to   imply  that  no   teachers   had   at  that  time  pi^o- 
ceeded  from  the  particular  church  addressed,  but  that  its   members  in 
general  were  behind  what  might  have  been  expected  of  them  in  spiritual 
knowledge. 

17.  It  may  again  be  urged,  that  the  absence,  no  less  than  the  presence 
of  historical  allusions,  makes  against  the  hypothesis.     If  the  Epistle 
were  addressed  to  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  it   seems  strange  that  no 
allusion   should  be  made  in  it  to  the  fact  that  our  Lord  Himself  had 
lived    and   taught   among   them    in    the  flesh,   had    before    their  eyes 
suffered  death  on  the  Cross,  had  found  among  them  the  first  witnesses 
of  His  Resurrection  and  Ascension  8. 

18.  If  then  we  cannot  fit  our  Epistle  to  the  very  widely  spread 
assumption  that  it  was  addressed  to  the  Jewish  Christians  of  Jerusalem 
and  Palestine,  we  must  obviously  put  to  the  test,  in  search  of  its 
original  readers,  the  various  other  churches  which  came  within  the 
working  of  St.  Paul  and  his  companions.  Of  many  of  these,  which 
have  in  turn  become  the  subjects  of  hypotheses,  it  is  hardly  necessary 
to  give  more  than  a  list.  Wall  believed  the  Epistle  to  have  been  written 
to  the  Hebrew  Christians  of  Proconsular  Asia,  Macedonia,  and  Greece : 
Sir  I.  Newton,  Bolten,  and  Bengel,  to  Jews  who  had  left  Jerusalem 
on  account  of  the  war,  and  were  settled  in  Asia  Minor  :  Credner,  to 
those  in  Lycaonia  :  Storr,  Mynstei%  and  Rinck,  to  those  in  Galatia  : 
Lyra  and  Ludwig,  to  those  in  Spain  :  Semler  and  Nosselt,  to  those 
in  Thessalonica  :  Bohme,  to  those  in  Antioch  :  Stein,  to  those  in  Lao- 
dicea  (see  the  citation  from  Phi]astrius  in  §  i.  65,  and  note)  :  Roth, 
to  those  in  Antioch  :  Baumgarten-Crusius,  to  those  at  Ephesus  and 
Colossse. 

19.  Several  of  these  set  out  with  the  assumption  of  a  Pauline 
authorship  :  and  none  of  them  seems  to  fulfil  satisfactorily  any  of 
the  main  conditions  of  our  problem.  If  it  was  to  any  one  of  these 
bodies  of  Jews  that  the  Epistle  was  addressed,  we  know  so  little  about 
any  one  of  them,  that  the  holding  of  such  an  opinion  on  our  part  can 
only  be  founded  on  the  vaguest  and  wildest  conjecture.  To  use 
arguments  against  such  hypotheses,  would  be  to  fight  with  mere 
shadows. 

8  So  KSstlin,  in  the  Theologischer  Jalirbiiclier  for  1854,  p.  371,  cited  in  Holzmann's 
article  before  referred  to,  p.  295. 
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20.  But   tkere   are  three  churches  yet  remaining   which   will   require 
more  detailed  discussion  :  CORINTH,  ALEXANDRIA,   and  ROME.     The 
reason  for  including  the  former  of  these  in  this  list,  rather  than  in  the 
other,  is,  that  on  the  view  that  Apollos  was  the  Writer,  the  church  in 
which  he  so  long  and  so  effectively  laboured  seems  to  have  a  claim  to 
be  considered. 

21.  But  the   circumstances  of  the  Jewish  portion  of  the  church  at 
CORINTH  were  not  such  as  to  justify  such  an  hypothesis.      It  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  of  sufficient  importance  in  point  of  numbers  :  nor 
can  the  -UTTO  ru>i/  aKovcrai/rcoi/  cis  T7/>cas  Ipepaiwdr)  of  ch.  ii.   3   have  been 
asserted  of  them,  seeing  that  they  owed  their  conversion  to  the  ministry 
of  St.  Paul. 

22.  ALEXANDRIA  is  maintained  by  Schmidt  and  Wieseler   to  have 
been  the  original  destination  of  the  Epistle.      There,  it  is  urged,  were 
the  greatest  number  of  resident  Jews,  next  to  Jerusalem  :  there,  at 
L-eontopolis  in  Egypt,  was  another  temple,  with  the  arrangements  of 
which  the  notices  in  our  Epistle  more  nearly  correspond  than  with  those 

in  Jerusalem  °:    from    thence   the   Epistle  appears   first  to   have   come 
forth  to  the  knowledge   of  the  church.     Add  to  which,  the  canon  of 

Muratori    (see    above,    §    i.    31)    speaks    of   an    Epistle   "  ad  Alexan- 
drinos,"  which  may  probably  designate  our  present  Epistle.     Besides 
all  this,  the  Alexandrine  character  of  the  language,  and  treatment  of 
subjects  in  the  Epistle,  and  manner  of  citation,  are  urged,  as  pointing 
to  Alexandrine  readers. 

23.  And    doubtless   there  is   some  weight  in  these  considerations  : 
enough,  in  the  mere  balance  of  probabilities,  to  cause  us  to  place  this 
hypothesis  far  before  all  others  which  have  as  yet  been  treated.      Still 
there  are  some  circumstances  to  be  taken  into  account,  which  rather 
weaken  its  probability.      One  of  these  is  that,  various  as  are  the  notices 
of  the  Epistle  from  early  Alexandrine  writers,  we  find  no  hint  of  Its 
having  been  addressed  to  their  own  church,  no  certain  tradition  con- 

cerning its  author.     Another  arises   from  the  absence   of  all  positive 
history  of  the  church  there  in  apostolic  times,  by  which  we  might  try, 
and  verify,  the  few  historic  notices  occurring  in  the  Epistle.     Indeed 
as  far  as   the  more  personal  of  those  notices  are  concerned,  the  same 
objections  lie  against   Alexandria,  as  have  before  been  urged  against 
Palestine  :  the  difficulty  of  assigning  a  reason  for  the  salutation  from 

ol  OLTTO  "IraA/as,  and  of  imagining,  within  the  limits  which  must  be   set 
to  the   date   of  the   Epistle,   any  such   relation  of  Timotheus  to  the 
readers,  as  is  supposed  in  ch.  xiii.  23. 

24.  These  objections  would  lead  us,  at  all  events,  to  pass  on  to  the 
end  of  our  list  before  we  attempt  to  pronounce  on  the  preponderance  of 

9  See  tliis  argued  in  detail  in.  Wieseler,  pp.  498  ff. 
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probability,  atid  take  into  consideration  the  claims  of  ROME  herself. 

These  were  in  part  put  forward  by  Wetstein  *,  and  have  more  recently 

been  urged  in  Holzmanii's  article  on  Schneckenburger  in  the  Studien  u. 
Kritiken  for  1859,  pt.  2,  pp.  297  if. 

25.  They  may  be  briefly  explained  to  be  these  :   (1)   The  fact  of  the 
church  at  Rome  being  just  such  an  one,  in  its  origin  and  composition, 

as  this  Epistle  seems  to  presuppose.     It  has  been  already  seen  (par.  7) 
that  when,  as  we  are  compelled,  we  give  up  the  idea  of  its  having  been 

addressed  to  a  church  exclusively  consisting  of  Judspo-Christians,  we 
necessarily  are  referred  to  one  in  which  the  Jewish  believers  formed  a 
considerable  portion,  and  that  the   primary  stock  and  nucleus,  of  the 
church.     Now  this  seems  to   have  been  the   case  at   Rome,   from  the 

indications  furnished  us  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans.     "  The  Jew  first, 
and  also  the  Gentile,"  is  a  note  frequently  struck  in  that  Epistle  :  and 
the  Church  at  Rome  seems  to  be  the  only  one  of  those  with  which  St. 

Paul  had   been   concerned,   -which   would  entirely  answer  to   such    a 
description. 

26.  (2)  The  great  key  to  the  present  question,  the  historical  notice 
ch.  ii.  3,  fits  exceedingly  well  the  circumstances  of  the  church  of  Rome. 

That  church  had  arisen,  not  from  the  preaching  of  any  Apostle  among 
them,   but  from  a  confluence   of  primitive   believers,  the  first  having 

arrived  there  probably  not  long  after  our  Lord's  Ascension:  see  Acts 
ii.  10.     In  Rom.  i.  8,  written  in  all  probability  in  the  year  58  A.D., 

St.  Paul    states,    f)  TTLCTTLS  vfm&v  /cara-yyeAAerat  Iv  oAa)  ra>  Kocryua)  :   and    in 
xvi.    19,   17  yap   VJAWV  v7raK07}   C6s  Traz/ras  a<pcK€ro  :    the  inferences   from 

which,  and  their  proper  limitation,  I  have  discussed  in  the  Prolegomena 

to  that  Epistle,  Vol.  II.  §  ii.  2.  y.      And  in  Rom.  xvi.  7,  -we  find  a 
salutation  to  Andronicus  and  Junius,  Jews  (see  note  there)  omves  dcriv 

CTTLO-VJ/LLOL    €V  Tols     aTTOCTToAotS,    Ot     KOI    TTpO    €JULOV    ytyOVaV   €V    2^aiO~T<3.         So  that 

here  we  have  a  church,  the  only  one  of  all  those  with  which  St.  Paul 
and  Ms  companions  were  concerned,  of  which  it  could  be  said,  that 

the  gospel  VTTO  T&V  aKovcrdvrwv  (ro>  Kvpiov)  el<s  rjfjLas  zpejBaubOr)  :  the 

Apostle  himself  not  having  arrived  there  till  long  after  such  ySeySacwo-ts 
had  taken  place. 

27.  Again  (3)  it  was  in  Rome,  and  Rome  principally,  that  Judaistic 
Christianity  took  its  further  development  and  forms  of  error :  it  was 

there,  not  in  Jerusalem  and  Palestine,  that  at  this  time  the  StSa^at 
iroiKiXai  KOU  ̂ evcu,  against  which  the  readers  are  warned,  ch,  xiii.  9,  were 

springing  up.     "As  soon  as  the  gloom  of  the  earliest  history  begins  to 

1  N.  T.  vol.  Ii.  p.  386  f.:  **Si  conjecture  locus  cst,  cxistixnaverim  potius  ad  Judreos 
qui  Romse  degebant  et  Christo  nomcn  dcderant  scriptnm  fuisse :  quo  admisso  facile 
mtelligimus  qui  factum,  turn  ut  Paulus,  qui  Roma  qnidem  sed  nou  Italia  excedere 
jussus  erat,  brevi  se  rediturum  speraret,  turn  ut  Itali  Roivmnos  snlutarent,  turn  denique 

ut  Clemens  Eomanus  frequenter  ilia  uteretur." 
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clear  a  little,  we  find  face  to  face  at  Rome  "Valentinians  and  Marcionites, 
Fraxeas  and  the  Montaiiists  (Proclus),  Hegesippus  and  the  Elcesaites, 
Justin,  and  Polycarp.  Here  it  was  that  there  arose  in  the  second 
half  of  the  second  century  the  completest  exposition  of  theosophic 
Judaism,  the  Clementines,  the  literary  memorial  of  a  manoeuvre  which 
had  for  its  aim  the  absorption  of  the  whole  Roman  Church  into  Judeeo- 
Christianity  V  We  have  glimpses  of  the  beginning  of  this  state  of 
Judaistic  development  even  in  St.  Paul's  lifetime,  at  two  distinct 
periods  ;  when  he  wrote  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  cir.  A,D.  58,  of. 
Rom.  xiv.  xv.  to  ver.  13,— and  later,  in  that  to  the  Philippians,  cir.  A.D. 
63  (see  Prolegg.  Vol.  III.  §  ii.  5)  :  cf.  Phil.  i.  14— 17  :  again  in  the 
bitterness  conveyed  in  /SAeTrere  rrjv  /cararoM^,  and  the  following  verses, 
Phil.  iii.  2  ff. 

28.  It  is  also  to  be  remarked  (4)  that  the  personal  notices  found  in 
our  Epistle   agree   remarkably   well  with  the  hypothesis  that   it  was 
addressed  to  the  church  at  Rome.      Tixe  information  respecting  Timo- 
theus   could   not  corne  amiss  to  those  who  had  been   addressed  ao-Tra- 

£erai  -5/xas  Tt^60€o<s  o  crwepyos  /xou,  Rom.  xvi.  21  ;  who  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  the  companionship  of  IlauAos  /cat  Tt/x,o$€os  among  them,  Phil. 

i.  1  :  Col.  i.  1  :  Philem.  1  :  and  the  do-Tra^ovrat  v//,as  ot  a-rro  rfjs  'IraAtas  of 
ch.  xiii.  24  receives  a  far  more  likely  interpretation  than  that  conceded 
as  possible  above,  §  i.  126,  if  we  believe  the  Writer  to  be  addressing 
his  Epistle  from  some  place  where  were  present  with  him  Christians 

from  Italy,  who  would  be  desirous  of  sending  greeting  to  their  bre- 
thren at  home.     If  he  was  writing  e.  g.  at  Alexandria,  or  at  Ephesus, 

or  at  Corinth,  such  a  salutation  would  be  very  natural.     And  thus  we 
should  be  giving  to  ol  diro  its  most  usual  N.  T.  meaning,  of  persons  who 

have  come  from  the  place  indicated  :  cf.  ot  0.71-0  'IcpocroAv/jtajv,  Matt.  xv.  1 ; 
ot  OTTO  KtAtKtas  K.   "Ao-tas,  Acts  vi.  9  ;   ot  0,71-0  "loTnrqs,  ib.  x.  23.     Even. 
Bleek,  who  holds  our  Epistle  to  have  been  addressed  to  the  church  In 
Palestine,  takes  this  view,  and  assigns  as  its  place  of  writing,  Ephesus 
or  Corinth.     But  then,  what  sense  would  it  have,  to  send  greeting  to 

Palestine  from  ot  a,7ro  'IraAtas  ? 
29.  Another   set   of  important    notices   which  this   hypothesis   will 

illustrate  is  found,  where  past  persecution,  and  the  death  of  eminent 
men  in  the  church,  are  alluded  to.     These  have  ever  presented,  on  the 
Palestine  view,  considerable  difficulties.     Any  assignment  of  them  to 
known    historical  occurrences  would  put  them  far  too  early  for  any 

probable  date  of  our  Epistle  :  and  it  has  been  felt  that  the  deaths  by 
martrydom  of  St.  Stephen,  St.  James  the  Great,  and  the  like,  were  far 

from  satisfying  the  rty  cK/3ao-tv  ra>i/  ̂ you/^ei/cov  £//,cav,  which  they  were 
commanded  to  consider  :  and  though  the  time  during  which  the  Epistle 

2  Holzmann,  ut  supra,  p.  299. 
69] 
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must  have  reached  Jerusalem  was  indeed  one  of  great  and  unexampled 

trouble  and  disorganization,  we  know  of  no  general  persecution  of 
Christians  as  such,  since  that  which  arose  on  account  of  Stephen, 

which  was  hardly  likely  to  have  been  in  the  Writer's  mind. 
30.  But  on  the  Roman  hypothesis,  these  passages  are  easily  explained. 

About  49   or   50,  Claudius  "  Judieos  impulsore  Chresto   assidue  turnul- 
tuantes,  Roma  expulit "  (Sueton.  Claud,  e.  25).     This  time  may  well  be 
alluded  to  by  the  ava.fj,t/JiV^crK€or6e   ras  Trporepov  r//x,€pas   of  ch.  X.  32  ;    for 

under  the  blundering  expression  "  impulsore  Chresto    tiimultuantes  "  it  is 
impossible  not  to  recognize  troubles  sprung  from  the  rising  of  the  Jews 

against  the  Christian  converts.      Thus  also  will  the  roTs  Sea- /ALOIS  <rvv- 
€Tra@tfo-ar€  receive  a  natural  interpretation,  as  imprisonments  and  trials 

would  necessarily  have  accompanied  these  "  assiduos  tumultus,"  before 
the  final  step  of  expulsion  took  place  ;  and  the  ryv  ap-rrayrjv  roiv  vTrap^ov- 
TOW  VJUL&V  yu-cra  xaP<*s  'TTposeSe^acr^  may  be   easily  understood,  either  as  a 
result  of  the  tumults  themselves,  or  of  the  expulsion,  in  which  they  had 
occasion  to  test  their  knowledge  that  they  had  for  themselves  /cpeicrcrova 
virap^w  KOLL  fievovcrcw. 

31.  It  is  true  there  are  some  particulars  connected  with  this  passage, 
which  do  not  seem  so  well  to  fit  that  earlier  time  of  trouble,  as  the 
Neronian    persecution  nearly  fifteen  years  after.     The  only  objection 
to  taking  that  event  as  the  one  referred  to,  would  be  the  expression 

Tots  vporepov  rj^€pa<s9  and   the    implication   conveyed    in    Iv  al<s  <£om.cr- 
#£vres  .  .   .  v7r€fji€LvaT£ :    considering    that    we    cannot    go    beyond   the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,  at  the  latest  eight  years  after,  for  the  date 
of  our  Epistle.     Still  it  is  not  impossible  that  both  these  expressions 
might  be  used.     A  time  of  great  peril    passed    away  might    be    thus 
alluded  to,   even  at  the   distance  of  five   or   six  years  :  and  it  might 
well  be,  that  the  majority  of  the  Roman  Jewish  Christians  had  become 
converts  during  the  immediately  preceding  imprisonment  of  St.  Paul, 
and  by  his  means. 

32.  On  this  supposition,  still  more  light  is  thrown  on  this  passage, 
and  on  the  general  tenor  of  the  martyrology  in  the  eleventh  chapter. 

Thus  the  TroAA-q  atfA^on-s  iraOrj/^oiT^v  is  fully  justified  :  thus,  the  oi/€iS«r- 
ftots  r€  KOI  QXtyeo-i  OeaTpi&fjLcvoi,   which   finds   almost  an   echo  in   the 
" pereuntibus  addita  ludibria"  of  Tacitus,  Ann,  xv.  44,  and  is  so  exactly 
in  accord,  when  literally  taken,  with  the  cruel  exposures  and  deaths 
in  the  circus.      The  Secr/xiot  and   the  apTrayrj  too,  on  this  supposition, 
would  be  matters  of  course.    And  I  own,  notwithstanding  the  objection 
stated  above,  that  all  this  seems  to  fit  the  great  Neronian  persecution, 
and  in  the  fullest  sense,  that  only. 

33.  To  that  period  also  may  we   refer  the  notice  in  ch.  xiii,  7,  /A^- 
r&v  ?]yov/jL€i'O)v  V/A&V,    otrtve?   IXdXrjcrav  vfjuv  rov  Xoyov  TOV   &€ov, 

di/a0€Ct)/oowTes    ryv   ZK/Sacrw   rrjs    avacrTpo<f>v)<s   jui^lffQc   rrjv  TTLO-TLV.      It 
70] 



§  ii.]  FOR  WHAT  HEADERS  WRITTEN.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

may  be  indeed,  that  this  refers  simply  to  a  natural  death  in  the  faith 
of  Christ  :  but  it  is  far  more  probable,  from  the  avaOwpovvrzs,  and  the 

^ut/^€tcr$€  rj]v  TTLCTTLV,  that  it  points  to  death  by  martyrdom  ;  m'crrts  having 
been  so  strongly  illustrated  in  ch.  xi.,  as  bearing  up  under  torments  and 
death. 

34.  On  this  hypothesis,  several  other  matters   seem  also  to  fall  into 
place.      The  yu^cr/cerc  TQV  dSeXc^oi/  Tt/x-o^eov  dbroAeXv/xcVoi/  may  well  refer 
to  the   termination    of  some    imprisonment    of  Timotheus   consequent 
upon  the  Neronian  persecution,  from  which  perhaps  the  death  of  the 
tyrant  liberated  him.     Where  this  imprisonment  took  place,  must  be 
wholly  uncertain.     I  shall  speak  of  the  conjectural  probabilities  of  the 
place  indicated  by  ca^  ra^ioi/  cp^rcu,  when  I  come  to  treat  of  the  time 

and  place  of  writing  3. 
35.  The   use  evidently  made  in  our   Epistle   of  the  Epistle   to  the 

Romans,  above  all  other  of  St.  Paul's  4,  will  thus  also  be  satisfactorily 
accounted  for.      Not  only  was  the    same  church    addressed,  but    the 
Writer    had  especially  before  him  the  matter    and   language  of  that 
Epistle,  which  was  written  in  all  probability  from  Corinth,  the  scene  of 
the  labours  of  Paul  and  Apollos. 

36.  The  sort  of   semi-anonymous  character  of  our  Epistle,  already 
treated  of  when  we  ascribed  the  authorship  to  Apollos,  will  also  come 
in  here,  as  singularly  in  accord  with  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
with  the  subsequent   tradition  as  regards  the   Epistle,  in  case  it  was 
addressed  to  the  church  in  Rome.      Supposing,  as  we  have  gathered 
from  the  notices  of  Apolios  in   1  Cor.,  that  he  modestly  shrunk  from 
being  thought  to  put  himself  into  rivalry  with  St.  Paul,  and  that  after 
the  death  of  the  Apostle  he  found  it  necessary  to  write  such  an  Epistle 
as  this  to  the  Church  in  the  metropolis,  what  more  likely  step  would 
he  take  with  regard  to  his  own  name  and  personality  in  it,  than  just 
that  which  we  find  has  been  taken  :  viz.  so  to  conceal  these,  as  to  keep 
them  from  having  any  prominence,  while  by  various  minute  personal 
notices  he  prevents  the  concealment  from  being  complete  ?     And  with 
regard  to  the  relation  evidently  subsisting  between  the  Writer  and  his 
readers,  all  we  can  say  is  that,  in  defect  of  positive  knowledge  on  this 
head  connecting  Apollos  with  the  church  at  Rome,  it  is  evidently  in 
the  metropolis,  of  all  places,  where  such  a  relation  may  most  safely  be 

3  See  below,  §  iii.  4. 
*  This  has  been  noticed  by  many ;  and  may  be  established  by  tbe  student  for  himself 

by  consulting  those  Commentators  and  writers,  who  have  drawn  up  tables  of  verbal 

coincidence  with  a  view  of  proving  the  Pauline  authorship.  There  is  reason  for 

thinking  that  the  peculiar  form  of  the  quotation  e>o2  <r/<5ffC7]em,  tyb  avTaTroScScrw  in 

ch.  x.  30,  agreeing  neither  with  the  Hebrew  text  of  Deut.  xxxii,  35,  nor  with  the 

LXX  there,  is  owing  to  its  having  been  taken  direct  from  Horn.  xii.  19.  And  the 
whole  form  of  exhortation  in  our  ch.  xiii.  1 — 6,  reminds  us  forcibly  of  that  in  Rom,  xii. 
1—21.  See  also  Bom.  xiv.  17,  as  compared  with  Heb.  xiii.  9,  in  §  iv.  1,  note. 71] 
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assumed.  There  a  teacher,  whose  native  place  was  Alexandria,  and 
who  had  travelled  to  Ephesus  and  Corinth,  was  pretty  sure  to  have 
heen  :  there  many  of  his  Christian  friends  would  be  found  :  there  alone, 
in  the  absence  of  positive  testimony,  could  we  venture  to  place  such  a 
cycle  of  dwelling  and  teaching,  as  would  justify  the  aTroKaracrraO^  VJULLV 
of  our  ch.  xiii.  19  :  in  the  place  whither  was  a  general  confluence  of  all, 
and  where  there  is  ample  room  for  such  a  course  after  the  decease  of 
St.  Paul. 

37.  And  what  more  likely  fate  to  befall  the  Epistle  in  this  respect, 
than  just  that  which  did  befall  it  in    the   Roman   church  :    viz.   that 
while   in  that  church,   and   by  a  contemporary   of   Apollos,    Clement, 
we  find  the  first  use  made  of  our  Epistle,  and  that  the  most  familiar 

and    copious    use, — its    words    are    never    formally    cited,    nor   is    any 

author's  name  attached  ?      And  was  not  this   especially  likely  to   be 
the  case,  as  Clement  was  writing  to  the  Corinthians,  the  very  church 
where  the  danger  had  arisen  of  a  rivalry  between  the  fautors  of  the  two 
teachers  ? 

38.  And  as  time  goes  on,  the  evidence  for  this  hypothesis  seems  to 
gather  strength,  in  the  nature  of  the  traditions  respecting  the  authorship 
of  our  Epistle.      While  in  Africa  and  the  East  they  are  most  various 
and  inconsistent  with  one  another,  and  the  notion  of  a  Paxiiine  origin  is 
soon  suggested,  and  gains  rapid  acceptance,  it  is  in  the  church  of  Ttome 
alone,  and  among  those  influenced  by  her,  that  we  find  an  ever  steady 
and  unvarying  assertion,  that  it  was  not  written  l>y  St.  Paul.    ]By  whom 
it  was  written,  none  ventured  to   say.      How  weighty  the  reasons  may 
have  been,  which  induced   silence  on  this  point,  we  have  now  lost  the 
power  of  appreciating.     The  fact  only  is  important  for  us,  that  the  few 
personal  notices  which  occur  in  it  were  in  course  of  time  overborne,  as 
indications  of  its  author,  by  the  prevalent  anonymous   character  :   and 
that  the  same  church  which  possessed  as  its  heritage  the  most  illustrious 

of  St.  Paul's  own  Epistles,  was  ever  unanimous  in  disclaiming,  on.  the 
part  of  the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles,  the  authorship  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews. 

39.  The  result  of  the  above  enquiry  may  be  shortly  stated.  As  the 
current  of  popular  opinion  in  the  church  has  gradually  set  in  towards 
the  Pauline  authorship,  inferring  that  a  document  at  first  sight  so 
Pauline  must  have  proceeded  from  the  Apostle  himself :  so  has  it  also 

set  in  towards  the  church  at  Jerusalem  as  the  original  readers,  inferring 

that  the  title  irpos  *E/3patov?  must  be  thus  interpreted.  But  as  in  the 
one  case,  so  in  the  other,  the  general  popular  opinion  does  not  bear 
examination.  As  the  phenomena  of  the  Epistle  do  not  bear  out  the 
idea  of  the  Pauline  authorship,  so  neither  do  they  that  of  being 
addressed  to  the  Palestine  churches.  And  as  in  the  other  case  there  is 

one  man,  when  we  come  to  search  and  conjecture,  pointed  out  as  most 
72] 
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likely  to  have  written  the  Epistle,  so  here,  when  we  pursue  the  same 
process,  there  is  one  place  pointed  out,  to  which  it  seems  most  likely  to 
have  been  addressed.  At  Home,  such  a  Church  existed  as  is  indicated 
in  it :  at  Borne,  above  all  other  places,  its  personal  and  historical  notices 
are  satisfied :  at  Rome,  we  find  it  first  used  :  at  Rome  only,  is  there  an 
unanimous  and  unvarying  negative  tradition  regarding  its  authorship. 
To  ROME  then,  until  stronger  evidence  is  adduced,  we  believe  it  to  have 
been  originally  written. 

SECTION  IIL 

TIME    AND    PLACE    OF    WRITING. 

1.  Almost  all  Commentators  agree  in  believing  that  our  Epistle  was 

written   'before   the  destruction   of  Jerusalem.     And   rightly:  for  if  that 
great  break-up  of  the  Jewish  polity  and  religious  worship  had  occurred, 
we  may  fairly  infer  that    some  mention  of  such  an  event  would  have 
been  found  in  an  argument,  the  scope  of  which  is  to  shew  the  transitori- 
ness  of  the  Jewish  priesthood  and  the  Levitical  ceremonies.      It  would 
be  inconceivable,  that  such  an  Epistle  should  be  addressed  to  Jews  after 
their  city  and  temple  had  ceased  to  exist. 

2.  This   then  being  assumed,  as   our  *  terminus   ad  quern,'  i.  e.  A.D. 
70,  or  at  the  latest  assigned  date,  72,  it  remains  to  seek  for  a  *  terminus 
a  quo.'      Such  would  appear  to  me  to  be  fixed  by  the  death  of  St.  Paul: 
but  inasmuch  as  (1)  this  would  not  be  recognized  either  by  the  advocates 
of  the  Pauline  authorship,  or  by  those  who  believe  that  the  Epistle, 
though  possibly  written  by  another,  was  superintended  by  the  Apostle, 
and  seeing  (2)  that  the  date  of  that  event  itself  is  wholly  uncertain,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  look  elsewhere  for  some  indication.     And  the  only 

traces  of  one  will,  I  conceive,  be  found  by  combining  several  hints  fur- 
nished by  the  Epistle.     Such  are,  (a)  that  the  first  generation,  of  those 

who   had   seen  and   heard  the   Lord,  was  at  all  events  nearly  passed 

away :   (/?)  that  the  first  leaders  of  the  church  had  died,  probably  under 
the   persecution   elsewhere    alluded  to  :    (y)   that   Timotheus  had  been 
imprisoned,    and  was   then   set  free,   probably  in  connexion  with  that 
same  persecution.      If  these  notices   are  to  be   taken,   as   maintained 
above   (§   ii.  31   if.),  to    apply  to   the  Neronian  persecution,  then    the 
Epistle  cannot  have  been  written  till  some  considerable  time  after  that, 

in  order  to  justify  the  expression  ava/uujjLvrfcrKtcrOe  ras  Trporepoi/  r)/A€pa<s  of 
our  ch.  x.  32.     Now  that  persecution  broke  out  in  64,  and  lasted  four 

years,  i.  e.  till  Nero's  death  in  68.     And  I  may  notice,  that  even  those 
who  are  far  from  adopting  the  views  here  advocated  as  to  the  Author  and 

readers  of  the  Epistle,  yet  consider,  that  the  liberation  of  Timotheus 73] 
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may    well   have  been   connected   with   the  cessation  of  the   Neronian
 

persecution. 

3.  If  we   follow  these   indications,  we  shall  get  the  year  68  as  our 

'terminus  a  quo,'  and  the  time  of  writing  the  Epistle  will  be  68—70, 

i.e.  during  the   siege   of  Jerusalem  by  the  armies   of  Titus,  to  which 

we  may  perhaps  discern  an  allusion  in  ch.  xiii.  14,  ov  yap  cXo^cv   £§€ 

pa/ova-av  m\iv9  aXXa  rrjv  peXXovcrav  eiri&rrovfiev. 

4.  With  regard  to  the  place  of  writing,  we   are  almost  entirely  in  the 

dark.      Taking  the   usual  N.   T.  sense,   above   maintained,    for   ol  0,71-0 

'iToAias,— <  persons  whose  home  is  in  Italy,  but  who  are  now  here,' — 
it  cannot  have  leen  written  in  Italy.     Nor  is  Apollos  (for  when  we  are 

left,   as  now,   to   the   merest  conjecture,   it   is   necessary  to  shape   our 

course  by  assuming  our  own  hypothesis)  likely,  after  what  had  happened, 

again  to  be  found  fixed  at  Corinth.      Jerusalem,  and  indeed  Palestine, 

would  be  precluded  by  the  Jewish  war  then  raging  ;  Ephesus  is  possible, 

and  would  be  a  not  unlikely  resort  of  Timotheus  after  his   liberation 

(ch.  xiii,  23),  as  also  of  Apollos  at  any  time  (Acts  xviii.  24) :  Alexandria, 

the   native   place  of  Apollos,  is   also   possible,  though   the   lav  T&^GV 

ZpXnTai,  applied  to  Timotheus,  would  not  so  easily  fit  it,  as  on  his  libe- 
ration he  would  be  more  likely  to  go  to  some  parts  with  which  he  was 

familiar  than  to  Alexandria  where  he  was  a  stranger.      In  both  these 

cities   there  may  well  have  been  ot  O.TTO  'IraAt'a?   sojourning  :   and  this 

very  phrase  seems  to  point  to  some  place  of  considerable  resort.      On 

the  whole  then,  I  should  incline  to  EPHESUS,  as  the  most  probable  place 

of  writing  :    but  it   must  be   remembered  that  on  this  head  all  is  in 

the  realm  of  the  vaguest  conjecture. 

SECTION  IV. 

OCCASION,    OBJECT    OF    WRITING,    AND    CONTENTS. 

1.  The  occasion  which  prompted  this  Epistle  evidently  was,  the 

enmity  of  the  Jews  to  the  gospel  of  Christ,  which  had  brought  a 

double  danger  on  the  church  :  on  the  one  hand  that  of  persecution,  on 

the  other  that  of  apostasy.  Between  these  lay  another,  that  of  mingling 

with  a  certain  recognition  of  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  a  leaning  to  Jewish 

practices  and  valuing  of  Jewish  ordinances.  But  this  latter  does  not 

so  much  appear  in  our  Epistle,  as  in  those  others  which  were  written  by 

St.  Paul  to  mixed  churches  ;  those  to  the  Romans 6,  the  Galatians,  the 

5  One  remarkable  trace  we  have  of  allusion  to  this  form  of  error, — in  its  further 
development,  as  appears  by  the  verdict  of  past  experience  which  is  appended,  but 
otherwise  singularly  resembling  a  passage  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans  (xiv.  17,  ov 74] 
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Colossians.  The  principal  peril  to  which  Jewish  converts  were  exposed, 
especially  after  they  had  lost  the  guidance  of  the  Apostles  themselves 
in  their  various  churches,  was,  that  of  falling  back  from  the  despised 
following  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  intofcthe  more  compact  and  apparently 
safer  system  of  their  childhood,  which  moreover  they  saw  tolerated  as  a 
religio  Hcita,  while  their  own  was  outcast  and  proscribed. 

2.  The  object  then  of  this  Epistle  is,  to  shew  them  the  superiority  of 
the   gospel   to  the  former    covenant  :    and   that  mainly  by  exhibiting, 
from  the  Scriptures,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  superiority  of 
Jesus   Himself  to   both    the   messengers  and  the   high-priests   of  that 
former  covenant.      This  is  the  main  argument  of  the  Epistle,  filled  out 
and  illustrated  by  various  corollaries  springing  out  of  its  different  parts, 
and  expanding  in  the  directions  of  encouragement,  warning,  and  illus- 
tration. 

3.  This  argument  is  entered  on  at  once  without  introduction  in  ch.  i,, 

•where  Christ's  superiority  to  the  angels,  the  mediators  of  the  old  cove- 
nant,   is  demonstrated   from    Scripture.     Then,   having  interposed  (ii. 

1  —  4)  a  caution  on  the  greater  necessity  of  taking  heed  to  the  things  which 
they  had  heard,  the  Writer  shews  (ii.  5  —  18)  why  He  to  whom,  and  not 
to  the  angels,  the  future  world  is  subjected,  yet  was  made  lower  than  the 
angels  :  viz.  that  He  might  become  our  merciful  and  faithful  High  Priest, 
to  deliver  and  to  save  us,  Himself  having  undergone  temptation  like 
ourselves. 

4.  Having  mentioned  this   title  of  Christ,  he  goes  back,  and  pre- 
pares  the  way  for  its  fuller  treatment,  by  a  comparison  of  Him  with 

Moses  (iii.    1  —  6),  and   a  shewing   that  that  antitypical  rest   of  God, 
from  which  unbelief  excludes,  was  not  the  rest  of  the  seventh  day,  nor 
that  of  the  possession  of  Canaan,  but  one  yet  reserved  for  the  people 
of  God  (iii.   7  —  iv.   10),   into  which  we  must   all   the  more  strive  to 
enter,  because  the   word  of  our  God  is  keen  and  searching  in  judg- 

ment, and   nothing  hidden  from  His   sight,  with  whom  we  have   to  do 

(iv.  11—13). 
5.  He  now  resumes  the  main  consideration  of  Ms  great  subject,  the 

High-priesthood  of  Christ,  with  a   hortatory  note  of  passage  (iv.   14 
—  16;.     This  subject  he  pursues  through  the  whole  middle  portion  of 

the   Epistle  (v.   1  —  x.  18),  treating  it  in  its   various   aspects   and  re- 
quirements.      Of  these  we   have  (v.    1  —  10)  the   conditions  of  High- 

priesthood  :  (v.  11  —  vi,  20)  a  digression  complaining,  with  reference  to 
the  difficult  subject  of  the  Melchisedek-priesthood,  of  their  low  state 
of  spiritual   attainment,   warning   them   of  the   necessity   of   progress, 

but    encom*aging   them    by    God's    faithfulness  :     (vii.    1  —  x.    18)   the 
ydp  £<TTW  7}  &a<ri\€ia  rov  &€ov  fip&cris  /c. 

TTV^^OLTL  ayicp),  in  our  ch.  xiii.  9,  Ka\bv  yap  x^Piri  fie&aiovcrdai  rfyv  Kapdlav,  ov  J3pc£>. 
uacriv,  %v  ots  OVK  a 75] 
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priesthood  of  Christ  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek,  in  its  distinction 
from  the  ILevitieal  priesthood  (see  the  various  steps  set  forth  in  the 

headings  in  the  commentary),  as  perpetual, — as  superior,  in  that 
Abraham  acknowledged  himself  inferior  to  Melchisedek, — as  having 
power  of  endless  life, — as  constituted  with  an  oath, — as  living  for- 

ever,— as  without  sin^ — as  belonging  to  the  heavenly  sanctuary,  and  to 
a  covenant  promised  by  God  Himself: — as  consisting  in  better 
ministrations,  able  to  purify  the  conscience  itself,  and  to  put  away  sin 
by  the  one  Sacrifice  of  the  Son  of  God. 

6.  Having  thus  completed  his  main  argument,  he  devotes  the  con- 
cluding portion  (x.  19 — xiii.  25)  to  a  series  of  solemn  exhortations  to 

endurance  in  confidence  and  patience,  and  illustrations  of  that  faith  on 
which  both  must  be  founded.  In  x.  19 — 39,  we  have  exhortation  and 
warning  deduced  from  the  facts  lately  proved,  our  access  to  the  heavenly 

place,  and  our  having  a  great  High-priest  over  the  house  of  God  :  then 

by  the  Pauline  citation  o  S&'/cato?  (^aou)  e/c  Trtarecos  f^crerat,  a  transition 
note  is  struck  to  cli.  xi.  which  entirely  consists  in  a  panegyric  of  faith 
and  a  recounting  of  its  triumphs  :  on  a  review  of  which  the  exhortation 
to  run  the  race  set  before  us,  and  endure  chastisement,  is  again  taken 
up,  ch.  xii.  And  the  same  hortatory  strain  is  pursued  to  the  end  of 
the  Epistle  ;  the  glorious  privileges  of  the  Christian  covenant  being 

held  forth,  and  the  awful  peril  of  forfeiting  them  by  apostasy  ; — and 
those  graces,  and  active  virtues,  and  that  stedfastness  in  suffering  shame, 
being  enjoined,  which  are  necessary  to  the  following  and  imitation  of 
Jesus  Christ.  The  valedictory  prayer  (xiii.  20,  21),  and  one  or  two 
personal  notices  and  greetings,  conclude  the  whole. 

SECTION  Y. 

LANGUAGE    AND    STYLE. 

1.  Something  has  already  been  said,  in  the  previous  enquiry  into  the 
authorship  of  our  Epistle,  respecting  the  question  of  its  original  lan- 

guage6.     There   also   the   principal  passages   of  the  Fathers  will   be 
found  which  bear  on  this  subject.     They  may  be  thus  briefly  summed 

up:— 2.  The  idea  of  a  Hebrew  original  is  found  in  Clement  of  Alexandria 
(cited  above,  §  i.  14),  in  Eusebius  (ib.  48),  Jerome  (Catalog.  Script.  Eccl. 

5,  vol.  iL,  p.  839,  "  Scripserat  (Paulus)  ut  Hebracus  Hebraeis  Hebraice"). 
Tlieodoret  (Argum.  ad  Hebr.  fin.  vol.  iii.  p.  544,  ycypa^c  Se  avrrjv  rrj 

,   Euthalius 

6  See  above,  §  i.  110. 76] 
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(above,  §  i.  46  ;  Argum.,  rrj  CT^OJI/  StaXe/cro)  ypa<£eura),  Priraasius 
(Prsefat.,  "Pertur  apostolus  liane  Hebrseis  missam  Hebrseo  seruione  .  .  . 

coiiscripsisse  "),  John  Damascenus  (Opp.  Paris  1712,  p.  258  (vol.  ii.  p. 
997,  ed.  Migne),  HavXov  avryv  "EyS/ocuois  rrj  "EySpcuSi  StaXocra)  CTVV- 
Tafai/ros),  CEcumenius  (Argum.  2),  Theophylact  (Comm.  on  cb.  i.),  in. 
tbe  scbol.  on  ms.  31, — in  Cosmas  Indicopleustes, — in  Rhabanus 
Maurus, — in  Thomas  Aquinas ;  in  some  modern  writers,  especially 
Hallet,  in  an  enquiry  into  the  author  and  language  of  the  Epistle, 

appended  to  Peirce's  Commentary  (1742),  and  to  be  found  in  Latin  at 
tbe  end  of  vol.  iv.  of  Wolf's  Curse  Philologies, — and  Michaelis. 

3.  Still    such  an  apparently   formidable   array  of  ancient  testimony 

is  not   to   be  taken   as   such,    without   some   consideration.     Clement's 
assertion  of  a  Hebrew  original  is  not  reproduced  by  his  scholar  Origen, 
but  on  the  contrary  a  Greek  original  is  presupposed  by  his  very  words 

(above,   §    i.    19).     And  this   his   divergence   from   Clement   of  Alex- 
andria is  not  easy  to  explain,  if  he  had  regarded  him  as  giving  matter 

of  history,  and  not  rather  a  conjecture  of  Ms  own.     Indeed,  the  passage 
of  Clement  seems  to  bear  this  latter  on  the  face  of  it :  for  it  connects 

the  similarity  of  style  between  this  Epistle  and  the  Acts  with  the  notion 

of  St.  Luke  being  its  translator.     If  we  might  venture  to  fill  up  the  steps 

by  which  the  inference  came  about,  they  would  be  nearly  these :  '  The 
Epistle  must  be  St.  Paul's.      But  St.  Paul  was   a  Hebrew,   and  was 
writing  to  Hebrews  :  how  then  do  we  find  the  Epistle  in  Greek,  not 

unlike  in  style  to   that  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  ?      What,   if  the 
writer  of  the  Greek  of  that  book  were  also  the  writer  of  the  Greek  of 

this, — and  St.  Paul,  as  was  to  be  supposed,  wrote  as  a  Hebrew  to  the 

Hebrews,  in  Hebrew,  St.  Luke  translating  into  Greek?' 
4.  Again,  Eusebius  is  not   consistent   in  this   matter  with   himself. 

In   his  Comm.   on  Ps.   ii.   7,  vol.  v.  p.  88   (cited  above,   §  i.  48),  he 

says — 

6   jUL€V    TOL-ye    'Eppoios    <fXey€TO    Kvpiov    elvai    rrj<s   Xe'^eoos    CTCKOK, 

KOL  *A/<l>XaS  7T€7TOt7?K€V     6    <$€    CWrOCTToXoS   VO/XO/XXx9l)<S     U7rapX<^  €V    TT? 

eE^patot;s  (Heb.  i.  5)  rrj  rail/  o'  cxp^craro, 
thus  clearly  implying  that  the  Epistle  was  written  in  Greek.  And 

such  has  been  the  opinion  of  almost  all  the  moderns:  of  all,  we 

may  safely  say,  who  have  handled  the  subject  impartially  and  intelli- 

gently. The  reasons  for  this  now  generally  received  opinion  are  mainly 

found  in  the  style  of  the  Epistle,  which  is  the  most  purely  Greek 

of  all  the  writings  of  the  N.  T. :  so  that  it  would  be  violating  all  proba- 

bility to  imagine  it  a  translation  from  a  language  of  entirely  different 

rhetorical  character.  The  construction  of  the  periods  is  such,  in  distinc- 

tion from  the  character,  in  this  particular,  of  the  Oriental  languages, 

that  if  it  is  a  translation,  the  whole  argumentation  of  the  original  must 

have  been  broken  up  into  its  original  elements  of  thought,  and  all  its 
77] 
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connecting  links  recast  -?  so  that  it  would  not  be  so  much  a  translation, 
as  a  re-writing,  of  the  Hebrew  Epistle. 

5.  The  paronomasias  7  again,  and  the  citations  from  the  LXX  being 
made  in  entire  independence  of  the  Hebrew  text,  form  collectively  a 
presumptive  proof,  the  weight  of  which  it  is  very  difficult  to  evade,  that 
the  present  Greek  text  is  the  original.       Such  peculiarities  belong  to 
thought  running   free   and  selecting   its   own   words,  not  to   the    con- 

strained  reproduction   of  the   thoughts    of  another  in  another  tongue. 
Examine  our  English  version  in  any  of  those  numerous  places  where 
St.  Paul  has  indulged  in  paronomasias,  and  no  such  will  be  found  in  the 
translation.     And  yet  English  is  much  nearer  to  Greek  than  Greek  to 
any  dialect  of  the  Hebrew. 

6.  The  same  inference  has  been  deduced  from,  the  appearance,  e.  g., 
of  the  two  senses  of  covenant  and  testament  for  the  word  cxa^/oy,  ch.  ix. 

15  if.  al.     This  is  well  stated  by  Calvin  in  the  argument  to  his  Com- 
mentary :  — 

"  Ut  alios  locos  qui  ex  scriptura  citantur,  prtBtermittarn  :  si  He- 
braice  scripta  fuisset  epistola,  nulla  in  nomine  testamenti  fuisset 
allusio,  in  qua  scriptor  immoratur.  Non  potuit,  inquam,  ex  alio 
fonte  hauriri  quod  de  jure  testamenti  capite  nono  disputat,  quam  ex 
Graeca  voce.  Nam  SiaOyw)  ambiguam  apud  Graecos  significationem 
habet:  berith  autem  Hebraeis  noimisi  foedus  significat.  Hsec  una 
ratio  sani  judicii  hominibus  sufficiet  ad  probandum  quod  dixi, 
Grasco  serinone  scriptam  fuisse  Epistolam  V 

7.  Again,  the  Epistle  abounds  with  Greek  expressions  which  could 
only  have  been  expressed  in  the  Hebrew  by  a  circumlocution,  and  can 
therefore  not  be  regarded  as  translations  from  it.     The  validity  of  this 
argument  has  been  acknowledged  even  by  those  who  deny  that  of  the 

previous  ones.     We  may  instance  such  expressions  as  TroXu/x-epoos  KO!  TroXu- 
TpoVcos  (ch.  i.  1  ),  aTravyaoym  (i.  3),  euTrepicrraros  (xii.  1),  yaerpiOTra^eiv  (v.  2), 

the  repetition  of  the  idea  in  vTrordcro-w  in  ii.  5  —  8,  .  .  .  ov  yap 
GV  Trp   OLKOV/UL,    r«    ̂ xeXX  ......  lv  rc3  yap    UTTOTCX^CU  avrw   ra 

7  Lists  of  these  have  frequently  been  given.     The  following,  from  Bleek,  comprises 
some  of  the  most  remarkable:   ch.  ii.  8,  virora£at  .    .   .   avvTrdraKrov  :    v.    8,    e/JLaOev 

d<£'  $>v  e-jraOfv  (this  Micliaelis  endeavours  to  reconcile  with  a  Hebrew  original)  :  v.  14, 
KaXov  T€  Kal  KO.KQVI  vii.  3,  &Trdro0pf  a^rcap:  vii.  19,  22,  Hyyifofj,*]/  .  .   .   G-yyvos:   vii. 
23,  24»,  Trapa/LLsveiv   .    .   .   fj.€VGiv:    viii.  7,  8,  Zc/xejUTrros    .    .    .   ju,ejuqb  6fj.€vos  :    ix.    10,    il-jrl 

/8pc«J/iacrtj/  K.  TTcJ/zao'tv  :   ix.   28,  Trpo^evex^els  .  .  .  av^veyKflv  :   x.  29,  7)717  crcfyievos  <|y  ̂  
rjyidcrO-rj  :   x.   34,   r^v  apirayfyv  r&v  {nrapxAvrtov    .    .    .  7rpoyeSe|acr(?e,   yti^^crKOvres  %x€LV 
laurors  Kpel<ro"ofa   &TTapgiv  :    x.  38,  39,  real   ZCLV  virocrrefa'rjTcu  .  .  .  7j/j.^Ts   5e  OVK  4(T^v 

inrocrroKvi?  :  xi.  27,  r"bv  yap  a.6ptx,rov  &s  dpoav  :  xiii.  14,  ̂ eVovcrai/  .  .  .  (j.4\\ova"av. 
8  This  argument  has  been  met  by  denying  that  it  is  requisite  to  give  the  sense  of 

testament  to  Statf^Kij  in  that  passage  :  but  cf.  my  notes  there.     See  Davidson,  Introd. 
to  ET.  T.  vol.  iii.  p.  284.     The  same  ground  has  been  taken  by  Mr.  Wratislaw,  in  his 
litfcle  volume  of  sermons  and  treatises. 78] 
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ra 

whereas  in  Hebrew  vTrorao-o-co  can  only  be  expressed  by  a  periphrasis,  to 
place  under  the  feet  (D^JT)  Jirin  JT0)9.  , 

8.  These  considerations,  coming  in  aid  of  the  conviction  which  must 

be  felt  by  every  intelligent  Greek  scholar  that  he  is  reading  an  ori- 
ginal composition  and  not  a  version,  induce  us  to  refuse  the  idea  of  a 

Hebrew  original,  and  to  believe  the  Epistle  to  have  been  first  written  in 
Greek. 

9.  The  style  of  our  Epistle  has  been  already  touched  upon  in  our 
enquiry    respecting    the    authorship,    §  i.  116    if.      From    the    earliest 
times,  its    diversity  from  that   of  the  writings   of  St.  Paul   has  been 

matter    of   remark  *.      It   is    o-vvOeaei    r^s    A.e£etos    eAA^i/t/ccorepa    (Orig.). 
The  main  difference  for  us,  which  will  also  set  forth  its  characteristic 
peculiarity,  is,  that  whereas  St.  Paul  is  ever  as  it  were  struggling  with 
the   scantiness  of  human  speech  to  pour  forth  his  crowding  thoughts^ 
thereby  falling  into  rhetorical  and  grammatical  irregularities,  the  style 
of  our  Epistle  flows  regularly  on,  with  no  such  suspended  constructions. 
Even  where  the  subject  induces  long  parentheses,  the  Writer  does  not 
break  the  even  flow  and  equilibrium  of  his  style,  but  returns  back  to 

the  point  where  he  left  it2. 
10.  Again,  the  greatest  pains  are  bestowed  on  a  matter  which  does 

not  seem  to  have  engaged  the  attention  of  the  other  sacred  writers, 
even  including  St.  Paul  himself  :  viz.  rhetorical  rhythm,  and  equilibrium 

of  words    and    sentences.     In    St.  Paul's   most   glorious    outbursts   of 
eloquence,  he  is  not  rhetorical.     In  those  of  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle, 

he  is  elaborately  and  faultlessly  rhetorical.     The  TroA-ujuepojs  KOI  -n-oXvTpo- 
7rco5  of  the  opening,  are  as  it  were  a  key-note  of  the  rhythmical  style  of 
the  whole.     The  particles  and  participles  used  are  all  weighed  with  a 
view  to  this  effect.     The  simple  expressions  of  the  other  sacred  writers 
are  expanded  into  longer  words,  or  into  sonorous  and  majestic  clauses  : 

the   fjLLaOos  of  St.  Paul  becomes  jLuo-tfcwroSocria  :   the  al/m,  al^arcK^vo-la  ; 
the  op/cos,  opKoi/jLocrta  :  where  St.  Paul  describes  our  ascended  Lord  as 
ev  Se£ia  TOV  6eov  /ca^/xei/os  (Col.  iii.  1  :  cf.  Horn.  viii.  34  :  Eph.  i.  20), 

here  we  have  e/ca^iercv  Iv  Se£ta  rrjs  //-eyaAcocrw?;?  Iv  vif/r]\oi<s  (ch.  i.  3), 

€Ka6t.(T€V  €V  Se£ia  TOV  Opovov  T?}S  ̂ eryaX^orvvr]^  iv  Tots  ovpavo'is  (viii.  1), 
tv  8e£ia  TOV  Opovov  rov  0€ov  KfKaOiKtv  (xii.  2)  :  where  St.  Paul  describes 

Him  as  et/ccwi/  TOV  @€ov  (2  Cor.  iv.  4),  or  as  ctxcbr  TOV  Ocov  TOV  aopaTov 

(Col.  i.  15),  here  we  have  o>v  a.7ravyao~/jLa  rfjs  8o£»?s  /cat  xaPaKT*7P  T?s 
•j7ro<TTacr€O)9  TOV  Ocov  (i.  3). 

9  See  Davidson,  Introd.  voL  iii.  p.  287. 
1  See  the  citations  above,  from  Clement  of  Alexandria,  §  i.  14,  and  from  Origcn, 

ib.  19. 

2  See  e.  g.  ch.  xii.  18  —  24. 
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SECTION   VI. 

CANONICITY. 

1.  This   part  of  our  introduction  must   obviously  be   treated  quite 
irrespective  of  the  hypothesis  of  the  Pauline  authorship  of  the  Epistle. 
That  being  assumed,  its  canonicity  follows.      That  being  denied,   our 
object  must  be  to  shew  how  the  Epistle  itself  was  regarded,  even  by 
those  who  were  not  persuaded  of  its  apostolicity. 

2.  The  earliest  testimonies  to  it  are  found  where  we  might  expect 
them,  in  the  church  of  Rome,  and  in  the  writings  of  one  who  never  cites 
it  as  apostolic.     It  will  be  important  for  us  to  see,  in  what  estimation 
Clement  held  it.    He  makes,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  most  frequent 
and  copious  use  of  it,  never  citing  it  expressly,  never  appealing  to  it  as 
Scripture,  but  adopting  its  words  and  expressions,  just  as  he  does  those 
of  other  books  of  the  New  Testament.     It  is  to  be  observed,  that  when 

in  the  course  of  thus  incorporating  it  he  refers  to  rj  ypa<£->?,  or  uses  the 
expression  yeypaTrrai,  it  is  with  regard  to  texts  quoted    not   from    it 
only,  but  also  from  the  O.  T.:  e.  g.  in  c.  36,  p.  281,  where  he  introduces, 
in  the  midst  of  a  passage  adopted  from  Heb.  i.,  with  yeypaTrrac  yap 
ot>roo9,  the  citation  6  TTOL&V  ro^s   dyyeAous  carrot;   /c.r.A.  (Ps.  ciii.  4)  :  in 

c»  23,   p.  260,   where  we   have   trwem/mpT-upou'cn??    /cat   T^S  ypac^s,  on 
ra^y  rjgci  /cat  ov  -^jpovi^l  (Heb.  x.  37  :  Hab.  11.  3).     By  this  procedure 
we  cannot  say  that  Clement  casts  any  slight  on  this  Epistle,  for  it  is 
his  constant  practice.     He  frequently  quotes  Scripture  as  such,  but  it 
is  always  the  O.  T.     Two  or  three  times  he  adduces  the  sayings  of 
our  Lord,  but  never  even  this  in  the  form  of  a  citation  from  our  exist- 

ing G-ospels,  or  in  agreement  with   their   exact  words.     All  we   can 
gather  from  Clement  is,  that,  treating  this  as  he  does  other  Epistles 8, 
and  appropriating  largely  as  he   does  its  words  and  expressions,  he 
certainly  did  not  rank  it  below  those  others  :  an  inference  which  would 
lead  us  to  believe  that  he  recognized  its  canonical  authority.     But  to 

found  more  than  this  on  Clement's  testimony  4,  would  be  unwarranted 
by  fair  induction. 

3.  Justin  Martyr,  amidst  a  few  allusions  to  our  Epistle,  makes  what 
can  hardly  but  be  called  canonical  use  of  it  in  his  first  Apology,  §  63, 
p.  81.     There,  in.  explaining  that  the  Adyos  of  God  is  also  His  Son,  he 
adds,  /ecu  ayyeXos  Se  KaXetrat  /cat  aTrocrroAos.     Now  it  appears  from  the 

3  The  only  exception  is  in  an  express  citation  in  c.  47  from  1  Corinthians,  where, 
writing  to  the  Corinthians,  he  is  appealing  to  the  authority  of  St.  Paul. 

4  As  e.  g.  Stuart,  Conini.  p.  73  :  but  his  expressions  have  become  somewhat  modified 
since  Davidson  quoted  them,  Introd.  vol.  iii.  p.  264. 
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"Dial,  cont.  Tryph.  c.  57,  p.  154,  that  the  allusion  in  the  /caAemu  ayyeXos is  to  Gen.  xviii.  2.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  seeing  that  Heb.  iiL  1  is 
the  only  place  where  our  Lord  is  entitled  cbrocrToAos,  that  the  /caXetrat  is 

meant  to  embrace  under  it  that  passage  as  a  Scripture  testimony  equi- 
pollent with  the  other. 

4.  In  Clement   of  Alexandria  and   Origen,  the  recognition  of  our 
Epistle  as  canonical  depends  on  its  recognition  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul. 
Where  they  both  cite  it  as   Scripture,  it  is  as  written  by  him  :   and 
where  Origen  mentions  the  doubt  about  its  being  his,  he  adduces  other 
Scripture  testimony,  observing  that  it  needs  another  kind  of  proof,  not 

that  the  Epistle  is  canonical,  but  that  it  is  St.  Paul's5. 
5.  And  very  similar  was  the  proceeding  of  those  parts  of  the  church 

where  the  Pauline  authorship  was  not  held.     Irenaeus,  as  we  have  seen, 
makes  no  use  of  the  Epistle.     The  fragment  of  Muratori,  representing 
the  view  of  the  B/oman  church,  probably  does   not  contain  it.     Ter- 
tullian,  who  regards  it  as  written  by  Barnabas,  the  comes  apostolorum, 

cites  it,  not  asauthoritative  in  itself,  but  *  ex  redundantia,'  as  recording 
the  sentiments  of  such  a  companion  of  the  Apostles. 

6.  Our  Epistle  is,  it  is  true,  contained  in  the  Syriac  version  (Peschito) 
made  at  the  end  of  the  second  century  :  but  it  is  entirely  uncertain, 
whether  this  insertion  in  the  canon  accompanied  a  recognition  of  the 
Pauline  authorship,  or  not.     This  recognition,  which  prevailed  in  that 
part  of  the  church  in  after  times,  may  have  at  first  occasioned  its 
insertion  in  the  canon  ;  but  we  cannot  say  that  it  did. 

7.  But  in  the  Alexandrine  church  the  case  was  different.     There,  as 

we  have  seen,  the  assumption  of  Pauline  authorship  appears  early  and 
soon  prevails  universally  :    and  in  consequence  we  find  the  canonical 
authority  there  unquestioned,  and  the  Epistle  treated  as  the  other  parts 

of  Scripture0. 
8.  Throughout  the  Eastern  churches,  the  canonicity  and  apostolicity 

were   similarly  regarded   as    inseparably  connected.     It   is   true   that 

Eusebius7,  in  numbering  it  among  the  Antilegomena,  together  with  the 
Epistles  of  Barnabas  and  Clement  and  Jude,  and  the  Wisdom  of  the 
Son    of   Sirach,    might    seem    to    attribute    to    it    another  authorship, 
were  it  not  evident  from  his  constant  use  of  it  and  his  numbering  it 

in    his    principal    passage    on   the    canon   (H.   E.   iii.   25)   among    the 

Homologoumena,   that   the   doubt  must   be   resolved   into  that   on  the 
Pauline  authorship. 

9.  In  the  Western  church,  where  this  was  not  recognized,  neither 
do  we  find,  even  down  to  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  any  use  made 
of  the  Epistle  as  canonical.     Even  Novatian  and  Cyprian,  who  might 

5  See  above,  §  i.  18. 

6  See  the  testimonies  adduced  §  i.  10—24. 
7  H.  E.  vi.  13 :  see  it  quoted  above,  §  i.  49. 
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well  have  thus  used  it,  have  not  done  so  :  nor  in  the  controversies  on 
the  reception,  of  the  lapsed,  and  on  the  repetition  of  heretical  baptism, 
do  we  ever  find  it  adduced  on  either  side,  apposite  as  some  passages  are 
to  the  subjects  in  dispute.  Only  with  the  assumption,  gradually  im- 

ported from  the  East,  of  a  Pauline  origin,  do  we  find  here  and  there  a 
Western  writer  citing  it  as  of  canonical  authority. 

10.  It   is   in  Jerome   first  that  we  find8  any  indication  of  a  doubt 
whether  canonicity  and  Pauline  authorship  are  necessarily  to  stand  and 

fall  together.     The    same    is    found0   now  and   then   in  the  writings 
of  Augustine.     But  soon  after  this  time  the   general   prevalence,  and 
ultimately  authoritative  sanction,  of  the   view  of  the  Pauline  author- 

ship,  closed  up  any  chance   of  the   canonicity  of  the  Epistle  being 
held   on   independent   grounds  :  and  it  was  not  till   the   times    of  the 
Reformation,  that  the  matter  began  to  be  again  enquired  into  on  its 
own  merits. 

11.  The  canonicity  was  doubted  by  Cardinal  Cajetan1,  but  upheld  by 
Erasmus,  in  these  remarkable  words  : — 

"  Imo  non  opinor  periclitari  fidem,  si  tota  ecclesia  fallatur  in  titulo 
hujus  epistolse,  modo  constet  Spiritum  Sanctum  fuisse  principalem 
auctorem,  id  quod  interim  convenit  V 

In  the  Koman  Catholic  church,  however,  the  authoritative  sanction 
given  by  the  Council  of  Trent  to  the  belief  of  the  Pauline  origin 
effectually  stopped  all  intelligent  enquiry. 

12.  Among  reformed  theologians,  the  canonicity  of  our  Epistle  was 
strongly  upheld,  even  when  the  Pauline  authorship  was  not  recognized. 
Calvin  says,  in  his  prologue  to  the  Epistle — 

"  Ego  vero  earn  inter  apostolicas  sine  controversia  amplector  :  nee dubito  Satanse  artificio  fuisse  quondam  factum  ut  illi  auctoritatem 
quidam  detraherent.  Nullus  enim  est  e  sacris  libris  qui  de  Christi 
sacerdotio  tana  luculenter  disserat,  unici  quod  morte  sua  obtulit 
sacrificii  vim  dignitatemque  tarn  magnifice  extollat,  de  casrimo- 
niarum  tarn  usu  quam  abrogatione  uberius  tractet,  qui  denique 
plenius  explicet  Christum  esse  finem  legis.  Quare  ne  patianiur 
Dei  Ecclesiam  et  nos  ipsos  tanto  bono  spoliari,  sed  ejus  possessionem 
constanter  nobis  asseramus.  Quis  porro  earn  coxnposuerit,  non 
magnopere  curandum  est." 

13.  Beza  speaks  in  the  same  strain  : — 

"Verum  quid  attinet  de  scriptoris  nomine  contendere,  quod scriptor  ipse  celatum  voluit  ?  SufEciat  hoc  nosse,  vere  esse 
dictatum  a  Bpiritu  Sancto,  quse  luculentissimam  ac  plane  apos- 

8  See  above,  §  i.  68 — 80 :  esp.  parr.  74  ff. 
9  See  §  i.  81  ff, 

1  In  his  Comm.  on  the  Epistle,  referred  to  by  Bl. ;  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  see. 
2  Supportatio  Errorum  Natalis  Beddse,  Opp.  t.  ix.  pp.  594,  595 
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tolicam  veteris    foederis   cum  iiovo   collationem,  atque    adeo    novi 
foederis  veluti  smgularem  quandarn  proraulgationem  ac  sanctionem 

complectatur  "  (N.  T.  p.  335). 
And  again,  ib.  p.  382 : — 

"Non  dubitavimus  tamen  passim  eum  apostolum  vocare,  quod 
spiritu  vere  apostolico  prseditus  fuerit." 

14.  Similarly  also  the  Confessio  Gallicana,  which,  though  it  divides  it 
off  from  the  Pauline  writings,  yet  includes  it  without  remark  among  the 
canonical  books.     So  also  the  Arminians,  e.  g.  Liniborch,  who,  believing 

it  to  have  been  written  "  ab  aliquo  e  Pauli  comitibus  et  quidem  conscio 
Paulo,"  says — 

"Interim  divinam  hujus  epistolse  auctoritatem  agnoscimus  multis- 
que  aliis  quas  ab  apostolis  esse  scriptas  constat,  ob  argument! 

quod  tractat  prasstantiam  praeferendam  judicamus." 
15.  Among  the  early  Lutheran  divines  there  were  some  differences  of 

opinion  respecting  the  place  to  be  assigned  to  the  Epistle  ;  the  general 
view  being,  that  it  was  to  be  read,  as  Jerome  first  wrote   (Prsefat.  in 
libr.   Salomon.  Opp.   ed.  Migne,  vol,  ix.  p.   1243)  of  the  Apocryphal 

O.  T.  books,  "  ad  aedificationem  plebis,"  but  not  "  ad  auctoritatem  eccle- 
siasticorum   dogmatum  confirmandam  V     In    other  words,  it  was    set 

apart, — and  in  this  relegation  six  other  books  shared,  2  Peter,  2  and  3 
John,  James,  Jude,  and  the  Apocalypse, — among  the  apocryphal  writings 
appended  to  the  1ST.  T.     And  this  order  was  usually  followed  in  the 
German  Bibles. 

16.  Soon    however  after    the    beginning  of  the    17th  century,  this 

distinction  began  to  be  obliterated,  and  the  practice  to  be  introduced  * 
of  calling  these  books    "  deuterocanonici "    or    "  canonici  libri   secundi 
ordinis"  and,  although  thus  called,  of  citing  them  as  of  equal  autho- 

rity, and  equally  inspired,  with  the  other  books.       Since  that  time,  the 
controversies  respecting   the  books  of  Scripture    have   taken  a  wider 
range,  and  it  has  not  been  so  much  respecting  canonicity,  as  respecting 
origin,  character,  and  doctrine,  that  the  disputes  of  divines  have  been 
waged. 

17.  In  our  own  country,  at  the  time  of  the  Reformation,  while  the 

question  of  authorship  was  left  open,   the  canonical  authority  of  the 

Epistle  was  never  doubted.     To  establish  this,  it  may  be  enough  to  cite 
some  testimonies. 

In  Tyndale's  prologue  to  the  Epistle,  he  says,  having  mentioned  the 
objection  to  the  Pauline  authorship  from  ch.  ii.  3 — 

"  Now  whether  it  were  Paul's  or  no,  I  say  not,  but  permit  it  to 

3  See  the  long  extract  from  Martin  Chemnitz's  Examen  Consilii  Tridentini,  in  Bleek, 

vol.  i.  p.  449  ff. :  and  the  others  which  follow  from  the  Wittenberg  divines. 

*  By  Gerbard  :  see  the  references  in  Bleek,  pp.  466,  467. 
83] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  THE  EPISTLE  TO  THE  HEBREWS.         [en.  r. 

oilier  men's  judgments  :  neither  think  I  it  to  be  an  article  of  any 

man's  faith,  but  that  a  man  may  doubt  of  the  author." 

Then,  having  met  several  objections  against  its  canonicity  "urged  from 
certain  texts  in  it,  as  ch.  vi.  4  ff.,  ch.  x.  26  if.,   ch.  xii.   17,  he  con- 

cludes— 
"  Of  this  ye  see  that  this  Epistle  ought  no  more  to  be  refused  for  a 

holy,  godly,  and  catholic,  than  the  other  authentic  Scriptures." 
And,  speaking  of  the  Writer,  he  says— 

"  It  is  easy  to  see  that  he  was  a  faithful  servant  of  Christ,  and  of 
the  same  doctrine  that  Timothy  was  of,  yea  and  Paul  himself  was 

of,  and  that  he  was  an  Apostle,  or  in  the  Apostles'  time,  or  near 
thereunto.  And  seeing  the  Epistle  agree tli  to  all  the  rest  of  the 
Scripture,  if  it  be  indifferently  looked  on,  why  should  it  not  be 

authority,  and  taken  for  holy  Scripture6?3' 
18.  Fulke,  in  his  defence  of  Translations  of  the  Bible6,  while  de- 

fending the  omission  of  the  name  of  St.  Paul  in  the  title  of  the  Epistle 
in  the  Geneva  Bible  of  1560,  says — 

"  Which  of  us,  I  pray  you,  that  thinketh  that  this  Epistle  was  not 
written  by  St.  Paul,  once  doubteth  whether  it  be  not  of  apostolical 
spirit  and  authority  ?  Which  is  manifest  by  this,  that  both  in 
preaching  and  writing  we  cite  it  thus,  the  Apostle  to  the 

Hebrews." 
19.  Bp.  Jewel  again,  in  his  Defence  of  the  Apology,  p.  186,  where 

hois  speaking  of  the  charge  of  anonymousness  brought  against  it,  says — 
"  The  Epistle  unto  the  Hebrews,  some  say,  was  written  by  St. 
Paul,  some  by  Clemens,  some  by  Barnabas,  some  by  some  other : 
and  so  are  we  uncertain  of  the  author's  name." 

20.  Whittaker  (Disputatio  de  Sacr.  Script.  Controvers.  i.  qusest.  i.  c. 

16  7),  says — 
"Si  Lutherus  aut  qui  Lutherum  scquuti  sunt  nonnulli  aliter 
senserint  aut  scripserint  de  quibusdam  libris  N.  T.,  .  .  .  .  ii  pro 
se  respondeant :  nihil  ista  res  ad  nos  pertinet,  qui  hac  in  re 
Ziutheruin  nee  sequimur  nee  clefendimus,  quique  meliori  ratione 
ducimur   De  auctoritate  nullius  libri  qui  pertinet  ad  N.  T. 
dubitamus,  nee  vero  de  auctore,  prseterquam  Epistolse  ad  Hebraeos. 
Epistolam  hanc  esse  omni  modo  canonicam  concedimus  :  sed  num 
a  Paulo  apostolo  conscripta  fuerit,  non  perinde  liquet  ....  non 
valde  de  hac  re  contendamus  :  neque  enim  necesse  est :  et  res  in 
dubio  reiinqui  potest,  ut  interim  sua  epistolse  auctoritas  constet 

atque  conservetur." 

5  Tyndale's  Doctrinal  Treatises,  &c.     Parker  Society's  edn.,  pp.  521,  522. 
6  Parker  Society's  edn.,  pp.  32,  33. 
7  Cited  in  Bleek,  p.  4.64.      See  the  Eng.  translation  in  the  Parker  Society's  edn., 

p.  103  ff. 
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21.  With,  regard  to  the  question  Itself,  in  what  light  we  are  to  look 

on  our  Epistle  with  respect  to  canonicity,  it  is  one  which  it  will  be  well 

to  treat  here  on  general  grounds,  as  it  will  come  before  us  again  more 
than  once,  in  writing  of  the  remaining  books  of  the  N.  T, 

22.  We  might  put  this  matter  on  the  ground  which  Jerome  takes  in 

his  Epistle  to  Dardanus,  "  niliil  interesse  cujus  sit,  cum  sit  ecclesiastici 

viri :"  or  on  that  which  Erasmus  takes,  when  he  says  that  the  "  auctor 
primarius  "  is  the  "  Spiritus  Sanctus,"  and  so  puts  by  as  indifferent  the 
question  of  the  "auctor  secundarius  .*"  thus  in  both  cases  resting  the 
decision  entirely  on  the  character  of  the  contents  of  the  book  itself. 

23.  But  this  would  manifestly  be   a  wrong  method  of  proceeding. 
We  do  not  thus  in  the  case  of  other  writings.,  whose  unexceptionable 

evangelic  character  is  universally  acknowledged.      To  say  nothing  of 
later  productions,  no  one  ever  reasoned  thus  respecting  the  Epistle  of 

Barnabas,  or  that  of  Clement  to  the  Corinthians,  or  any  of  the  quasi- 

apostolic  writings.     None  of  the  ancients  ever  dealt  so  befoi'e  Jerome, 
nor  did  Jerome  himself  in  other  passages.     More  than  intrinsic  excel- 

lence and  orthodoxy  is  wanting,  to  win  for  a  book  a  place  in  the  1ST.  T. 

canon.     Indeed  any  reasoning  must  be  not  only  in  itself  insufficient, 
but  logically  unsound,  which  makes  the  authority  of  a  book  which  is  to 
set  us  our  standard  of  doctrine,  the  result  of  a  judgment  of  our  own 

respecting  the  doctrine  inculcated  in  it.      Such  judgment  can  be  only 

subsidiary  to  the  enquiry,  not  the  primary  line  of  its  argument,  which 
must  of  necessity  be  of  an  objective  character, 

24.  And  when  we  come  to  proofs  of  this  latter  kind,  it  may  well  be 
asked,  which  of  them  are  we  to  accept  as  sufficient.     It  is  clear,  we 

cannot    appeal    to    tradition  alone.     We  must  combine  with   such  an 

appeal,   the   exercise  of  our  own  judgment  on  -tradition.     When,   for 
example,  the  Church  of  England  takes,  in  her  sixth  Article,  the  ground 

of  pure  tradition,  and  says, — 

"In  the  name  of  the  Holy  Scripture,  we  do  understand  those 
canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  of  whose  authority 

was  never  any  doubt  in  the  Church," 
she  would  by  implication,  if  consistent  with  herself,  exclude  from  the 
canon  at  the  least  the  Apocalypse,  which  was  for  some  centuries  not 

received  by  the  Eastern  and  for  the  most  part  by  the  Greek  church, 
and  our  Epistle,  which  was  for  some  centuries  not  received  by  the 

whole  Latin  church.  Nay,  she  would  go  even  further  than  this  :  for 

even  to  the  present  day  the  Syrian  church  excludes  the  Apocalypse, 

the  Epistles  of  St.  Jude,  2  and  3  John,  and  2  Peter,  from  the  canon. 
It  is  fortunate  that  our  Church  did  not  leave  this  definition  to  be 

worked  out  for  itself,  but,  giving  a  detailed  list  of  O.  T.  books,  has 

appended  to  it  this  far  more  definite  sentence  :  "  All  the  books  of  the 

New  Testament,  as  they  are  commonly  received,  we  do  receive,  and 
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account  them  canonical :"  thus  adopting  the  list  of  N.  T.  books  In 

common  usage  in  the  Western  church  at  the  time,  about  which  there 
could  be  no  difference. 

25.  If  then  tradition  pure  and  simple  will  not  suffice  for  our  guide, 

how 'are  we  to  combine  our  judgment  with  it,  so  as  to  arrive  at  a  satis- 
factory conclusion  ?     It  is  manifest,  that  the  question  of  origin  comes 

in  here  as  most  important.     If  the  genuineness  of  a  book  be  in  dispute, 

as  e.  g.  that  of  2  Peter,  it  suffices,  to  make  it  reasonably  probable  that 

It  was  written  by  him  whose  name  it  bears.      When  this  is  received, 

all  question  of  canonicity  is   at  rest.     In  that  case,  the  name  of  the 

Apostle  is  ample  guarantee.     And  so  with  our  Epistle,  those  who  think 

they  can  prove  it  to  be  the  work  of  St.  Paul,  are  no  longer  troubled 

about  its  canonicity.      This  is  secured,  in  shewing  it  to  be  of  apostolic 
origin. 

26.  And    so    it    ever   was    in    the    early   church.     Apostolicity  and 

canonicity  were  bound  together.     And  in  the  case  of  those  historical 
books  which  were  not  written  by  Apostles  themselves,  there  was  ever  an 

effort  to  connect  their  writers,  St.  Mark  with  St.  Peter,  St.  Luke  with 

St.  Paul,  so  that  at  least  apostolic  sanction  might  not  be  wanting  to 

them.     What  then  must  be  our  course  with  regard  to  a  book,  of  which 

we  believe  neither  that  it  was  written  by  an  Apostle,  nor  that  it  bad 

apostolic  sanction  ? 
27.  This  question  must  necessarily  lead  to  an  answer  not  partaking 

of  that  rigid  demonstrative  character  which  some  reasoners  require  for 
all  inferences   regarding  the  authority  of  Scripture.     Oar   conclusion 
must  be  matter  of  moral  evidence,  and  of  degree  :  must  be  cumulative 

  naade  up  of  elements  which  are  not,  taken  by  themselves,  decisive, 

but  which,  taken  together,  are  sufficient   to   convince   the  reasonable 
mind. 

28.  First,  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  our  Epistle  was  written  by 
one  who  lived  and  worked  in  close   union  with  the  Apostle  Paul  :  of 

whom  that  Apostle  says  that  "  he  planted,  and  Apollos  watered,  and 

God  gave  the  increase  :"  of  whom  it  is  elsewhere  in  holy  writ  declared, 

that  he  was  "  an  eloquent  man  and  mighty  in  the  Scriptures  :"  that  he 

"  helped  much  them  which    had    believed    through    grace  :"  that    he 
"  mightily  convinced  the  Jews,  and  that  publicly,  shewing  by  the  Scrip- 

tures that  Jesus  was  Christ." 
29.  Secondly,  having,  as  we  believe,  from  his  pen  such  an  Epistle, 

we  find  it  largely  quoted  by  one  who  was  himself  a  companion  of  the 

Apostles, — and  almost  without  question  appealed  to  as   Scripture  by 
another  primitive  Christian  writer  :  and  both  these  testimonies  belong 

to  that  very  early  age  of  the  Church,  when  controversies  about  canoni- 
city had  not  yet  begun. 

30.  Thirdly,  in  the  subsequent  history  of  the  Church,  we  find  the 86] 
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reception  of  the  Epistle  into  the  canon  becoming  ever  more  and  more 
a  matter  of  common  consent  :  mainly,  no  doubt,  in  connexion  with,  the 
hypothesis  of  its  Pauline  authorship,  but,  as  we  have  shewn  above,  not 
in  all  cases  in  that  connexion. 

31.  Fourthly,  we  cannot  refuse  the  conviction,  that  the  contents  of 
the  Epistle  itself  are  such  as  powerfully  to  come  in  aid  of  these  other 
considerations.     Unavailing  as  such  a  conviction  would  be  of  itself,  as 
has  been   previously  noticed,  yet  it  is  no   small   confirmation   of  the 
evidence  which  probable  authorship,  early  recognition,  and  subsequent 
consent,  furnish  to  the  canonicity  of  our  Epistle,  when  we  find  that  no 
where  are  the  main  doctrines  of  the  faith  more  purely  or  more  majes- 

tically set  forth  ;  no  where  Holy  Scripture  urged  with  greater  authority 
and  cogency  ;  no  where  those  marks  in  short,  which  distinguish  the 
first  rank  of  primitive  Christian  writings  from  the  second,  more  un- 

equivocally and  continuously  present. 
32.  The  result  of  this  combination  of  evidence  is,  that  though  no 

considerations  of  expediency,  nor  consent  of  later  centuries,  can  ever 
make  us  believe  the  Epistle  to  have  been  written  by  St.  Paul,  we  yet 
conceive  ourselves  perfectly  justified  in  accounting  it  a  portion  of  the 
N.  T.  canon,  and  in  regarding  it  with  the  same  reverence  as  the  rest  of 
the  Holy  Scriptures. 

There  are  other  subjects  of  deep  interest  connected  with  our  Epistle, 
such  as  its  relation,  in  point  of  various  aspects  of  Christian  doctrine,  to 
the  teaching  of  St.  Paul,  of  St.  John,  of  St.  James,  and  of  St.  Peter :  its 
connexion  with,  and  independence  of,  the  system  of  Philo  :  to  treat  of 
which  would  extend  these  prolegomena,  already  long,  to  the  size  of 

a  volume.  They  will  be  found  discussed  in  the  first  part  of  Biehm's 
"  Lehrbegriif  des  Hebraerbriefes,"  Ludwigsburg,  1858. 

CHAPTER  II. 

THE  GENERAL  EPISTLE  OF  JAMES. 

SECTION  I. 

ITS   AUTHORSHIP. 

1.  IT  has  been  very  generally  agreed,  that  among  the  apostolic  per- 

sons bearing  the  name  of  James  ('la/oo/Jos),  the  son  of  Zebedee,  the 
brother  of  St.  John,  cannot  well  have  written  our  Epistle.     The  state 
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of  things  and  doctrines  which  we  find  in  it  can  hardly  have  been  reached 
as  early  as  before  the  execution  of  that  Apostle,  related  in  Acts  xii. 

2.  But  when  we  have  agreed  on  this,  matter  of  controversy  at  once 
arises.     It  would  appear  from  the  simple  superscription  of  our  Epistle 

with  the  name  *Idu<u>/3os,  that  we  are  to  recognize  in  its  Writer  tho 
apostolic  person  known  simply  by  this  name  in  the  Acts, — "vvho  was  the 
president  of  the  church  at  Jerusalem  (Acts  xii,  17;  xv.  13  if.  ;  xxi.  18), 
and  is  called  by  St.  Paul  the  brother  of  our  Lord  (Gal.  i.  19).     This 

also  being  pi'etty  generally  granted,  the  question  arising  is  :   Was  this 
James  identical  with,  or  was  he  distinct  from,  James  the  son  of  Alphseus, 
one  of  the  Twelve  Apostles  (Matt.  x.  3  :  Mark  iii.  18  ;  Luke  vi.  15  : 
Acts  i.  13)  ? 

3.  I  have  partly  anticipated  the  answer  to  this  question  ̂ in  my  note 
on  Matt.  xiii.  55,  where  I  have  maintained  that,  consistently  with  the 
straightforward  acceptation  of  Scripture  data,  we  cannot  believe  any  of 
those  who  are  called  the  brethren  of  our  Lord  to  have  been  also  of  the 
number  of  the  Twelve.     I  conceive  John,  vii,  5,  as  compared  with  ib.  vi. 
67,  70  immediately  preceding,  to  be  decisive  on  this  point  ;  and  since 

I  first  expressed  myself  thus,  I  have  seen  nothing  in  the  least  degi'eo 
calculated  to  shake  that  conviction8.     And,  that  conclusion  still  stand- 

ing,   I  must  of  course  believe   this   James  to  be  excluded   from  the 
number  of  the  Twelve,  and  if  so,  distinct  from  the  son  of  Alphaeus. 

4.  Still,  it  will  be  well  to  deal  with  the  question  on  its  own  ground. 
And  first,  as  to  the  notices  in  Scripture  itself  which  bear  on  it.     And 
these,  it  must  be  acknowledged,  are  not  without  difficulty.     As  e.  g. 
those  which  occur  in  St.  Luke,  who  must  have  been  well  aware  of  the 
state  of  matters  in  the  church  at  Jerusalem.     He  names,  up  to  Acts  xii., 
but  two  persons  as  James  :  one,  whom  he  always  couples  with  John 
(Luke  v.  10 ;  vi.  14 ;  viii.  51 ;  ix.  28,  54  (Acts  i.  13)),  and  in  Acts  xii.  2 
relates,  under  the  name  of  rbv  <iSeA.<£oi/  'Itoavvou,  to  have  been  slain  with 
the  sword  by  Herod  :  the  other,  whom  he  twice  introduces  as  'la/coo/Sos 
6  TOT)  'AAcjSatbv  (Luke  vi.  15  :  Acts  i.  13).     Besides,  the  genitive  of  the 
name,  *IftKa>/3ov,  is  thrice  mentioned  by  him  as  designating  by  relation- 

8  Nothing-  can  "be  lamer  than  the  way  in  which  Larige  (in  Herzog's  Eucycl.  art 
Jacobus)  endeavours  to  escape  the  conclusion.  I  subjoin  It  as  the  latest  specimen  of 

what  ingenuity  can  do  against  plain  matter  of  fact :  *«  The  kind  of  unbelief  here  pre- 

dicated of  our  Lord's  Brethren  is  parallel  with  that  of  Peter,  Matt,  xvi,  22,  23,  and  of 
Thomas,  John  xx.  25.  John  is  evidently  speaking,  not  of  unbelief  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  which  rejected  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  but  of  that  unbelief,  or  that  want  of 

trust  which  made  it  difficult  for  our  Lord's  disciples,  His  Apostles,  and  even  His 
Motiier,  to  reconcile  themselves  to  His  way  of  life,  or  to  His  concealment  of  Himself.'-' 
Against  this  finessing  I  would  simply  set  (1)  the  usage  of  iria-Tetetv  eh  air^,  John 
ii  11 ;  iv.  39 ;  vii.  31,  39,  48;  viii.  30;  ix.  36;  x.  42 ;  xi.  45,  48  ;  xii.  37  (with  ou/c), 
4-2  i  and  (2)  the  oOSc  ydp,  following  on  the  unbelief  of  the  Jews  ver.  1,  with  which  the 
ot  dSeXipol  avrov  ̂ iricrrevov  els  avr6v  is  introduced. 
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ship  other  persons  :  in  Luke  vL  16  and  Acts  i.  13,  we  read  of  ' 

"Ia/cco/3ov,  and  in  Luke  xxiv.  10,  of  Ma/ua  'la/oo/fou  :  interpreting  which 
latter  expression  by  Matt,  xxvii.  56  :  Mark  xv.  40,  47,  and  xvi.  1,  and 
by  John  xix.  2o,  we  shall  infer  that  the  Mary  here  mentioned  being 
the  wife  of  Alphseus  (or  Clopas),  the  ellipsis  must  be  filled  up  by  the 

word  mothe?*y  and  "IctKoa/3ou  in  this  place  designates  James  the  son  of 
Alphajus.  And  as  regards  'lovSas  *IaK<l>/3ov,  we  may  well  suppose 
that  the  same  person  is  designated  by  the  genitive,  however  difficult 
it  may  be  to  fill  in  the  ellipsis.  We  have  a  Judas,  who  designates 

himself  dSeX^os  'la/cco/So-u,  Jude  1  :  but  whether  these  are  to  be  con- 
sidered identical,  must  be  determined  by  the  result  of  our  present 

investigation. 

5.  The  question  for  us  with  regard  to  St.  Luke,  is  the  following  :  la 
Acts  xii.  17,  and  in  the  subsequent  parts  of  that  book,  we  have  a  person 

mentioned  simply  as  'la/cco^o?,  who  is  evidently  of  great  authority  in  the 
church  at  Jerusalem.     Are  we  to  suppose  that  St.  Luke,  careful  and 
accurate  as  his  researches  were,  was  likely  to  have  introduced  thus 
without  previous  notice,  a  new  and  third  person  bearing  the  same  name  ? 
Does  not  this  testify  strongly  for  the  identity  of  the  two  ? 

6.  The  best  way  to  answer  this  question  will  be,  to  notice  St.  Luke's 
method  of  proceeding  on  an  occasion  somewhat  analogous.     In  Acts 

i.  13,  we  find  <£t'Ai7T7ros  among  the  Apostles.     In  ib.  vi.  5,  we  find  a 
cfrtAurTros  among  the  seven,  appointed  to  relieve  the  Apostles  from  the 
daily  ministration  of  alms.     In  ib.  viii.  o,  we  read  that  <E>tAi7T7ros  went 
down  to  a  city  of  Samaria  and  preached.     Now  as  there  is  nothing  to 
identify  this  part  of  the  narrative  with  what  went  before,  or  to  imply 
that  this  was  not  a  missionary  journey  of  one  of  the  Apostles,  distinct 

from  the  Stao-Tropa  from  which  they  were  excepted  above,  ver.  1,  it  is 
not  at  the  first  moment  obvious  which  Philip  is  meant.     It  is  true,  that 
intelligent  comparison  of  the  parts  of  the  narrative  makes  it  plain  to 
us  :    but  the  case  is  one  in  point,  as  shewing  that  St.  Luke  is  in  the 
habit  of  leaving  it    to   sucJi  comparison  to  decide,  and  not  of  inserting 
notices  at  the  mention  of  names,  to  prevent  mistake.     This  would  be 

much  more  in  the  practice  of  St.  John,  who  writes,  xiv.  22,  'louSas  ofy 
6  "Icr/capiamys  :  c£  also  xi.  2.     It  seems  then  that  the  practice  of  St.  Luke 
will  not  decide  for  us,   but  our  enquiry  must  still  be  founded  on  the 
merits  of  the  question  itself. 

7.  And  in  so  doing,  we  will  make  first  the  hypothesis  of  the  identity 

of  James  the  son  of  Alphseus  with  James  the  Lord's  brother.     Then, 
besides  the  great,  and  to  me  insuperable  difficulty  in  John  vi.  70  and 

vii.  5,  we  shall  have  the  following  circumstances  for  our  consideration  : 

(1)  In  Matt,  xxvii.  56,  and  Mark  xv.  40,  we  read  of  Mary  the  mother 
of  James  and  Joses  :  and  in  Mark,  the  epithet  rov  piKpov  is  attached  to 

ou.     Now  on  the  hypothesis  of  James,  the  brother  of  the  Lord, 
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being  identical  -with  tho  son  of  Alphseus,  there  were  four  such  sons, 
Matt.  xiii.  55  ;  James,  Joseph,  Simon,  and  Judas  :  and  of  these  four, 
two,  James  and  Judas,  were  Apostles.  So  that,  leaving  out  of  the 
question  for  the  moment  the  confusion  of  the  names  Joses  and  Joseph, 
we  should  thus  have  Mary  the  wife  of  Clopas  designated  as  the  mother 
of  James,  who  was  an  Apostle,  and  of  Joses,  who  was  not  an  Apostle, 
to  the  exclusion  of  her  son  Judas,  who  was  also  an  Apostle.  Is  not 
this,  to  say  the  least,  extremely  improhahle  ? 

8.  And  besides  this,  let  us  review  for  a  moment  the  epithet  TOU  jjujcpou, 

attached  to  'luKw/Joi;  by  St.  Mark.     Beyond  question,  at  the  time  when 
this  Gospel  was  written,  James  the  son  of  Zebedee  had  long  ago  fallen 

by  the  sword  of  Herod  9.     And  as  certainly,  at  this  time  James  the 
Lord's  brother  was  at  the  head  of  the  mother  church  at  Jerusalem,  one 
of  the  three  pillars  (Gal.  ii.  9)  of  the  Christian  body.      Was  it  likely 
that  at  such  a  time  (for  the  notice  and  epithet  is  one  whose  use  must 
be  sought  at  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the  Gospel,  not  at  that  of 
the  formation  of  the  apostolic  oral  history,  seeing  that  it  does  not  occur 

in  the   parallel  place    in   Matthew.)    the   epithet    roy   ju-iKpo-G  would  be 
attached  to  this  James  by  way  of  distinguishing  him  from  that  other, 
long  since  martyred  ?     Is  it  not  much  more  probable  that  the  epithet, 
for  whatever  reason,  was  attached  to  James  the  son  of  Alpbseus  to  dis- 

tinguish him  from  this  very  James  the  brother  of  the  Lord  ? 
9.  If  James  the  son  of  Alphseus,  the  Apostle,  were  the  head  of  the 

mother  church  at  Jerusalem,  and  a  man  of  such  distinction  among  the 

Jewish  Christians,  how  comes  it,  that  when  an  Apostle  of  the  circum- 
cision is  to  be  named,  over  against  St.  Paul,  St.  Peter,  and  not  he,  is 

dignified  by  that  title  ? 
10.  There    is    another  more  general  consideration,  which,  however 

much  it  may  be  disallowed  by  some,  yet  seems  to  me  not  without  weight. 
It  hardly  consists  with  the   mission  of  the  Twelve,  that  any  of  them 
should  be  settled  in  a  particular  spot,  as  the  president  or  Bishop  of  a 

local  church.     Even  granting  the  exceptional  character  of  the  Jeru- 
salem church,  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  the  apxwptcrfivTepos  there 

would  be  one  of  those  to  whom  it  was  said  Tropei^eVres  ets  rbv  /cooyxov 
Saravra  Kiqpv£aT€  TO  cvayyeXtov  Trday  rfj  KTICTZI  :  and  of  whom  all  that  we 
read  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  all  that  primitive  tradition  relates 
to  us,  assures  us  that  they  fulfilled  this  command. 

11.  If  we    compare    this    hypothesis  with    early  tradition,  its  first 
notices  present  us  with  a  difficulty.     Speaking  of  James  the  brother  of 
the  Lord,  Eusebius  (H.  E.  ii.  23)  says,  — 

ye  fjwjv   ra  KCLT  avrov   6  eHy»7crt7r7ros,  lirl  rfjs  wp&rrjs 
yeva/xcvos  StaSo^sr,  iv  TO> 

9  See  Prolegg.  Vol.  I.  cli.  iii.  §  iv. 
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Aeycov  tcrropct  TOV  TpOTrov    AtaSe^crat   oe  rrjv  €KK\rj(riav  /JLGTO,  TOOV  a,7ro- 

crroAcov  o  doeX^o?  TGI;  Kvpiov  'la/ccoySos,  6  6Vo/zacr$€is  TJTTO  Trcu/Tcoj/  SIKCHOS 
dTTO     TOW     TOV     KVplOV     "XpOVW    ̂ XPL     KO*     ">?/"•  WV.         €7T€t 

12.  This  passage  seems  most  plainly  to  preclude  all  idea  of  James  the 

Lord's  brother  being  one  of  the  Twelve.     However  we  understand  the 
not  very  perspicuous   words   /xera  TO>V  aTrocrroXwv  ;  whether  we  boldly 
suppose  with  Jerome,  on  account  of  the  verb  StaSe^crat,  that  they  are  a 
mistake  for  /^era  TO-US  cwrocrToAovs  (a  Suscepit  ecclesiam  Hierosolyma  post 
apostolos  frater  domini  Jacobus  :"   Catal.  Script.  Eccl.  2,  vol.  ii.  p.  829), 
or  take  them  as  they  stand,  and  as  is  most  likely  from  comparison  with 

St.   Paul's  narrative    in   Gal.  ii.,  —  of  joint   superintendence  with    the 
Apostles  ;  on  either,  or  any  view,  they  expressly  exclude  James  from 
the  number  of  the  Apostles  themselves  *. 

13.  And  entirely  consistent  with  this  is  the  frequently  misunderstood 
other  testimony  from  Hegesippus,  cited  by  Eusebius   (H.  E.  iv.  22)  :  — 

KOLi    jUL€TOL    TO     /XapTUpTjoTCXt    *J,OiK<J)]3oV  TOV   &LKCUOV    O>5     /Cat     6     KVplO<$    €7Ti    TO) 

a-uraJ  Xoyw,   TraXtv  6  £K   Oeiov  avrov   Sv/xecbv  6  TOV  KXcoTra 

CTTtCTKOTrOS"    OV  TTpQzOsVTQ   7Tai/T€9,    OJ/TO,   &V€.\]/IOV    TOV   KVpLOV 

The  straightforward  interpretation  of  which  passage  is,  that  "  after 
James  the  Just  had  been  martyred,  as  was  the  Lord  also  for  the  same 
cause,  next  was  appointed  bishop  Symeon,  the  son  of  Clopas,  the  off- 

spring of  his  (James's,  not  the  Lord's,  as  Lange  and  others  have  most 
unfairly  attempted  to  make  it  mean)  uncle,  whom  all  agreed  in  pre- 

ferring, being,  as  he  was,  second  of  the  cousins  of  the  Lord."  That  is, 
Joseph  and  Clopas  (Alpheeus)  being  brothers,  and  one  son  of  Alphseus, 
James,  being  an  Apostle,  his  next  brother  Syineon  (Joses  may  have 
been  dead  ere  this)  being  tlrus  dvei/aos  Kvpiov  Sci/repos,  and  born  e/c  TOV 

OtCov  avTov  ('IctKwySov),  succeeded  James  the  Just  in  the  bishopric  of 
Jerusalem.  I  submit  that  on  the  hypothesis  of  Symeon  being  James's 
own  brother,  such  a  sentence  is  simply  unaccountable. 

14.  It  is  true  that  in  this,  as  in  so  many  other  matters,  ancient  tradi- 

1  How  Lange,  in  his  article  in  Herzog's  Encyclopaedia,  can  cite  these  words  in  proof 

of  the  identity,  I  cannot  imagine.  This,  —  "besides  his  suppression  here  of  the  following 
^Trel  TroAAoi  'laKcaftoL  ̂ KaXovvro,  —  is  one  of  the  many  tokens  of  unfairness  which  appear 
in  that  specious  and  clever  article.  I  suhjoin  his  own  words  :  ̂ pegefippuS  fipnctyt 

flit  tie  Sbentttdt/  $ia8€x€rat  $*  TV  ̂ KK^rjcriav  /uera  T&V  airoa'r6\(ov  6  adeXtybs 
Kvpiov  *ia«ra>j8os.  ̂ terontymuS  uberfe^te  in  feinem  Catalog  falfctv  ̂ nad)  ben 

SKufinuS  uerbeferfe,  //mit  ben  TCpofteln."  (£r  ubernat)m  bie  fiettung  ber. 
Serufatem  mit  ben  2CpofWn.  ̂ )a§  |)eift,  er  iimtbe  nid)t  augf^Uefitdjet: 

S3tfd>of/  fonbern  ben  ftbrigen  7Cpo1leln  alS  TCpofieln  war  bie  5Dlttmr!uTtg  ber  5Ratur 
ber  ©a(ie  nad)  oorbc^alten.  ̂ Cl^  SStfdjof  wirb  er  son  ben  ̂ Cpofteln  unterfd^teben^ 
obfdjon  er  TCpojlel  ift/  [o  tt>ie  ̂ )etru§  alS  ̂ prec^er  »on  ben  TCpofteln  unterfdt)ieben  »irb/ 
Obfd^on  er  gU  i^)nen  gei)6rt,  2Cpg.  v.   29  (6  Tttrpos  real  ol  a,ir6crTO\oi).     Surely  any  one 
may  see  through  the  fallacy  of  this  last  citation,  as  compared  with  the  expression  in 
Hegesippus. 
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tioix  is  not  consistent  with  itself.     For  Euseb.  (H.  E.  ii.  1)  quotes  from 

the  Hypotyposeis  of  Clement  of  Alexandria — 

*IaKciS/5ci)  ra>  6\/cata>  /cat- 'Ia>dVj/27  Koi  Herpa)  /x-era  rrjv  aVacrracrtJ/  7rapeS<w/ce 

TT)T/  yvwcrfcv  6  Kvpios.  OVTOL  rots  XotTrots  aTrocrroXots  TrapeScd/cav.  ot  Se 

XotTrot  aTTocrroXot  rots  eftBo/ATJKOVTa,  toy  cts  ̂ v  *at  Bapm/3as.  Svo  Se 

yeyovacrtv  'la/cco/Sot,  ets  6  St/axtos,  6  /cara  ro9  Trrepvytov  /3Xr)@€ls  /cat  t5?ro 
Kvac^ews  fvXa>  TrX^yets  cts  6?avarov,  Krepcs  8e  6  /caparo/^#€t9. 

And    in   the    same   chapter    he   speaks   of  Clement   as    reporting   that 

Stephen  was  the  first  martyr  ?rpos  rwi/  KvpioKrovoiv, — 
TOT€  S^ra  /cat  "Idf/cw/^ov  r^v  TOI;  Kvptov  Xeyo/^evov  a$€\c/>6v,  ort  §77  /cat 

ovros  TOT)  *Iu>a-y<$>  ̂ vofjuacrro  Trats  ....  TOUTOT/  877  ovv  avrov  'laKcaySov, 

ov  /cat  Si/caiov  e7rlK\ijv  ot  WXat  St*  ap€T7}s  e/ccxXoi;^  Trporepij^ara,  Trpcorov 

tcrropoiJcrt  r-^5  ev  'lepocroXJ/xots  e/c/cXTycrtas  TOI/  r^s  eirrccr/coTr^s  ey^etpccr- 
^vat  Opovov. 

15.  Compare  with  this  Euseb.  H.  E.  i.  12  : — 
ermra   Se  <S<£$at   a-urov  *Ia/ca>^a)  ̂ crtV*  els  Se  /cal   otJro5  rai^  <p€po/J,lva)v 

rov  crttirfjpos  pa^roiv,  aXXa  /x-^v  /cat  dSeX<jSwv  ̂ v  : 
and  vii.  19  :  and  the  Apostolical  Constitutions,  ii.  55,  and  vi.  12,  14, 
where,  after  the  enumeration  of  the  Twelve  Apostles,  we  have  named — 

sIaK<jo/3os  re  6  TOU  KvpCov  <x8eXc/>&s  /cat  "lepocroXv/xcov  €7rtor/co7ros  *at  HaijXos 
6  rcov  l^v<Iov  StSacr/caXos. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  assumption  of  the  identity  encounters  several 
difficulties,  both  from  Scripture  itself  (even  supposing  the  crowning  one 
of  John  vii.  5  got  over),  and  from  primitive  tradition.  It  nevertheless 
became  very  prevalent,  as  soon  as  the  setting  in  of  asceticism  suggested 
the  hypothesis  of  the  perpetual  virginity  of  the  Mother  of  our  Lord. 
This  is  found  from  Jerome  downwards  ;  and  all  kinds  of  artificial  ex- 

planations of  the  relationship  of  the  brethren  to  our  Lord  have  been 
given,  to  escape  the  inference  from  the  simple  testimony  of  Holy 
Scripture,  that  they  were  veritably  children  of  Joseph  and  Mary, 
younger  than  our  Lord. 

16.  Let  us  now  follow  the  other  hypothesis,  that  James  the  brother 
of  the   Lord   and  James  the   son  of  Alpheeus  were  different  persons. 
Against  this,  many  objections  have  been  brought,  the  principal  of  which 
seems  to  be,  that  thus  we  have  so  considerable  a  repetition  of  names 
among  the  family  and  disciples  of  our  Lord.     But  this  cannot  on  any 
hypothesis  be  got  rid  of.     The  undoubted  facts  of  the  Gospel  history 
give  us  the  following  repetitions  of  names  : — 

(A)  We  have  under  the  name  SIMON,  (1)  Simon  Peter:  (2)  Simon 

Kwavatos  or  £17X0)1-779,  the  Apostle :  (3)  Simon,  the  brother  of  the  Lord, 
Matt.  xiii.  55 :  Mark  vi.  3  :  (4)  Simon,  the  father  of  Judas  Tscariot, 
Jpim  vi.  71  al. :  (5)  Simon  the  leper,  in  Bethany,  Matt.  xxvi.  6:  Mark 
:pv.  3  :  (6)  Simon  of  Cyrene,  who  bore  the  cross  after  our  Lord,  Matt, 
xxvii.  32||:  (7)  Simon  Magus:  (8)  Simon  the  tanner:  besides  (9) 
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Simon  the  Pharisee,  in   whose   house  our  Lord  was    anointed  by  the 
woman  who  was  a  sinner,  Luke  vii.  40. 

(B)  Under  the   name  JUDAS,  (1)  Judas  Lebbaeus  or  "la/cco/Sou,  the 
Apostle  :  (2)  (?)  Judas,  the  brother  of  the  Lord  :  (3)  Judas  Iscariot : 
(4)  Judas  Barsabas,  Acts  xv.  22  :  if  not  also  (5)  the  Apostle  Thomas, 

the  twin  (®o>juas  6  Kal  'lo-JSas,  Eus.  H*  E.  i.  13),  so  called  by  way  of 
distinction  from  the  two  other  Judases  among  the  Twelve. 

(C)  Under  the  name  MARY,  (1)  the  Mother  of  our  Lord  :  (2)  the 
mother  of  James  and  Joses,   Matt,  xxvii.  56  :  (3)  Mary  Magdalene  : 
(4)  Mary,  the  sister  of  Lazarus  :   (o)  Mary,  the  mother  of  John  Mark. 

17.  Besides  these,  we  have  (D)  at  least  four  under  the  name  JOSEPH, 
viz.   (1)  the  reputed  father   of  our   Lord,   (2)  Joseph  of  Arimathea : 
(3)  Joseph  Barnabas,  Acts  iv.  36  :  (4)  Joseph  Barsabas,  Acts  i.  23  :  if 
not  two  more,  a  brother  of  our  Lord,  Matt.  xiii.  55,  and  according  to 
some  MSS.,  a  son  of  Mary  and  brother  of  James,  Matt,  xxvii.  56. 

This  being  so,  it  really  is  somewhat  out  of  place  to  cry  out  upon  the 
supposed  multiplication  of  persons  bearing  the  same  name  in  the  N.  T. 

18.  The  improbability  of  there  being  in  each  family,  that  of  Joseph 
and  that  of  Alphoeus  (Clopas),  two  sets  of  four  brothers  bearing  the 

same  names,  is  created  by  assuming  the  supplement  of  "louSa?  9Ia/<oS/3ov 
Luke  vi.  16  and  Acts  i.  13,  to  be  dSeA<£os,  which,  to  say  the  least,  is  not 
necessary.     The  sons  of  Alphaeus  (except  Levi  (Matthew)  who  appears 
to  have  been  the  son  of  another  Alphseus,  but  has  been  most  unaccount- 

ably omitted   from  all  consideration  by  those  who  object  to  the  multi- 
plication of  those  bearing  the  same  name)  are  but  two,  James  the  less 

the  Apostle,  and  Joses.      We  have  not  the  least  trace  in  Scripture,  or 
even  in  tradition  rightly  understood,  indicating  that  Simon  Zelotes  was 
a  son  of  Alphseus.     What  is  the  improbability,  in  two  brethren  of  our 
Lord  bearing  the  same  names  as  two  of  their  cousins  ?     Cannot  almost 

every  widely-spread  family  even  among  ourselves,  where  names  are  not 

so  frequently  repeated,   furnish  examples  of  the    same  and  like  coin- 
cidences ? 

19.  No    safe    objection    can  be    brought    against  the  present  hypo- 

thesis  from    St.    Paul's    erepov   Se   ra>v    aTrocrroXcor   OVK    elSov  €t  //,?}  'Ia/cco- 
fBov  rov  aSt\<f>bv  rov  KvpCov,  Gal.  i.  19.      For  (1)  the  usage  of  the  word 

dTToo-roXo?  by  St.  Paul  is  not  confined  to  the  Twelve,  and  Christian 

antiquity  recognized   in  Paul  himself  and  this  very  James,  two  sup- 

plementaiy  Apostles  besides  the  Twelve  2  :  and  (2)  it  has  been  shewn  by 
Fritzsche,Neander,and  Winer,  and  must  be  evident  to  any  one  accustomed 

to  the  usage  of  ct  py  in  the  N.  T.,  that  it  need  not  necessarily  qualify 

ercpov  here,  but  may  just  as  well  refer  to  the  whole  preceding  clause s. 
2  See  the  citation  from  the  Apostolic  Constfc.  above,  par.  15. 
3  If  we  want  an  example  of  even  a  wider  use  of  et  fd},  we  have  it  in  the  same  chapter, 

ver.  7. 
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20.  The  objection  of  Lange  (Herzog's  Encyclop.  ut  supra)  that  it 

is  impossible  to  imagine  the    growth    of   an    apocryphal  Apostleship, 

by  the  side    of  that    founded  by    our    Lord,   entirely  vanishes    under 

a  right  view   of  the  circumstances    of  the  case.      There  would  be  no 

possibility,  on  Lange's  postulates,  of  including  St.  Paul  himself  among 

the  Apostles.       There  was  nothing  in  the    divine  proceeding  towards 

him,   which  indicated   that  he  was  to  bear  that  name  :    still  less  was 

there  any  thing  designating  Barnabas  as  another  Apostle,  properly  so 

called.       These  two,   011   account    of  their    importance    and    usefulness 

in  the  apostolic  work,  were  received  among  the  Apostles  as  of  apostolic 

dignity.     Why  may  'the  same  not  Lave  been  the  case,  with  a  person 
so  universally  noted  for  holiness  and  justice  as  James  the  brother  of the  Lord  ? 

21.  Again,  Lange  (ut  supra)   objects,  that   "real  Apostles  thus  alto- 
gether vanish    from  the  field    of  action,  and  are  superseded  by  other 

Apostles  introduced  afterwards.''     I  would  simply  ask,  what  can  bo  a 
more  accurate  description,  than  these  words   furnish,  of  the  character 

of  the  history  of  the  book  which  is  entitled  the  Acts  of  the  Ajiostles  ? 

Is  it  not,  in  the  main,  the  record   of  the    journey  ings   and  acts  of  a 

later  introduced  Apostle,  before  whom  the  work  of  the  other  Apostles 
is    cast    into  the  shade  ?      Besides,  what  do  we  know  of  the    actions 

of  any  of  the  Apostles,   except   (taking    even    Lange's  hypothesis)  of 
Peter,  James,  John,  and  James  the  son  of  Alphseus  ?      Where  shall 

we  seek  any  record   of  the  doings  of    St.   Matthew,    St.   Thomas,    St. 

Philip,   St.  Jude,   St.  Bartholomew,   St.  Andrew,   St.  Simon,  St.  Mat- 
thias ?      In  Acts  xv,  22,  an  Tou'Sa?  appears  as  an  avyp  fryovfuEVos  iv  rots 

a&A^ots  :  but  he  is  not  St.  Jude  the  Apostle.     In  Acts  viii.  we  hear 
much  of  the  missionary  work  of  <£wU7r7ros  :  but  he  is  not  St.  Philip  the 
Apostle. 

22.  It  seems  to  me  from  the    above  considerations,  far  the  more  pro- 

bable inference  from    Scriptural   and   traditional  data,  that  James  the 

brother  of  the  Lord,  the  Bishop   of  Jerusalem,  the  presumed  Author  of 

our  Epistle,  was  distinct  from    James  the  son  of  Alphoeus,  one  of  the 
Twelve   Apostles.      And    assuming  this,   I   shall   now  gather  up   the 
notices  which  we  find  of  this  remarkable  person. 

23.  It  is   certain,  from  John  vii.  3 — 5,  that  he  was  not  a  believer  in 
the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  at  the  period  of  His  ministry  there  indicated. 
And  from  our  Lord,  when  on  the  Cross,  commending  His  mother  to  the 
care  of  St.  John,  the  son  of  Zebedee,  and  probably  His  cousin  after  the 

flesh,  we  may  infer  that  neither  then  did  His  brethren  believe  on  Him. 
It  would  appear  however,  from  our  finding  them  expressly  mentioned 
in  Acts  i.  13,  as  assembled  in  the  upper  room  with  the  Apostles  and 
with  the   Mother  of  our  Lord,  and   the  believing  women,  that   they 
were  then  believers,  having  probably  been,  from  a  half-persuaded  and 
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wavering  faith,  fixed,  by  the  great  events  of  the  Passion  and  Resurrec- 
tion, in  a  conviction  of  the  divine  mission  of  Jesus. 

24.  And  of  these  the  Lord's  brethren,  let  us  now  fix  our  attention 
on  JAMES,  who  seems,  from  his  being  placed  first  in  the  enumeration, 
Matt.  xiii.  55  and  ||  Mark,  to  have  been  the  eldest  among  them. 

25.  The  character  which  we  have  of  him,  as  a  just  and  holy  man, 
must  in  all  probability  be  dated  from  before  his  conversion.    And  those 
who  believe  him  to  have  been  not  by  adoption  only,  but  by  actual  birth 

a    son  of  our  Lord's  parents,  will  trace  in  the  appellation  of  him  as 
Sucatos,  the  character  of  his  father  (Matt.  i.  19),  and  the  humble  faith 
and  obedience  of  his  mother  (Luke  i.  38).      That  the  members  of  such 
a  family  should  have  grown  up  just  and  holy  men,  is  the  result  which 
might  be  hoped  from  the  teaching  of  such  parents,  and  above  all  from 
the  presence  ever  among  them  of  the  spotless  and  bright  example  of 

Him,  of  whom  his  cousin  according  to  the  flesh,  yet  not  "knowing  Him 
to  be  the  Messiah,  could  say,  "  I  have  need  to  be  baptized  of  Thee " 
(Matt.  iii.  14). 

26.  The  absence  in  the  Holy  Family  of  that  pseudo-asceticism  which 
has    so   much    confused    the    traditions   respecting  them,   is  strikingly 

proved  by  the  notice,  furnished  by  St.  Paul  in  1  Cor.  ix.  5,  that"  "  the 
brethren  of  the  Lord  "  were  married  men.     At  the  same  time  there  can 

be  no  cloubt  from  the  general  character  of  St.  James's  Epistle,  and  from 
the  notices  of  tradition,  confirmed  as  they  are  by  the  narrative  in  the 
Acts,  ch.  xxi.  17  if.,  and  by  Gal.  ii.  11  if.,  that  he  was  in  other  matters 
a  strong  ascetic,  and  a  rigid  observer  of  the  ceremonial  Jewish  customs. 
In  the  testimony  of  Hegesippus,  quoted  by  Eus.  H.  E.  ii.  23,  we  read, 
ovros   IK   KOjtXias  //.Tjrpos   avrov  ayios  rjv.       divov  /cat   <rtK€pa  OUK   CTTLCV,  ovSe 

€/juf/vx<>v  c<£ay€.       £vpov  e?ri  rrjv  Ket^aX-qv  avrov  OVK   avl/B?],  eXaioi/  OVK  -^Xec- 
if/aro,    Kal  /3aXai/€ta>   OVK  e^pTyaaro.       rovra)  fcoVco   l£r)v   cts  ra  ayta   €t$t€j/cu. 

ovSe  yap   ep€ovV   ec^opet   dXXa  o~H/SoVas.       Kai  /z.oVos  cts^p^ero   €ts  rov  vaoV, 
rjVpi&KZTO    re    K€ljU€POS   €7Tt    TCHS  yOVCLCTl    Kat  alrOVjJL€VO$  VTTCp  TOV    \OiOV    OL<p€CTLV9 

a>5   a7recr/cX?7K€i/at  ra  yorara  avrov  SLKVJV   /ca/x^Xov,  SLOL  TO   det  Kdjju7rr€.LV  ITTL 

"yOW     TTpOSKWOVVTCt,     TO)     @€t0      KOL      alTftcrOcLL      Ct^CCTtl/     TW      XttO)      StO,      y€TOt      T^V 

^7rep/3oX^j/  r^s  StKatooruFryg  avrov  e/caXctro  Sticatos  Kal  a>^Xtas4.  And  with- 
out taking  all  this  as  literal  fact,  it  at  least  shews  us  the  character 

which  he  bore,  and  the  estimation  in  which  he  was  held. 
27.  That  such  a  person,  when  converted  to  the  faith  of  Jesus,  should 

have  very  soon  been  placed  in,  high  dignity  in  the  Jerusalem  church,  is 
not  to  be  wondered  at.      The  very  fact  of  that  church  being  in  some 
measure  a  continuation  of  the  apostolic  company,  would,  in  the  absence 
of  Him  who  had    been    its    centre   beforetime,  naturally  incline  their 
thoughts  towards  one  who  was  the  most  eminent  of  His  nearest  relatives 

4  On  the  interpretation  of  tliis  word,  which  is  quite  uncertain,  see  Suicer,  sub  voce, 
vol.  ii.  p.  1593. 
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according  to  the  flesh  :  and  the  strong  Judaistic  tendencies  of  that 

church  would  naturally  group  it  around  one  who  was  so  zealous  a  fautor of  the  Law. 

28.  This  his  pre-eminence  seems  to  have  been  fully  established  as 

early  as  the  imprisonment  of  St.  Peter,  Acts  xii. 6  :  i.  e.  about  A.D.  44  : 
which  would  allow  ample  time  for  the  reasonable  growth  in  estimation 

and  authority  of  one  whose  career  as  a  disciple  did  not  begin  till  the 

Ascension  of  our  Lord,  i.  e.  14  years  before  °. 
29.  From  this  time  onward,  James  is  introduced,  and  simply  by  this 

name,  as  the  president,  or  bishop,  of  the  church  at  Jerusalem.      In  the 

apostolic  council  in  Acts  xv.  (A.P.  50),  we  find  him  speaking  last,  after 
the  rest  had  done,  and  delivering,  with  his  cyo>  /cptVw  (ver.   19),  that 

opinion,  on  which  the  act  of  the  assembly  was  grounded.      On  St.  Paul 

reaching  Jerusalem  in  Acts  xxi.  (A.D.  58),  we  find  him,  on  the  day 

after  his  arrival,  entering  in  ?r/>os  'Ja/ca>/?ov  :  and  it  is  added  Travres  TG 

irapey&ovro  ot  irpc<r(3vr€pot,  :  shewing  that  the  visit  was  a  formal  one,  to 
a  man  in  authority. 

30.  Thenceforward  we  have  no  more  mention  of  James  in.  the  Acts. 

In  Gal.  i.  19,  St.  Paul  relates,  that  at  his  first  visit  to  Jerusalem  after 

his  conversion  he  saw  *Ia/cco/5ov  rov  dScA^w  TOT)  Kvpiov :  but  without  any 
mark,  unless  the  title  dorocrroXos,  there  given  him,  is  to  be  taken  as  such, 
that  he  had  then  the  pre-eminence  which  he  afterwards  enjoyed.      The 

date  of  this  visit  I  have  set  down  elsewhere  as  A.D.  40  7. 
3 1 .  In  the  same  apologetic  narrative  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians, 

St.  Paul  recounts  the  events,  as  far  as  they  were  germane  to  his  pur- 

pose, of  the  apostolic  council  in  Acts  xv.     And  here  we  find  James 

ranked  with  Cephas  and  John,  as  omJAoi  of  the  church.     At  some  shortly 

subsequent  time,  probably  in  the  end  of  A.r>.  50  or  the  beginning  of  51, 

we  find,  from  the  same  narrative  of  St.  Paul,  that  rtvc?  O.TTO  'laKufiov 
came  down  to  Antioch,  of  whose  Judaistic  strictness  Peter  being  afraid, 

prevaricated,   and   shrunk  back  from  asserting  his    Christian  liberty. 

This  speaks  for  the  influence  of  James,  as  it  does  also  for  its  tendency. 
32.  At  the  time  when  we  lose  sight  of  James  in  the  Acts  of  the 

Apostles,  he  would  be,  supposing  him  to  have  been  next  in  the  Holy 

Family  to  our  Blessed  Lord,  and  proceeding  on  the  necessarily  some- 

s  Thus — for  we  can  hardly  suppose  It  to  have  been  a  sudden  thing, — we  should  have 

it  already  subsisting  during  the  lifetime  of  the  greater  James,  the  son  of  Zebedee  :  one 

additional  argument  for  distinguishing  this  James  from  James  the  less,  the  son  of 
Alphseus. 

6  For  these  dates,  see  the  Chronological  Table  in  the  Prolegg.  to  the  Acts,  Vol.  II- 

It  has  been  objected,  that  it  would  be  unlikely  that  one  who  at  the  Ascension  was 
not  a  believer,  should  so  soon  after  be  found  in  the  dignity  of  an  Apostle.     But  the 

objectors  forget,  that  less  than  half  the  time  sufficed  to  raise  one,  who  long  after  the 

Ascension  was  "a  persecutor  and  injurious,"  to  the  same  dignity, 
7  See  the  Chronological  Table,  ut  supra. 96] 
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what  uncertain  8  inference  deducible  from  the  plain  sense  of  Matt.  i.  25, 
about  sixty  years  of  age. 

33.  From  this  time  we  are  left  to  seek  his  history  in  tradition.     We 
possess  an  account  in  Josephus  of  his  character  and  martyrdom.     In 

Antt.  xx.  9.  1,  we  read,  o^Ai/avos,  vo/xtcras  *X€LV   Katpov  ejrtr^Setoi/,  Sta  TO 
T€$i/aVat  rov  <&rj<rrov9  'AX/Jti/ov   Se  ert   fcaTa  Tryi/   oSov  VTrdpxzw*  /ca0t£ct   aw- 

/cptriov*  KOI  Trapayaycbv  €ts  avro  rov  6.SeX<f>ov  rov  'I^croO  rov 

ov,  'Ia/cco/3o5  oVo/x,a  avTa>,  /cat  Ttras  erepous,  cos  7rapaT/o/x77<rcxi/rwv 
oiTjcrd/JLevo^y  TrapeSco/ce  Xe.vo'O'qcrofjLei'Ovs. 

34.  Further  particulars  of  his  death  are  given  us  from  Hegesippus, 

by  Eusebius,  ut  supra,  H.  E.  ii.  23  :  but  they  do  not  seem  to.  tally  with 
the    above   account   in   Josephus.     According    to    Hegesippus,    whose 

narrative  is  full  of  strange   expressions,  and   savours   largely  of  the 

fabulous,  some  of  the  seven  sects  of  the  people  (see  Eus.  H.  E.  iv.  22) 

asked  James,  rts  fj  Ovpa.  rov  *Irjcrov  °.     And  by  his  preaching  to  them 
Jesus  as  the  Christ,  so  many  of  them  believed  on  Him,  that  TroXXGy  Kat 

TOW    dp^oWcov    7ricrrev6vru>Vy    rjv  &6pvj3o$    rcov   'lovSctteov    K.    ypa^arlo^v  K. 

<£apiorcu<ov   Xcyovrcov    ort   /civ8w€V€t   Tras    6    Aaos  "I^orow  TOV  xptcrrov   Trpos- 
So/cav.     On  this  they  invited  James  to   defcer  the  people  from    being 

thus  deceived,  standing  on  the  Trrcpwytov  rov  lepov  at  the  Passover,  that 
lie  might  be  seen  and  heard  by  all.     But,  the  story  proceeds,  when  he 

was  set  there,  and  appealed  to  by  them  to  undeceive  the  people,  he 

aTTCKpLvaro  <f><*>vfj  /AeyaArj  Tt  /*.€  CTrcpcorarc  Trept  *J.v}<rov  roG  vlov  TOV  av&pwirov  ,* 
/cat  avros  KaQyTat,  cv  rw  oupavw  IK  Sc^tco^  T^S  /xcyaX-^s  Swa/xccos,  icat  jmlXXci 
cpx^cr^at  cTTt  TCOV  ve^cXwv  ro9  ovpavov.     On  this,  many  were  confirmed 
in  their  belief,  and  glorified  God  for  his  testimony,  and  cried  Hosanna 
to  the  son  of  David.     Whereat  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  said  to  one 

another,    /ca/cois    €7ron50*ci/A€i/    roiavrrjv    /j^aprvpCav   Trapaar^pvTC'S    rw    'I^croir 
dXXa   dvay8avT€S  /cara)SaXa)ju.€i/  avrov,  tva    €f>o/37]0€VTes  prj  TncrTeuo-dxrw  avra>. 

/cat  €Kpa£av  Xeyovres^O  S,  feat  6  St/catos  cTrXa^^1);.      So  they  went  up,  and 

cast  him  down  :  and  said  to  one  another,  Xt^dVcojuev  "Ia/cajySov  TOV  StKatov. 
Kat  irjp^avro  XiOd&w  avrov^  6?r€t   Kara/SXyOels  OVK  aTriOavev,  dXXa  crTpa<^€ts 

WYJKC  TOL  yovara  Xcycov  IZapa/caXo)  /cvpte  ̂ €€  Trarep  d^>€$  avrots,  ov  yap  ot3acrt 
rt  7roto9crtv.     And  while  they  were  stoning  him,  a  priest,  one  of  the  sons 

of  Kechab,  cried  out,  Tt  Troten-e  ;    cv^Tat  vwlp  v/xSv  6  St/catos.      Kat  Xa/3u>v 

Tts   aTT*   avrcov   cts   TWV   icvat^cwv   TO  £vXov   ev   <S   d7T€7rt€^€  TO.   tyadVta,  ̂ V€yK€ 
KaTa  TT/S  K€<^aX^s  TOV   8t/caiW      Kat  ovrcos  e/Aaprvpiycrcr.      Kat  Waifrav  avrbv 
€V  T<3  T07TO),  Kttl  €Tl 

8  Because  there  were  also  sisters  of  our  Lord,  and  more  than  two,  or  the  word  7ra<reu 
could  not  have  been  used  of  them,  Matt.  xiii.  55. 

9  On  this  expression,  Valesius  says,  "  Ostium  hoc  loco  est  introductio  seu  institutio 
atque  initiafcio.     Ostium  igitur  Christ!  nihil  est  aliud  quam  fides  in  Deuin  Patrem  et 
Filiuin  et  Spiritum  Sanctum:"   &c.     But  this  seems  doubtful,  and  the  expression 
enigmatical. 
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35.  This  last  sentence  seems  wholly  inexplicable,  considering  that 

long  before  it  was  written  both  city  and  temple  were  destroyed.     And 

the  more  so,  as  Hegesippus  proceeds  to  say,  that  immediately  upon 

St.  James's  martyrdom,  Vespasian  formed  the  siege  of  the  city.     He 
adds,    ourco    S£    apa    $ai>//.a<Tios   TIS   rjv,    K<U   Trapa    TOLS    aXXots    aTracrtv    eTTt 

BiKaio&vvy    jSe/BoTtjTO    6    'Ia/cu>/3os,   a>s    KOI  TOI>S  'Jo-uScuW  €/J.<j>pova<s    So£a£aj> 
ravryv  etvou  rrjv  olriav  rfjs  Trapa^p-iJ/xa  /u,era  TO  jjiaprvpiov  avrov  TroXtop/aas 

TT/S  'lepowraX^/x,,   ̂ i/  6Y  oi;8€j>  erepov  CLVTOLS  o-v/JipYJvai,   -37  Sta  TO   KO.T*   CLVTOV 
ayo?.     And   he  quotes   from   Josephus,  ravra  Se   cru/>i/3e/3??K€i> 

KO,T"  €/c8iK77o~iv   'la/coi/Joi;  TO£    SLKOLLOV,    09   ̂ i/   aSeX^o 
Xeyo/^evot;    ̂ ptaToij'     cTretS^Trcp    StKaioTaTOv    avTov    ot   'louScuot 
but  no  such  passage  as  this  latter  is  now  found  in  Josephus. 

36.  The  character  of  St.  James  is  sufficiently  indicated  in  the  fore- 
going notices.     He  appears  to  have  been  a  strong  observer  of  the  law, 

moral  and  ceremonial  :  and  though  willing  to  recognize  the   hand  of 
God  in  the  G-entile  ministry  of  Paul  and  Barnabas,  to  have  remained 
himself  attached  to  the  purely  Judaistic  form  of  Christianity.     "  Had 
not,"  observes  Schaff  (Kirchengesch.  i.  p.  314),  "  a  Peter,  and  above  all 
a  Paul,  arisen  as  supplementary  to  James,  Christianity  would  perhaps 
never  have  become  entirely  emancipated  from  the  veil  of  Judaism  and 
asserted   its  own   independence.     Still  there  was  a  necessity  for   the 
ministry  of  James.     If  any  could  win  over  the  ancient  covenant  people, 
it  was  he.     It  pleased  God  to  set  so  high  an  example  of  O.  T.  piety  in 
its  purest  form  among  the  Jews,  to  make  conversion  to  the  gospel,  even 
at  the  eleventh  hour,  as  easy  as  possible  for  them.     But  when  they 
would  not  listen  to  the  voice  of  this  last  messenger  of  peace,  then  was 
the  measure  of  the  divine  patience  exhausted,  and  the  fearful  and  long- 
threatened  judgment  broke  forth.     And  thus  was  the  mission  of  James 
fulfilled.     He  was  not  to  outlive  the  destruction  of  the  holy  city  and 
the  temple.     According  to  Hegesippus,  he  was  martyred  in  the  year 
before  that  event,  viz.  A.D.  69." 

37.  According  to  the  above  hypothetical   calculation  (par.  32),  he 
would  ,be,  at  the  date  of  his  martyrdom,  about  71  years  of  age.     The 
various  particulars  of  his  connexion  with  our  present  Epistle  will  be 
found  in  the  following  sections. 

38.  The  literature  of  the  subject  treated  in  this  section  is  very  exten- 
sive.    I  may  refer  the  reader  to  the  Einleitungen  of  De  Wette,  Huther, 

and  Wiesinger  :  to  Lange's  art.  in  Herzog's  Encyclopadie  :  to  Gieseler's 
Kirchengeschichte,  i.  p.  89  ff.  :  to  SchafFs  do.  vol.  i.  §§  79,  80:  to 
Neander's  Pflanzung  u.  ILeitung,  p.  553  ff.  and  note  :  to  Schnecken- burger,  Annotatio  ad  Epist.  Jacobi,  p.  144  :  and  Davidson,  Introd,  to 
N.  T.,  vol.  iii,  p.  302  ff. 
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SECTION  II. 

FOR   WHAT    READERS    THE    EPISTLE    WAS    WRITTEN. 

1.  It  is  evident  from  the  contents  of  the  Epistle,  that  it  was  written 

for  Christian  readers.     The  Writer  calls  himself  xvpiov  'Irjo-ov  -^pLcrTov 
SovXos,  and  addresses  the  readers  throughout  as  his  d8eA<£ot.     In  ch.  i. 
18  he  says  that  God  has  begotten  us  (^£5)  by  the  word  of  truth:  in 
ch.  ii.  1  he  addresses  them  as  having  the  faith  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Lord 
of  glory  :  in  id.  ver.  7,  he  speaks  of  the  KaXbv  ovo/xa  by  which  they  were 
called :  and  in  ch.  v.  7,  he  exhorts  them  to  patience  on  the  ground  that 
the  coming  of  the  Lord  was  near.     Besides  which,  the  whole  passage, 
ch.  ii.  14,  proceeds  on  the  manifest  supposition  that  writer  and  readers 
had  one  and  the  same  faith. 

2.  At  the  same  time,  the  address  of  the  Epistle,  rats  ScoSe/ca  <f>vX<u$ 
TCUS  lv  777   Sia<T7rop£,  which  will  not  bear  a  spiritual  meaning,  but  only 
the  strictly  national  one,  quite  forbids  us  from  supposing  that  Christians 

in  general  were  in  the  Writer's  view.     Believing  Jews,  and  they  only, 
were  the  recipients  of  the  Epistle.     Not  the  words  of  the  address,  but 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  language  of  the  Epistle,  exclude 
those  who  did  not  believe. 

3.  This  Judaistic  direction  of  the  letter  is   evident  from  ch.  ii.  2, 

where  ovvayarrf  is  the  place  of  assembly :  from  ib.  19,  where  mono- 
theism is  brought  forward  as  the  central  point  of  faith  :  from  ch.  v.  12, 

where,  in  the  prohibition  of  swearing,  the  formulas  common  among  the 

Jews  are  introduced :  from  ib.  ver.  14,  where  anointing  with  oil  is  men- 
tioned.    And  not  only  so,  but,  all  the  ethical  errors  which  St.  James 

combats,  are  of  that  kind  which  may  be  referred  to  carnal  Judaism  as their  root. 

4.  Huther,  from  whom  I  have  taken  the  foregoing  paragraphs  of  this 

section,  remarks,  that  the  argument  against  faith  alone  without  works 

is  no  objection  to  the  last-mentioned  view,  but  is  rather  in  refutation  of 

this  same  Jewish  error,  which  was  but  the  successor  of  the  Pharisaical 

confidence  in  the  fact  of  possessing  the  law,  without  a  holy  life :  see 

Rom.  ii.  17  ff.  :  and  compare  Justin  Mart.  Dial.  §  141,  p.  231,  who  says 

of  the  Jews,  ol  Xtyovo-tv  STL  K&V  d/xa/moXol  Sou,  6cov  S£  yivcSovccoow,  o£  rf 

Xoy&nynu  dJrofc  tyapr&v.     There  is   indeed   no  trace  in  the  Epis
tle  of 

an  anxious  and  scrupulous  observance  of  the  Mosaic  ritual  011  the  part 

of  the  readers  :  but  this  may  be  because  in  the  main  on  this  point  the 

Writer  and  his  readers  were  agreed.     And  we  do  find  in  it  traces  of  an
 

erroneous  estimate  of  the  value  of  mere   <9p^o-Keia  (ch.  i.  22  ff.) :  and  a 
trace  of  fanatical  zeal  venting  itself  by  0^ 
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5.  The  situation  of  these  Judseo-Christian  churches  or  congregations, 
as  discernible  in  the  Epistle,  was  this.     They  were  tried  by  manifold 
trials,  ch.  i.  2.     We  are  hardly  justified  in  assuming  that  they  were 
entirely  made  up  of  poor,  on  account  of  ch.  ii.  6,  7 :  indeed  the  former 
verses  of  that  chapter  seem  to  shew,  that  rich  men  were  also  found 
among  them.     However,  this  probably  was  so  for  the  most  part,  and 
they  were  oppressed  and  dragged  before  the  judgment-seats  by  the  rich, 
which  trials  they  did  not  bear  with  that  patience  and  humility  which, 
might  have  been  expected  of  them  as  Christians,  nor  did  they  in  faith 
seek  wisdom  from  Grod  concerning  them :  but  regarded  Him  as  their 
tempter,  and  their  lowliness  as  shame,  paying  carnal  court  to  the  rich, 
and  despising  the  poor. 

6.  As  might  have  been  expected,  such  worldliness  of  spirit  gave  rise 
to    strifes    and    dissensions    among    them,    and    to    a   neglect    of  self- 
preservation  from  the  evil  in  the  world,  imagining  that  their  Christian, 
faith  would  suffice  to  save  them,  without  a  holy  life. 

7.  There  is  some  little  difficulty  in  assigning  a  proper  place  to  the 
rich  men  who  are  addressed  in  ch.  v.  1  £f.     They  can  hardly  have  been 
altogether  out  of  the  pale  of  the  Christian  body,  or  the  denunciations 
would  never  have  reached  them  at  all :  but  it  is  fair  to  suppose  that 
they  were  unworthy  professing  members  of  the  churches. 

8.  It  must  be  owned  that  the  general  state  of  the  churches  addressed, 
as  indicated  by  this  Epistle,  is  not  such  as  any  Christian  teacher  could 
look  on  with  satisfaction.     And  it  is  extremely  interesting  to  enquire, 
how  far  this  unsatisfactory   state  furnishes    us  with   any  clue  to  the 
date  of  our  Epistle :  an  enquiry  which  we  shall  follow  out  in  our  next 
section. 

9.  The   designation    &  TQ    Stao-Tropa  need  not   necessarily  limit  the 
readers  to  the  Jewish  churches  out  of  Palestine :  but  the  greater  cir- 

cumference may  include  the  lesser:  the  Stacmopd  may  be  vaguely  used, 
regarding  Jerusalem  as  the  centre;  and  as  inActsviii.  1,  where  we  read 

TrdvTtg  re  Siccnrdprjcrav  /caret  ras   ̂ ojpas  r^s  *Ioi;8atas  /cat  Sa/xapctas, — the 
exception   being   the    Apostles,    who   remained   in    Jerusalem, — may- 
comprehend  Palestine  itself. 

SECTION  in. 

THE    PLACE    AND    TIME    OF    WRITING. 

1.  As  regards  the  place  of  writing,  if  the  general  opinion  as  to  the 
author  be  assumed,  there  can  be  but  one  view.     His  fixed  residence,  and 100] 
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centre  of  influence,  was  JERUSALEM.  There  we  find  him,  at  every  date 
in  the  apostolic  period.  If  he  wrote  the  Epistle,  it  was  written  from 
the  holy  city. 

2.  And  with  this  the  character  of  the  Epistle  very  well  agrees.    Most 
of  the  Judaeo-Christians  addressed  in  it  would  be  in  the  habit  of  coming 
up  to  Jerusalem  from  time  to  time  to  the  feasts.     There  St.  James, 
though  at  a  distance,  might  become  well  acquainted  with  their  state  and 
temptations,  and  exercise  superintendence  over  them. 

3.  It  has  been  pointed  out  also a,  that  the  physical  notices  inserted  in 
the  Epistle  are  very  suitable  to  this  supposition.     The  Writer  appears 
to  have  written  not  far  from  the  sea  (ch.  i.  6 ;  iii.  4) :  it  was  a  land 
blessed  with  figs,  oil,  and  wine  (iii.  12).     Wide  as  these  notices  may  be, 
we  have  others  which  seem  to  come  nearer  to  Palestine.     Salt  and 
bitter  springs  are  familiar  to  him  (iii.  11,  12)  :  the  land  was  exposed  to 
drought,  and  was  under  anxiety  for  fear  of  failure  of  crops  for  want  of 
rain  (v.  17,  18)  :  it  was  burnt  up  quickly  by  a  hot  wind  (KCLVCTUV,  i.  11), 
which  is  a  name  not  only  belonging  to  West  Asia,  but  especially  known 

in  Palestine.     "  Another  phenomenon,"  says  Hug,  "  which  was  found 
where  the  Writer  was,  decides  for  that  locality  :  it  is,  the  former  and 
latter  rain,  which  he  names  -rrpwiftos  and  oi/a/xos,  ch.  v.  7,  as  they  were 
known  in  Palestine." 

4.  With  regard  to  the  date  of  the  Epistle,  opinions  are  more  divided. 
That  it  was  written  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  will  follow  as 
matter  of  course  from  what  has  already  been  said.     But  there  are  two 
other  termini,  with  reference  to  which  it   is  important  that  its  place 
should  be  assigned.     These  are  (1)  the  publication  of  the  doctrine  of 
St.  Paul  respecting  justification  by  faith  only  :  and  (2)  the  Apostolic 
council  in  Jerusalem  of  Acts  xv. 

5.  A  superficial  view  will  suggest,  that  it  cannot  be  till  after  the 
doctrine  of  justification  by  faith  had  been  spread  abroad,  that  ch.  ii.  14  if. 
can  have  been  written.     And  this  has  been  held  even  by  some,  whose 

treatment  of  the  Epistle  has  been  far  from  superficial2.     But  I  believe 
that  a  thorough  and  unbiassed  weighing  of  probabilities  will  lead  us  to 
an   opposite  conclusion.       It    seems  most   improbable   that,   supposing 
ch.  ii.  14  ff.  to  have  been  written  after  St.  Paul's  teaching  on  the  point 
was  known,  St.  James  should  have  made  no  allusion  either  to  St.  Paul 
rightly  understood,  or  to  St.  Paul  wrongly  understood.     Surely  such  a 
method  of  proceeding,  considering  what  strong  words  he  uses,  would  be, 
to  say  the  least,  very  ill-judged,  or  very  careless :  the  former,  if  he  only 

wished  to   prevent   an  erroneous    conception    of  the    great    Apostle's 
doctrine, — the  latter,  if  he  wished  to  put  himself  into  direct  antagonism 
with  it. 

1  By  Hug,  Einleitung,  edu.  4,  p.  438  f . 
2  c.  g-.  Wiesinger, 101] 
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6.  It  is  much  more  probable,  that  all  which  St.  James  says  respecting 
works  and  faith  has  respect  to  a  former  and  different  state  and  period  of 

the  controversy  :  when,  as  was  explained  above 3,  the  Jewish  Pharisaic 
notions  were  being  carried  into  the  adopted  belief  in  Christianity,  and 

the  danger  was  not,  as  afterwards,  of  a  Jewish  law-righteousness  being 
set  up,  antagonistic  to  the  righteousness  which  is  by  the  faith  of  Christ, 
but  of  a  Jewish  reliance  on  exclusive  purity  of  faith  superseding  the 
necessity  of  a  holy  life,  which  is  inseparably  bound  up  with  any  worthy 
holding  of  the  Christian  faith. 

7.  The  objection   brought  against  this  view  is,  that  the    examples 
adduced  by  St.  James  are  identical  with  those  which  we  find  in  the 
Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  and  even  in  that  to  the  Hebrews ;  and  that  they 
presuppose    acquaintance    with   those    writings.        But   we    may   well 
answer,  what  right  have  we  to  make  this,  any  more  than  the  converse 
assumption  ?     Or  rather,  for  I  do  not  believe  the  converse  to  be  any 
more    probable,    why    should    not    the    occurrence    of   these    common 
examples  have  been  due  in  both  cases  to  their  having  been  the  ordinary 
ones  cited  on  the  subject?     What  more  certain,  than  that  Abraham, 
the  father  of  the  faithful,  would  be  cited  in  any  dispute  on  the  validity 
of  faith  ?     What  more  probable   than  that   Rahab,  a  Canaanite,  and 

a  woman  of  loose  life,  who   became  sharer  of  the   security   of  God's 
people    simply    because    she  believed    God's    threatenings,    should    be 
exalted  into   an  instance  on  the  one   hand  that   even  a   contact  with 

Israel's  faith  sufficed  to  save,  and  that  the  Apostle  on  the  other  should 
shew  that  such  faith   was  not  mere  assent,  but  fruitful  in  practical 
consequences  ? 

8.  Again  it  is  urged  that,  owing  to  several  expressions  and  passages 
in  our  Epistle,  we  are  obliged  to  believe  that  St.  James  had  read  and 
used  the  Epistles  to  the  Romans  and  Galatians.      Wiesinger  says  that 
any  unbiassed  reader  will  see  in  ch.  i.  3  and  iv.  1,12,  allusions  to  Rom. 
v.  3;  vi.  13  ;  vii.  23  ;  viii.  7;  xiv.  4.     Of  these  certainly  the  first  is  a 
close  resemblance  :  but  that  in  the  others  is  faint,  and  the  connecting  of 
them  together  is   quite  fanciful.     And  even  where  close  resemblance 
exists,  if  the  nature  of  the  expressions  be  considered,  we  shall  see  how 
little   ground  there  is  for   ascribing  to  the  one  writer  any  necessary 
knowledge  of  the  other.     The  expressions  are,  TO  SoKfaiov  VJA&V  rJJs  TTICT- 
recos  KaT€pyd^€Tat  V7rop,ovrjv,  James   i.  3  :   ̂   6Xt\j/i$  virofjiov^v   Karcpya^erat, 
Horn.  v.  3.      Now  what  could  be  more  likely  than  that  a  Trio-ros  Aoyos 
like  this,  tending  to  console  the  primitive  believers   under  afflictions 
which  were  coeval  with  their  first  profession  of  the  Gospel,  should  have 
been  a  common-place  in  the  mouths  of  their  teachers  ?     And  accordingly 

we  find  a  portion  of  St.  James's  expression,  viz,  TO  SOKLJMOV  vp&v  TTJS 

*  §  ii.  4. 
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again  occurring  in  I  Pet.  i.   7  :  a  circumstance  which,  may  or 
may  not  indicate  an  acquaintance  with  the  contents  of  our  Epistle. 

9.  A  similar  inference  has  been  drawn  from  the  use  by  St.  James  of 

such   terms  as   BiKc/uova-Oat,  c/c  Trto-reco?,  c£  Ipycov  :    which,  it  is  urged,  no 
N.  T.  writer  except  St.  Paul,  or,  in  the  case  of  the  verb,   St.  Luke 
under  influence  of  St.  Paul,  has  used.      But  here  again  it  is  manifest 
that  the  inference  will  not  hold.      The  subject,  as  argued  by  St.  Paul, 
was  no  new  one,  but  had  long  been  in  the  thoughts  and  disputes  of  the 

primitive  believers4* 
10.  With  regard  to  the  other  question,  as  to  whether  our  Epistle  must 

be  dated  before  or  after  the  council  in  Acts  xv.,  one  consideration  is,  to 

my  mind,  decisive.     We  have  110  mention  in  it  of  any  controversy  re- 
specting the  ceremonial  observance  of  the  Jewish  law,  nor  any  allusion 

to  the  duties  of  the  Judseo-Christian  believers  in  this  respect.    Now  this 
certainly  could  not  have  been,  after  the  dispute  of  Acts  xv.  1  ff.     If  we 
compare  what  St.  Paul  relates  in  Gal.  ii.  11  ff.  (see  the  last  note)  of  the 

influence  of  certain  from  James,  and  the  narrative  of  Acts  xxi.  18  —  25, 
with  the  entire  absence  in  this  Epistle  of  all  notice  of  the  subjects  in 
question,  we  must,  I  think,  determine  that,  at  the  time  of  writing  the 
Epistle,  no  such  question  had  arisen.     The  obligation  of  observing  the 
Jewish  ceremonial  law  was  as  yet  confessed  among  Jewish  Christians, 
and  therefore  needed  no  enforcing. 

11.  But  here  again  various  objections  are  brought  against  assigning 
go  early  a  date  to  our  Epistle  as  before  the  Jerusalem  council,  princi- 

pally derived  from  the  supposed  difficulty  of  imagining  so  much  develop- 
ment at  that  time  in  the  Judreo-  Christian  congregations.     We  find,  it  is 

alleged,  irpeo-fivrcpoi  of  an  eK/cA^crta,  which  is  not  the  mere  Jewish  syna- 
gogue used  in  common  by  both,  but  a  regularly  organized  congrega- 

tion. 

12.  Now  we  may  fairly  say,  that  this  objection  is  unfounded.      The 
Christian  e/c/<A??cria  is  mentioned  by  our  Lord  Himself  in  Matt,  xviii.  17, 
and  was  so  easy  and  matter-of-course  a  successor  of  the  synagogue,  that 

it  would  be  sure  to  be  established,  wherever  there  was  a  Christian  com- 
munity.    We  find  that  the  different  varieties  of  Jews  had  their  separate 

synagogues,  Acts  vi.  9  :  and  the  establishment  of  a  separate  organization 

and  place  of  worship  would  be  the  obvious  and  immediate  consequence 

of  the  recognition  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  as  the  Messiah.     In  such  a  con- 
gregation, TrptorfivrcpoL  would  be  a  matter  of  course. 

13.  It  is  also  objected,  that  in  the  Epistle  the  readers  are  treated  as 

mature  in  the  belief  and  doctrines  of  the  Gospel  :  that  it  exhorts,  but 

does  not  teach  5.      Witness,  it  is  said,  the  allusions  to  their  knowledge, 

4  As  a  proof  of  tins,  see  GaL  ii.  16,  a  speech  which  was  made  certainly  a  very  shorfc 

time  after  the  council  in  A.P.  50,  and  in  consequence  of  a  message  from  James. 

5  Wiesinger,  p.  38. 103J 
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and  exhortations  to  perfection,  ch.  i.  3  ;  iii.  1  ;  iv.  1.  But  in  those  pas- 
sages there  is  nothing  which  might  not  well  apply  to  the  primitive 

Jewish  believers  :  nothing  which,  from  their  knowledge  of  the  O.  T., 
and  of  the  moral  teaching  of  our  Lord,  they  might  not  well  have  been 
aware  of. 

14.  Yet  again  it  is  said,  that  the  character  of  the  faults  here  stigma- 
tized in  the  Christian  congregations  is  such  as  to  require  a  considerable 

period  for  their  development  ° :  that  they  are  those  which  arise  from 
relaxation  of  the  moral  energy  with  which  we  must  suppose  the  first 
Jewish  converts  to  have  received  the  Gospel.      In  answer  to  this,  we 
may  point  to  the  length  of  time  which  may  well  be  allowed  as  having 
elapsed  between  the  first  Pentecost   sermon    and  the  time  of  writing 
the  Epistle,  and  to  the  rapidity  of  the  dissemination  of  practical  error, 
and  the  progress  of  moral  deterioration,  when  once  set  in.      We  may 
also  remind  the  reader  of  the  state  of  the  Jewish  church  and  the  heathen 
world  around,  as  shewing  that  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  all  these 
evils  sprung  up  within  the  Christian  communities  themselves  :    rather 
we  may   say,  that  the   seed  fell   on  soil  in  which   these   thorns  were 
already  sown, — and  that,  even  conceding  the  position  above  assumed, 
§  i.  1,  a  very  short  time, — less  than  the  20  years  which  elapsed  be- 

tween the  first   Pentecost   and    the   Jerusalem    council, — would   have 
sufficed  for  the  growth  of  any  such  errors  as  we  find  stigmatized  in  this 
Epistle, 

15.  "Where,"  asks  Wiesinger,  "shall  we  look  for  the  Judaeo- Chris- 
tian churches  out  of  Palestine,  which  will  satisfy  the  postulates  of  the 

Epistle  ?"     I  answer,  in  the  notice  of  Acts  ii.  5 — 11,  in  following  out 
which,  we  must  believe  that  Christian  churches  of  the  dispersion  were 
very  widely  founded  at  a  date  immediately  following  the  great  outpour- 

ing of  the  Spirit.     Such  a  persuasion  does  not  compel  us  to  believe  that 
our  Epistle  was  addressed  principally  to  the  church  at  Antioch,  or  to 
those  in  Syria  and  Cilicia,  but  leaves  the  address  of  it  in  all  the  extent 
of  its  own  words,  rats  5w8e/ca  <£iAats  raig  iv  rrj  SiacrTropa. 

16.  The  notice  of  Acts  xi.  19  ff.,  will  amply  provide  for  such  Chris- 
tian congregations,  consisting  mainly  or  entirely  of  Jewish  believers, 

as  the  purposes  of  this  Epistle  require.      And  that  notice  may  surely  be 
regarded  as  a  record  of  that  taking  place  with  increased  energy  nearer 
home,  which  must  have  been  long  going  on  far  and  wide  owing  to  the 
agency  of  the  first  Pentecostal  believers.     We  find  traces  of  this  in  the 
first  missionary  journey  of  Paul  and  Barnabas,  where  in  several  cases 
we  have,  besides  the  new  converts   made,  an  implied   background  of 
jxa&TTcu,  naturally  consisting  mainly  of  Jews  ;    and  it  appears  to  have 
been  at  and  by  this  visit  chiefiy  that  the  enmity  of  the  Jews  every 

6  Wiesinger,  ufc  supra. 104] 
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where  against  the  Gentile  converts,  and  against  the  Gospel  as  admitting 
them,  was  first  stirred  up. 

17.  These  things  being  considered,  I  cannot  agree  with  Wiesinger 
and  Schrnid  in  placing  our  Epistle  late  in  the  first  age  of  the  church  ; 
but  should,  with  the  majority  of  recent  Commentators,  and  historians, 
including  Schneckenburger,  Theile,  Neander,  Thiersch,  Hofmann,  and 
SchafF,  place  it  before,  perhaps  not  long  before,  the  Jerusalem  council  : 
somewhere,  it  may  be,  about  the  year  45  A,D. 

SECTION  IV. 

OBJECT,  CONTENTS,  ANB  STYLE. 

1.  The  object  of  the  Epistle  has  been  already  partially  indicated,  in 
treatiDg  of  its   readers.     It  was  ethical,  rather  than  didactic.     They 
had  fallen  into    many  faults  incident  to  their  character  and  position. 
Their  outward  trials  were  not  producing  in  them  that  confirmation  of 
faith,  and  that  stedfastness,  for  which  they  were  sent,  but  they  were 
deteriorating,  instead  of  improving,  under  them.     St.  James  therefore 
wrote  this  hortatory  and  minatory  Epistle,  to  bring  them  to  a  sense  of 
their  Christian  state  under  the  Father  of  wisdom  and  the  Lord  of  glory, 
subjects  as  they  were  of  the  perfect  law  of  liberty,  new-begotten  by  the 
divine   word,   married  unto   Christ,   and  waiting  in  patience   for  His 
advent  to  judgment. 

2.  The   letter  is   full   of  earnestness,  plain  speaking,  holy  severity. 

The  brother  of  Him  who  opened  His  teaching  -with  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount,  seems  to  have  deeply  imbibed  the  words  and  maxims  of  it,  as 
the  law  of  Christian  morals.     The  characteristic  of  his  readers  was  the 

lack  of  living  faith:  the  falling  asunder,  as  it  has  been  well  called7, 
of  knowledge  and  action,  of  head  and  heart.     And  no  portion  of  the 
divine  teaching  could  be  better  calculated  to  sound  the  depths  of  the 
treacherous  and  disloyal  heart,  than  this  first  exposition  by  our  Lord, 
who  knew  the  heart,  of  the  difference  between  the  old  law,  in  its  exter- 

nality, and  the  searching  spiritual  law  of  the  gospel8. 

7  Wiesinger,  Einleitung,  p.  42. 
8  The  connexion  between  our  Epistle  and  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  has  often  been 

noticed :  and  the  principal  parallels  will  be  found  pointed  out  in  the  reft",  and  com- 
mentary,    I  subjoin  a  list  of  them :  ch.  i.  2,  Matt.  v.  10—12 ;  ch.  i.  4,  Matt.  v.  48 ; 

ch.  i.  5  and  v.  15,  Matt.  vii.  7  ff. ;  ch.  i.  9,  Matt.  v.  3 ;  ch.  i.  20,  Matt.  v.  22  ,*  ch.  ii.  13, 
Matt.  vi.  14, 15  and  v.  7j  ch.  ii.  14  ff,  Matt.  vii.  21  ff.;  ch.  iii.  17,  18,  Matt.  v.  9  ; 
ch.  iv.  4,  Matt,  yi,  24;  ch.  iv.  10,  Matt.  v.  3,  4;  ch.  iv.  11,  Matt.  vii.  1  f.;  ch.  v.  2, 105] 
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3.  The  main  theme  of  the  Epistle  may  be  described  as  being  the 

dviflD  re'Aeto?,   in   the   perfection  of  the   Christian  life  :    the  Troths  rov 

vo>o-u  reXec'ou  :  and  his  state  and  duties  are  described  and  enforced,  nofc 

in  the  abstract,  but  in  a  multitude  of  living  connexions  and  circum- 
stances of  actual  life,  as  might   suit   the  temptations  and  necessities 

of  the  readers. 

4.  St.  James  begins  by  a  reference  to  their  ireipaoyxoi,  exhorting  them 

to  consider  them  matter  of  joy,  as  sent  for  the  trial  of  their  faith  and 

accomplishment  of  their  perfection,  which  must  be  carried  on  in  faith, 

and  prayer   to  God  for  wisdom,  without   doubt  and  wavering.   ̂   The 

worldly  rich  are  in  fact  not  the  happy,  but  the  subject  of  God's  judg- ment :  the  humble  and  enduring  is  he  to  whom  the  crown  of  life  is 

promised  (ch.  i.  1 — 12). 
5.  Then  he  comes  to  treat  of  a  7mpa£eo-#ai  which  is  not  from  God, 

but  from  their  own  lusts.     God  on  the  contrary  is  the  Author  of  every 

good  and  perfect  gift,  as  especially  of  their  new  birth  by  the  word  of 
His  truth.     The  inference  from  this  is  that,  seeing  they  have  their  evil 

from  themselves,  but  their  good  from  Him,  they  should  be   eager  to 

hear,  but  slow  to  speak  and  slow  to  wrath,  receiving  the  word  in  meek- 

ness, being  thoroughly  penetrated  with  its  influence,  in  deed  and  word, 

not  paying  to  God  the  vain  tf/^oWa  of  outward  conformity  only,  but 
that  of  acts  of  holy  charity  and  a  spotless  life. 

6.  The  second  chapter  introduces  the  mention  of  their  special  faults  : 

and  as  intimately  connected  with  ch.  i.  27,  first  that  of  respect  of  per- 
sons in  regard  of  worldly  wealth  (ii.  1—13)  ;  and  then  that  of  supposing 

a  bare  assensive  faith  sufficient  for  salvation  without  its  living  fruits  in 

a  holy  life  (ii.  14 — 26).     Next,  the  exhortation  of  ch.  i.  19,  "slow  to 

speak,  slow  to  wrath/'  is  again  taken  up,  and  in  ch.  iii.  1 — 18,  these 
two  particulars  are  treated,  in  the  duties  of  curbing  the  tongue  and  the 
contentious  temper. 

7.  This  last  leads  naturally  on  in  ch.  iv.  1 — 12  to  the  detection  of  the 
real  source  of  all  contention  and  strife,  viz.  in  their  lusts,  inflamed  by 
the  solicitations  of  the  devil.     These  solicitations  they  are  to  resist,  by 

penitence  before  God,  and  by  curbing  their  proud   and   uncharitable 

judgments.     Then  he  turns  (iv.  13 — v.  6)  to  those  who  live  in  their 
pride  and  worldliness,  in  assumed  independence  on  God,  and  severely 

reproves  the  rich  for  their  oppression  and  defrauding  of  the  poor,  warn- 
ing them  of  a  day  of  retribution  at  hand. 

8.  Then,  after  an  earnest  exhortation  to  patient  endurance  (ch.  v.  7 — 

11)  and  to  abstain  from  words  of  hasty  profanity  (v.  12),  he  takes  occa- 

Mutt.  vi.  19;  ch.  v.  10,  Matt.  v.  12;  ch.  v.  12,  Matt,  v.  33  ff.;  and  from  other  dis- 
courses of  our  Lord,  ch.  i.  14,  Matfc.  xv.  19;  ch.  iv.  12,  Matt.  x.  28.     Compare  also 

the  places  where  the  rich  are  denounced  with  Luke  vi.  24  IF. 106] 
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sion  in  prescribing  to  them  what  to  do  in  adversity,  prosperity,  and  sick- 
ness, and  as  to  mutual  confession  of  sin,  to  extol  the  efficacy  of  prayer 

(v.  13 — 18),  and  ends  with  pronouncing  the  blessedness  of  turning  a 
sinner  from  the  error  of  his  way. 

9.  The  character  of  the  Epistle  is  thus  a  mixed  one :  consolatory  and 
hortatory  for  the  believing  brethren;  earnest,  minatory,  and  polemical, 
against  those  who  disgraced  their  Christian  profession  by  practical  error. 

Even  in  ch.  ii.  14 — 26,  where  alone  the  Writer  seems  to  be  combating 
doctrinal  error,  all  his  contention  is  rather  in  the  realm  of  practice  :  he 
is  more  anxious  to  shew  that  justification  cannot  be  brought  about  by  a 
kind  of  faith  which  is  destitute  of  the  practical  fruits  of  a  Christian  life, 
than  to  trace  the  ultimate  ground,  theologically  speaking,  of  justification 
in  the  sight  of  God. 

10.  As  regards  the  style  and  diction  of  our  Epistle,  Huther  has  well 

described  it  as  being  "not  only  fresh  and  vivid,  the  immediate  out- 
flowing of  a  deep  and  earnest  spirit,  but  at  the  same  time  sententious, 

and  rich  in  graphic  figure.     Gnome  follows  after  gnome,  and  the  dis-. 
course  hastens  from  one  similitude  to  another  :  so  that  the  diction  often 

passes  into  the  poetical,  and  in  some  parts  is  like  that  of  the  O.  T. 
prophets.     We  do  not  find  logical  connexion,  like  that  in  St.  Paul  :  but 
the  thoughts  arrange  themselves  in  single  groups,  which  are  strongly 
marked  off  from  one  another.     We  every  where  see  that  the  author 
has  his  object  clearly  in  sight,  and  puts  it  forth  with  graphic  concrete- 
ness.      Strong  feelings,  as  Kern  remarks,  produce  strong  diction  :  and 
the  style  acquires  emphasis  and  majesty  by  the  climax  of  thoughts  and 
words  ever  regularly  and  rhetorically  arrived  at,  and  by  the  constantly 

occurring  antithesis." 
11.  The  introduction  and  putting  forth  of  the  thoughts  also  is  pecu- 

liar.    "  The  Writer  ever  goes  at  once  in  res  medias  ;  and  with  the  first 
sentence  which  begins  a  section, — usually  an  interrogative  or  imperative 
one, — says  out  at  once  fully  and  entirely  that  which  he  has  in  his  heart : 
so  that  in  almost  every  case  the  first  words  of  each  section  might  serve 
as  a  title  for  it.     The  further  development  of  the  thought  then  is  regres- 

sive, explaining  and  grounding  the  preceding  sentence,  and  concludes 
with    a    comprehensive    sentence,   recapitulating    that  with  which   he 

began9," 12.  The  Greek  of  our  Epistle  is  peculiar.     It  is  comparatively  free 
from  Hebraisms  ;  the  words  are  weighty  and  expressive  :  the  construc- 

tions for  the  most  part  those  found  in  the  purer  Greek.     It  does  not 
sound,  in  reading,  like  the  rest  of  the  N.  T.     There  is  only  a  slight  link 
or  two,   connecting  the  speech  of  James  in  Acts  xv.  with  it,  which 
serves  somewhat  to  identify  its  language  with  that.      Such  is  d/covo-are, 

9  Wiesinger,  Einl.  p.  44. 107] 
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i  fjiov  ayairyjrot,  ch,  ii.  59  compared  with.  avop€<$  dSeA^ot,  d/covcrare 
Acts  xv.  13.  We  trace  his  hand  also  in  the  only  two  places 

where  in  a  Christian  Epistle  the  ordinary  Greek  greeting  xatptw  occurs, 
Acts  xv.  23  :  James  i.  1.  The  Greek  style  of  this  Epistle  must  ever 
remain,  considering  the  native  place  and  position  of  its  Writer,  one  of 

those  difficulties,  with  which  it  is  impossible  for  us  now  to  deal  satisfac- 
torily. 

SECTION  V. 

ITS  GENUINENESS,  AND  PLACE  IN  THE  CANON. 

1.  The  previous  enquiry,  in   §  i.,  regarding  the  authorship  of  our 
Epistle,  proceeded  ex  concesso,  assuming  that  the  commonly  received 
superscription   rightly   designates    the  Epistle  as  the   work   of  some 
apostolic  person  bearing  the  name  of  James.     It  remains  for  us  now  to 
enquire,  how  far  such  an  assumption  is  justified. 

2.  And  here  we  have  before  us  a  question,  not  easily  settled,  and  on 
which,  both  the  ancients  and  moderns  have  been  much  divided.     The 

sum  of  ancient  testimony  is  as  follows  : 
3.  The  intimate  connexion  admitted  to  subsist  between  it  and  the 

First  Epistle  of  St.  Peter,  while  it  is  valueless  as  an  evidence  of  priority 
on  either  side,  may  fairly  be  taken  into  account  as  an  element  in  our 

enquiry1.     The  places  cited  in  the  note  cannot  be  for  a  moment  fairly 
called  imitations.     The  case  stands  much  as  that  between  the  common 

passages  in  2  Peter  and  Jude.     It  may  legitimately  be  supposed,  that 
the  writers  of  the  two  Epistles  were  accustomed  to  hold   the   same 

language  and  exhort  much  in  the  same  strains — were  employed  in  the 
apostolic  work  together  :  and  that  thus  portions  of  that  teaching  in  the 
Spirit,  which  they  had  long  carried  on  in  common  at  Jerusalem,  found 

their  way  into  their  writings  also.     I  cannot  but  regard  this  circum- 
stance  as  a  weighty   evidence  for  the   Epistle  being  written   in   the 

apostolic  age,  and  by  one  who  was  St.  Peter's  friend  and  companion  at 
Jerusalem  in  its  earlier  periods. 

4.  If  this  were  so,  it  surprises  us  to  iind  the  Epistle  so  little  used  or 
referred  to  by  the  Apostolic  Fathers.     Several  more  or  less  distant  and 
uncertain  allusions  have  been  pointed  out  in  the  writings  of  Clement  of 

1  Compare  especially  James  i.  2  f.  with  1  Pet.  i.  6,  7 ;  James  i.  10  f.  with  1  Pefc.  i. 
24 ;  Jaines  i.  21  with  1  Pet.  ii.  1  f. ;  James  iv.  6,  10  with  1  Pet.  v.  5  f. ;  James  v.  20 
with  1  Pet.  iv.  8. 108] 
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Rome  2,  Hermas  3,  and  Irenaeus  4.  Of  these  tlie  two  former  are  very 
doubtful  indeed  :  the  latter  would  seem  as  if  Irenaeus  was  acquainted 
with  our  Epistle,  seeing  that  two  particulars,  not  conjoined,  and  one  of 

them  not  perhaps  even  mentioned  by  the  LXX  6,  are  coupled  by  him  as 
they  are  in  this  Epistle.  Still  we  must  remember  that  for  this  citation 
we  have  not  the  Greek  of  Irenaeus,  but  only  his  Latin  interpreter. 

5.  It  is  difficult  to  believe,  notwithstanding  the  precariousness  of  the 
phrases  cited  to  prove  it,  but  that  Hermas  was  acquainted  with  our 
Epistle.  The  whole  cast  of  some  passages  resembles  its  tone  and  tenor 
exceedingly.  Cf.  especially  lib.  ii.  Mandate  ix.  p.  836,  where  he  treats 
of  Suf/vx^*  ai*<l  ia  fact  expands  the  thoughts  and  words  of  St.  James  : 

apov  d-zro  (Tov  T*f]v  Sii/or^uxVj  KCU  ju.r/Sevos  0X0)9  Sti/or^o^S,  <UTiJcracr$cu  own? 

Oeov  ....  OVK  am  yap  6  0eos  a>s  ol  aj/0pa>7rot  /xi^o-iKa/cowreg,  aXX* 
auras  a.jp^vrjfjiK.a.KQ'S  ecrrt  /ecu  <T7rXay^v6^€rat  CTT!  T^V  TTOITJ&IV  avrou  .... 

cai/  S£  Stcrracn^s  kv  rfj  Kap$ia  erou,  o-uScv  ov  fjiij  \ri\frr}  rah/  amy/xarw  crou. 

ol  yap  oWra^ovres  cts  rov  $eov,  o&rot  ctcrtv  tu<>  Sti/^^ot,  /cat  o^Sev  oXcos 

Xa/x/?dVoi?cn  rcov  atT^/jtara)!/  avrcov.  ot  <§€  oXorcXcTs  oi/rcs  Ii/  T]J 

Trcxi/ra  atrovvrat,  TrcTrot^ore?  CTTI  TOV  Oeov,  KCLL  Xa^c^avovcrtv,  ort 

ro)s  atrowrat,  ft^Sev  St^-uxowres.  Tras  yap  St^v^os  dv^p,  ear  yu/*) 

Compare  this  with  our  ch.  i.  5  —  7,  and  it  is  hardly  possible  to  believe 
the  two  entirely  independent  of  one  another. 

6.  The  first  Father  who  has  expressly  cited  the  Epistle  is  Origen. 

In  his  Comm.  in  Joan.  torn.  xix.  6,  vol.  iv.  p.  306,  we  i^ead  — 
eav   yap   Xeyr/rat   ju/ev   7rtcrT6s,    ̂ capts    Sc    cpywv  Tvy^av^j    vcicpa  ivrw  rj 

TOLavrrj)  a>s  ev  rrj  <p€pofJL€vrj  "laKto^oi;  cTrtcrToX-jJ 
Cf.  also  Selecta  in  Exodum,  vol.  ii.  p.  124,  Sib 

owmpao-Tos  ccrri  KaKcov,  James  i.  13.  And  in  several  places  in  Rufiuus's 
Latin  version  we  have  citations,  as  e.  g.  in  the  Homil.  viii.  4  on  Exod. 

ib.  p.  1  58,  "  Sed  et  apostolus  Jacobus  dicit  :"  see  also  Horn.  ii.  4  on 
Levit.  ib.  p.  191,  "  ita  eiiim  dicit  scriptura  diviiia:  Qui  converti  fecerit 
peccatorem,  &c.,"  James  v.  20  :  and  again  in  the  same  section,  "  illud 
quod  Jacobus  apostolus  dicit,"  and  ib.  pp.  251,  255,  340. 

7.  Eusebius  (H.  E.  iii.  25)  says  — 

T&V  8*  aVrtXeyo/ACFcov,  yi/copt/itov    8*  ovv  O/ACOS  rots  TroXXoTs,  "^ 

2  Ep.  i.  ad  Cor.  c.  10,  p.  228,  'A/Spafy*.  6  <j>l\os  irposayopevQels  TTKTT^S 
avT^y  bir-fiKoov  y€v4(r6at.  roiy  ̂ acri  rov  6€ov  :    cf.  James  ii.  21,  23.      Ib.  c.  12,  p.  232, 

Sxcfc  irla-rLV  K.  QiXo&viav  IO-^T?  'Paa^  ̂   ir6pvn  •  cf-  James  ii.  25. 
3  ii.  Mand.  xii.   5,  Migne,  Patr,  Gr.  vol.  ii.  p.  949,  Sfoarai  6  SiccjSoAos  iroXcucrar 

KaTairaXaT<rai     5^    ov    Sfoarai.'     fai'    ofiv    frvrurrfis    afrrdV,    viKrjdels    ̂ >ci5|6Tai    aTrb    croD 
KaTr)<rxvf*>!*Gi'os  ;  cf.  James  iv.  7. 

4'  Hser.  iv.  16.  2,  p.  246,  "  Abraham  .....  credidit  Deo,  et  reputatum  est  illi  ad 
justitiam,  et  amicus  Dei  vocatus  est  :"  cf  James  ii.  23. 

5  See  note  in  loc.,  Jainets  ii.  23. 109] 
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9Ia/coS/3oi»    (^eperat   /cat  rj  'louSa,  rj   re   Uerpov   Seurepa   eTrtcrroXT;,  /cat  17 

Se-urepa   /cat   rpiTTj   'laxxvi/ot;,  etre  rou  ewyyeXtoTOu  Tiry^a- 
etre  /cat  erepou  6//cctW^cou  e/cecVw. 

And  again  in  H.  E.  ii.  23,  after  relating  the  death  of  St.  James,  he 

says  — 
TOiavra  /cat  ret  Kara  rov  *Ia/co)/3oi/j  01)  77  Trpwrr)  rcov  oj/OyLtafo/xei^wv  KaOo- 

XiKwv  €7rt£rroXa»'  et^at  Xeyerar  tcrre'ov  Se  a>?  vo^e-uerat  /ACV  ou  TroXXot 

yow  TOJV  TraXatojy  aurr/s  e/xi/^/^oi/eiJiTav,  009  owSc  r^5  Xcyo/xcy^g  'Ioi;Sa, 
/xtas  /cat  avTrjs  ovcn]$  raiv  OTTO.  Xeyojuei/ov  Ka^oXt/cwv.  o/xcos  Sc  tayxev 

Acat  rauras  /zera  raiy  Xoivraiv  ei/  7rX^6crrat9  Se^/x-ocrte^/xevas  e/c/cX^o-tats. 

In  this  passage  it  can  hardly  be  that  j/o#everat  expresses  Eusebius's  own 
opinion  as  to  the  fact  —  "  it  is  spurious  :"  but  it  simply  announces  the 
fact,  that  "  ̂   zs  accounted  spurious" 

8.  In  H.  E.  vi.  14,  Eusebins  says  of  Clement  of  Alexandria  — 
Iv  Sc  TCLLS  vTTOTVTT&crzo'L,  £vV€\6vTCL  ctTTCti/,  Trdtcr^s  Try?  li/SLa^^fcou  ypa<f>fj<s 

€n"tT€r/A77/xeVas  irenrofyrai  8t7;y7}cr€69,  /-t^Se  TO,?  dvrtXeyofievas  TrapeXOwv, 

rrjv  *IouSa  Xcyco  /cat  rag  Xowras  /ca^oXt/cas  eTTtcrroXas,  r^y  re  ~Bapvd/3a 
KOL  rr]V  Herpov  Xeyop&rjv  arroKaXvif/iv. 

But  it  is  manifest,  that  even  were  wo  to  take  this  as  fact,  its  testimony, 
when  taken  with  the  last  clause,  is  very  feeble  as  regards  the  canonicity 
of  our  Epistle. 

9.  Hippoly  tus,  Bishop  of  Fortus  near  Borne,  quotes  our  Epistle  appa- 
rently as  Scripture,  but  not  by  name  (ed.  Lagarde,  p.  122,  1.  8)  :  — 

at  Xa//,7racks  v/xaiv  <r/cor€tvat  etcrtv  IK  TT}?  dcrTrXay^vtas'  aTreXtfere  car* 
c/xoC"  07  yap  /cptcrts  dvtXecos  ecrrt  Tc3  jjir]  iroirjcravrt  cXeos  (James  ii.  13). 

10.  Jerome,  in  his  Catalog.    Scriptorum  Eccles.  2,  vol.  ii.  p.  829, 

says  — 
"  Jacobus,  qui  appellatur  frater  Domini,  cognomento  Justus  .  .  . 
unam  tantum  scripsit  epistolam,  quas  de  septem  catholicis  est,  quse 
et  ipsa  ab  alio  quodam  sub  nomine  ejus  edita  asseritur,  licet 

paullatim  tempore  procedente  obtinuerit  auctoritatem." 
11.  Against   these    somewhat    equivocal    testimonies    of    the    early 

Fathers,  may  be   set  the  fact,  that  the  Peschito,  or  primitive   Syriac 
version,  contained  our  Epistle  from  the  first,  although  it  omitted  the 
second  and  third  of  John,  Jude,  and  the  Apocalypse.     And  this  fact 
has  the  more  weight   because  the   Syrian   church  lay  so  near  to  the 
country  whence  the  Epistle  originated,  and  to  those  to  which  it  was,  in 
all  probability,  principally  addressed.     And,  as  might  be  expected,  we 
find  it  received  and  cited  by  the  Syrian  church  as  the  Epistle  of  James 

the  Lord's    brother.     So   Ephrem    Syrus,  and    other    writers   of  that church. 

12.  In  the  Western  church  also  it  soon,  though  gradually,  rose  into 
general  acceptation  and  canonical  authority.     It  was  recognized  by  the 
council  of  Carthage  in  397.     From  that  time  onward,  we  find  it  univer- 110] 
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sally  received :  and  indeed  the  great  company  of  illustrious  Greek 
Fathers  of  the  fourth  century  all  quote  it  as  canonical  Scripture  : 

Athanasius,  both  the  Cyrils,  Gregory  of  Nazianzum,  Epiphanius,  Phi- 
lastrius,  Chrysostoni,  the  author  of  the  Synopsis,  &c. 

13.  Various  reasons  might  be  assigned  for  the  delay  in  receiving  the 

Epistle,  and  the  doubts  long  prevalent  respecting  it.     The  uncertainty 
about  the  personal  identity  and  standing  of  its  Writer  :  the  fact,  that  it 
was  addressed  entirely  to  Jewish  believers :  the  omission  in  it  of  most 

of  the  particulars  of  distinctively  Christian  doctrine :  its  seeming  oppo- 
sition to  the  doctrin<3  of  justification  as  laid  down  by  St.  Paul:   all  these 

would  naturally  work  together  to  indispose  the  minds  of  Gentile  Chris- 
tians   towards   it.      But  as  Thiersch  and  Wiesinger  have  rightly  re- 

marked,   so    much    the    more    valuable    are    those    recognitions   of   its 

genuineness  and  canonicity  which  we  do  meet  with. 

14.  At  the  time  of  the  Reformation,  the  doubts  which  once  prevailed 

concerning  the  Epistle,  were  again  revived.     Erasmus,  Cardinal  Cajetan> 
Luther,  Grotius,  Wetstein,  shared  more  or  less  in  these  doubts :  and 

their    example    has    been    followed    by    several    of  the  modern    Com- 
mentators, e.  g.   Schleiermacher,  De  Wette,  Heuss,  Baur,   Schwegler, 

Hitschl.     The  opinions   of  all  these  and  their  grounds  will  be  found 

fairly  set  forth  in  Huther's  Einleitung,  pp.  24 — 35 :  and  in  Davidson's 
Introduction  to  the  N.  T.,  vol.  iii.  pp.  339 — 345. 

15.  On  the  whole,  on  any  intelligible  principles  of  canonical  reception 
of  early  writings,  we  cannot  refuse  this  Epistle  a  place  in  the  canon. 
That  that  place  was  given  it  from  the  first  in  some  part  of  the  church ; 

that,  in   spite  of  many  adverse   circumstances,  it  gradually  won  that 

place  in  other  parts  ;  that  when  thoroughly  considered,  it  is  so  con- 
sistent with  and  worthy  of  his  character  and  standing  whose  name  it 

bears  ;  that  it  is  marked  off  by  so  strong  a  line  of  distinction  from  the 

writings  and  Epistles  which  have  not  attained  a  place  in  the  canon :  all 
these  are  considerations  which,  though  they  do  not  in  this,  any  more 
than  in  other  cases,  amount  to  demonstration,  yet  furnish  when  com- 

bined a  proof  hardly  to  be  resisted,  that  the  place  where  we  now  find  it 
in  the  N.  T.  canon  is  that  which  it  ought  to  have,  and  which  God  in 

His  Providence  has  guided  His  Church  to  assign  to  it. 

in] 
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CHAPTEE  III. 

THE  FIRST  EPISTLE  GENERAL  OF  PETER. 

SECTION  I. 

ITS    GENUINENESS. 

1.  THE  First  Epistle  of  St.  Peter  was  universally  acknowledged  by 
the  ancient  church,  as  a  part  of  the  Christian  Scriptures.     The  earliest 
testimony  in  its  favour  is  found  in  the  Second  Epistle  of  Peter  (iii.  1), 
a  document  which,  even  if  we  were  to  concede  its  spuriousness  as  an 
Apostolic  Epistle,  yet  cannot  be  removed  far  in  date  from  the  age  of  the 
Apostles. 

2.  The    second  witness   is   POLYCARP  :    of  whom  Eusebius    writes 

(H.  E.  iv.  14)— 
6  fx.lv  roi  HoXvKapTTos  ev  T$  S^Xco^etcr^  Trpos  QiXiTrTrYjcriovs  (pp.  1005  4F. 

ed.   Migne)  avrov    ypa<prj  </>€pojji€i/r)     cts  Sc9po     Kc^p^rou    run,  /xaprr- 

puus  (XTTO  T§5  TLerpov  -Trporcpas  lirurToXrjg. 
These  /Aaprvpiai  are  too  numerous  to  be  cited  at  length.  In  ch.  ii.,  he 
cites  1  Pet.  i.  13,  21  and  iii.9  :  in  ch.  v.,  1  Pet.  ii.  11;  in  ch.  vi., 
1  Pet.  iv.  7 ;  in  ch.  viiL,  1  Pet.  ii.  21 — 24  ;  in  ch.  x.,  1  Pet.  ii.  17,  12. 
Eusebius  also  says  of  PAPIAS  (H.  E.  iii.  39) — 

KCXpTJTOLL  8*   6   CfUTOS    /XaprUptCUS  <X7TO  TTJS  *I<tidwOV  "7TpOT€pas  CTTtCTToXlJs,  KO.I 
TT]<S  ILerpov  O/AOUOS. 

3.  None  of  the  above  testimonies  from  Poly  carp  mention  the  Epistle 
expressly ;  but  IRENJSUS  does  so,  more  than  once :  e.  g.  Hser.  iv.  9.  2, 

p.  238 : — 
"  Et   Petrus    ait   in    Epistola    sua,   Quern   non   videntes    diligitis, 
inquit,  in  quern  nunc  non  videntes  credidistis,  gaudebitis  gaudio 

inenarrabili  (1  Pet.  i.  8)." 
And  again,  ib.  iv.  16.  5,  p.  247 : — 

"  Et  propter  hoc  Petrus  ait,  Non  velamentum  malitise  habere  nos 
libertatem,  sed  ad  probationem  et  manifestationem  fidei  (1  Pet.  ii. 

16)." 4.  CLEMENT  of  ALEXANDRIA  also  quotes  it  expressly,  Strom,  iii.  11 

[75],  p.  544  Potter  :— 
8to  Kal  o  OavjuLacrios  Hcrpos  tftrjorw,  AyotTT^TOt,  TrapcwcaAxo   J>s  vrapotKOVS 
K.T.X.  (1  Pet.  ii.  11  f.,  15  f.). 

And  again,  ib.  18  [110],  p.  562: — 112] 
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/cat  6  Herpes  eV  rfj  eVtcrroX?}  ra  oyaota  Xeyet,  ̂ Osrc  TT?T>  irfortv  v/x-aiv  /cat 
T^V  eAmSa  /c.r.X.  (1  Pet.  i.  21  f.  :  and  14 — 16). 

And  iv.  7  [47],  p.  584  :— 

dXX*   et   KCU  7rdcrxofJi€v  Sta  Sueaiocrvpi^,  /Aafcaptoi,  faq&w  6  Herpes*    rov 
Se  tfrofiov  avrcoi/  /x-iy  <$>Q/3y0r]T€,  K.r.X.  Q  Pet.  iii.  14 — 17). 

And  again  [ib.  48],  p.  585  : — 

pr]  £ei/t£ecr0e  roiwv,  6  Herpos  Xeyet,  /c.r.X.  (1  Pet.  iv.  12 — 14). 
And  ib.  20  [131],  p.  622  :— 

6  Herpos  ev  rfj  eTricrroXfj  cfrrjcrw,  "OXtyoi/  aprt  ct  Seov  K-r.X.  (1   Pet.   i. 6—9). 

Also  in  his  Psedag.  i.  6  [44],  p.  124  : — 

Sea    roirro     cfrrjvl     /cat     Herpes,    *A.7roOe/Ji,€i'oi     ovv    /c.r.X.    (1    Pet.    ii. 1-3). 

And  ib.  iii.  11  [74],  p.  296,  with  ̂ T/cra/  6  Herpes,  he  quotes  1  Pet.  ii.  18; 
iii.  8  ff.  ;  and  ib.  12  [85],  p.  303,  with  the  same  formula,  1  Pet.  i. 
17—19  ;  iv.  3  ;  iii.  13. 

5.  Besides  these  express  citations,  he  several  times  quotes  without 
mentioning  the  name,  as  1  Pet.  iv.  8  in  Strom,  i.  [27  (173)]  p.  423  ; 
1  Pet.  i.  32  in  Quis  Div.  Serv.  [23]  p.  948  ;  1  Pet.  ii.  9,  10  in  Protrept. 
4  [59],  p.  52  ;  1  Pet.  ii.  12,  as  rovro  ro  cip^/xcVov  ayfws,  in  Paed.  iii.  [11 

(53)]  p.  285. 
6.  It  is  to  be  noted  likewise  that  the  heretic  Theodotus,  in  the  tract 

commonly  printed  among  the  works  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  twice 
expressly  quotes  our  Epistle  (§   12,  p.  961)  :  cts  a  lirLOvfMovcrLv  ayyeXot 
TrapaKvif/ai,  6  Herpes  ̂ >fj<rCv  (1   Pet.  i.   12),  and  ib.,   Kara  rbv  aTrocrroXov 
rt/xtco  /cat  aju,tfyu,a>  /cat  dcrTrtXo)  at/xart  cXvrpco^Tyjuev  (1  Pet.  i.  19). 

7.  OBIGEN  bears,  expressly  and  often,  the  same  testimony.      In  the 

passage  on  the  canon,  reported  by  Eusebius  H.  E.  vi.  25,  he  says — 

Herpes    Se,   ec/>*  <S  ot/coSo/x,etrat  rj  ̂ picrrov  e/c/cX-tycrta  rj$  TruXat  aSov  ov 

/cartcr^vcroucrt,  /xtav   errtcrroX^v   o/AoXoyov/^eV^v    /caraXcXotTrev*    Icrrco   fie 
/cat  Seurepai/*  d/x<^t/3aXXerat  yap. 

Again  in  Homil.  7  in  Josuam,  vol.  ii.  p.  412  : — 

"  Petrus  etiam  duabus  epistolarum  suarum  personabat  tubis." 
And  in  his  Comm.  on  Ps.  iii.,  vol.  ii.  p.  553  : — 

Kara  ra  Xeyo/Acra  cv  ry  Ka6o\t,Krj  eTrtorroXiJ  Trapa  ra>  Herpco*    Iv  a  8e 
rots  K.r.X.  (1  Pet,  iii.  19). 

And  in  his  Comm.  on  John,  torn.  vi.  18,  vol.  iv.  p.  135  : — 

icat  TTCpt  r^s  Iv  </>-uXaK>7  Tropetas  /xcra  Tn/e-u/xaros  Trapa  rcS  Herpa)  ev  r$ 

xaOoXutfj  cTrtcrroXiJ*    ̂ avaraj^ets  yap  <£>?crt  o-ap/ct,  ̂ cooTrot^^ets  8e  K.T.X. 

(1  Pet. 'iii.  18—21). 
Many  other  places  have  been  collected  by  Mayerhoff  and  others,  in 
which  Origen  quotes  our  Epistle. 

8.  TERTULLIAN  testifies  to  the  same  point.     Thus,  Scorp.  c.  12,  vol. 

ii.  p.  146  :— 
113] 
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"  Petrus  quidem  ad  Ponticos  quanta  eiiim  inquit  gloria,  si  non  ut 
delinquentes  puniainini,  sustinetis  !      Hasc  enirn  gratia  est,  in  hoc  et 
vocati  estis"  &c.  (1  Pet.  ii.  20  f.). 

And  ib.  c.  14,  p.  150  :— 
"  Condixerat  scilicet  Petrus,  regem  quidem  lionorandum  "  (1  Pet. ii.  17). 

9.  The  opinion  of  Eusebius,  as  gathered  from  those  before   him,  is 
given  in  his  II.  E.  iii.  3  — 

Utrpov  fJLev  ovv  GTrurroXr}  JULIO,  TJ  X^yop^lvf]  avrov  Trporepa,  av<^^o\6yrjraC 

Se  /ecu  O6  TraAcu  TTp€<r/3vT€poi   o>s  dva/^^tXeKTCi)  Iv  roTs   cr<£co]/  avr&v 

10.  This  Epistle  is  also  found  in  the  Peschito  version,  which  contains 
three  only  of  the  Catholic  Epistles.     It  is  true,  it  is  not  mentioned  in 
the  fragment  on  the  canon  known  by  the  name  of  Muratori.     But   the 
passage  is  one  not  easily  understood  :  — 

"  Epistola  sane  Jutlae  et  superscript!  Johannis  duas  in  catholica 
habentur.  Et  sapientia  ab  arnicis  Salomonis  in  honorem.  ipsius 
scrip  ta.  Apocalypsis  etiam  Johannis  et  Petri  tantuni  recipimus, 

quam  quidam  ex  nostris  legi  in  ecclesia  nolunt." 
The  simplest  interpretation  of  which  latter  sentence  is,  "  We  receive 
also  only  the  Apocalypses  of  John  and  Peter,  which  (latter)  some  of 
our  brethren  refuse  to  have  read  in  the  church  V 

11.  It  is  inferred  from  a  passage  of  Leontius  of  Byzantium  (+  cir. 
610)  that  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  rejected  the  Epistle  :  but  the  inference 
is  not  a  safe  one,  the  words  being  too  general  to  warrant  it  :   "  ob  quam, 
causam,  ut  arbitror,  ipsam  epistolam  Jacobi  et  alias  deinceps  catholicas 

abrogat  et  antiquat." 
12.  It  is  said,  in  a  passage  of  Petrus  Siculus,  that  the  Paulicians 

rejected  it  :  "  Binas  vero  catholicas  ....  Petri  principis  apostolorum, 
pessime  adversus  ilium  afFecti,  ....  non  admittunt." 

13.  So  that,  with  these  one  or  two  insignificant  exceptions,  we  have 
the  united  testimony  of  antiquity  in  its  favour.     It  would  be  super- 

fluous to  go  on  citing  later  testimonies  on  the  same  side. 
14.  The  first  doubt  in  modern  times  was  thrown  on  its  authenticity 

by  Cludius,  in  his  Uransichten  des  Christeiithums,  on  the  ground  that 
its  thoughts  and  expressions  are  too  like  those  of  St.  Paul,  to  have  been 
written  by  the  Apostle  whose  name  it  bears. 

15.  This  was  taken  up  by  Eichhorn  and  expanded  into  the  hypothesis, 
that  some  one  wrote  the  Epistle  who  had  been,  long  with  St.  Paul,  and 
had  adopted  his  ideas  and  phrases  :  and  as  this  will  not  fit  St.  Peter,  he 

6  Wieselcr  proposes  an  ingenious  way  of  taking  the  words:  We  receive  also   (i.e. 
besides  the  two  Epistles)  the  Apocalypse  of  John,  and  as  much  of  Peter;  i.e.  two  Epistles 

and  an  Apocalypse.     Then  he  refers  "quam"  to  "  Apocalypsin."     This  rendering  might 
perhaps  stand,  were  it  not  for  this  latter,  which  is  quite  beyond  all  probability. 114] 
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supposes  that  St.  Peter  found  the  material,  but  it  was  worked  up  by 
John  Mark.  This  hypothesis  is  rejected  by  Bertholdt,  but  taken  tip  in 
another  form  :  viz.  by  adopting  the  idea  hinted  at  by  Jerome  and 
formally  announced  by  Baronius,  that  the  Epistle  was  originally  written 
in  Hebrew  (so  Baronius),  or  Aramaic,  and  rendered  into  Greek  by 
Mark  (so  Baronius)  or  Silvaiius.  But,  as  Huther  well  remarks,  this 
hypothesis  is  as  arbitrary  as  the  other  :  and  the  whole  diction  of  the 
Epistle  and  its  modes  of  citation  protest  against  its  being  thought  a 
translation. 

16.  De  Wette  finds  reason  to  doubt  the  genuineness,  but  on  grounds 
entirely  derived  from  the  Epistle  itself.      He  thinks  it  too  deficient  in 
originality,  and  too  much  made  up  of  reminiscences  from  other  Epistles. 
This    ground  of  objection  will  be  examined,  and  found  untenable,  in 
treating  of  the  character  and  style  of  the  Epistle. 

17.  It  was  to  be  supposed,  that  the  Tubingen  school,  as  represented 
by  Baur  and  Schwegler,  would  repudiate  this,  as  they  have  done  so 
many  other    Epistles.      The  arguments  on  which  the  latter  of  these 
founds  his  rejection  are  worth  enumerating,  admitting  as  most  of  them 

do,  of  a  ready  and  satisfactory  answer.     They  are 7 — 
(1)  The  want  of  any  definite  external  occasion,  and  the  generality  of 

the  contents  and  purpose.     But  it  may  be  replied,  it  is  surely  too  much 
to    expect  that    an  Apostle    should  be    confined   to  writing    to    those 
churches  with  which  he  has  been  externally  connected,  and  in  which 
an  assignable  cause  for  his  writing  has  arisen  :  and  besides,  it  will  be 
found  below,  in  treating  on  the  occasion  and  object  of  the  Epistle,  that 

these,  though  of  a  general  nature,  are  perfectly  and  satisfactorily  assign- able. 

(2)  The  want  of  a  marked  individual  character  loth  in  composition  and 

in  theology.     But  on  the  one  hand  this  is  not  conceded  in  toto,  and  on 

the  other  it  is   manifestly  unreasonable  to  require  that  in  one  man's 
writing  it  should  be  so  plainly  notable  as  in  that  of  another  :  in  St. 
Peter,  as  in  St.  Paul  and  St.  John. 

(3)  The  want  of  close  connexion  and  evolution  of  thought.      But,  it 

may  be  answered,  the  purpose  and  character  of  the  Epistle  itself  forbids 

us  to  require  such  a  connexion  :  and  we  may  notice  that  even  in  St. 

Paul's  Epistles  Schwegler  professes  not  to  be  able  to  find  it 8. 

(4)  The  impossibility  that  St.  Peter,  labouring  in  the  far  East,  could 

have   become   acquainted  with    the    later   Epistles    of  St.  Paul   so  soon 

(assuming  their  genuineness)  after  their  composition.     But,  it  is  replied, 

there  is  no  trace  in  our  Epistle  of  acquaintance  with  the  latest,  vi^  that 

to   Titus  and  2   Timotheus.     The  only  possible  difficulty  is  the  ap- 

7  I  Lave  taken  this  statement  mainly  from  Huther,  Einl.  pp.  28— 32. 
8  See  on  this  below,  §  vi.  9. 115] 
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parent  (?)  acquaintance  with  1  Timotlieus  :  but  this  may  haTe  come  to 
St.  Peter  through  John  Mark. 

(5)  The  impossibility,  on  the  assumption  of  the  Epistle  being  written 
in  Babylon  (see  below,  §  iv.,  on  the  time  and  place  of  writing),  of 

"bringing  together  the  Neronian  persecution  which  is  alluded  to  in  it, 
and  the  death  of  St.  Peter  by  martyrdom,  during  that  very  persecution. 
But  it  is  a  pure  assumption  that  the  persecution  alluded  to  in  the 
Epistle  is  that  under  Noro  ;  and  another,  that  the  Apostle  suffered 
martyrdom  under  Nero  at  that  time. 

18.  It  is  also  not  without   interest,   to  discuss    the   reasons   which 

Schwegler  adduces  for  believing  the  Epistle  to  be  a  production  of  the 
post-apostolic  age  under  Trajan.      They  are  (1)  the  tranquil  unimpas- 
sioned  tone  of  the  Epistle,  contrasted  with  the  effect  on  the  Christians 
of  the   Neronian   persecution  :    (2)  the   circumstance  that   under    the 
Neronian  persecution  the  Christians  were  involved  in  a  charge  of  a 
definite  crime,  viz.  the  setting  fire  to  the  city,  whereas  in  our  Epistle 
they  suffer  as  xPicrTLavo^  on  account  of  the  general  suspicion  of  a  bad 
life  (ws  /caKOTrotot)  :  (3)  the  improbability  that  the  Neronian  persecution, 
extended  beyond  Rome  :  (4)  the  assumption  in  the  Epistle  of  regular 
legal  processes,  whereas  the  persecution  under  Nero  was  more  of  a 
tumultuaiy  act  :   (5)  the  state  of  Christianity  in  Asia  Minor  as  depicted 
by  the  Epistle,  answering  to  that  which  we  find  in  the  letter  of  Pliny 
to  Trajan. 

19.  But  to  these  reasons  it  has  been  well  replied  by  Huther  (1)  that 
the  tranquillity  of  tone  is  no  less  remarkable  as  under  the  later  perse- 

cution than  under  the  earlier,  and  that  any  other  tone  would  have  been 
unworthy  of  an  Apostle  :  (2)  the  suffering  of  Christians,  as  Christians, 

did  not  begin  in  Trajan's  persecution,  but  was  common  to  the  earlier 
ones  likewise  :  (3)  even  if  the  Neronian  persecution  did  not  extend 
beyond  Home,  the  Christians  in  the  provinces  were  always  liable  to  be 
persecuted  owing  to  the  same  popular  hatred  :  (4)  there  is  in  reality  no 
trace  of  judicial  proceedings  in  our  Epistle  :  (5)  the  features  of  persecu- 

tion in  the  Epistle  do  not  agree  with  those  in  Pliny's  letter  :  there,  the 
Christians  are  formally  put  to  death  as  such  :   here,  we  have  no  trace 
of  such  a  sentence  being  carried  out  against  them. 

20.  The  hypothesis  of  Schwegler,  that  the  purpose  of  the  Epistle  is 
to  be  detected  in  ch.  v.  12,  as  one  of  reconciliation  of  the  teachings  of 
St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  by  some  disciple  of  the  former  who  was  inclined 
also  to  the  latter,  Is  well  treated  by  Huther  as  entirely  destitute  of 
foundation. 

21.  So  that,  whether  we  consider  external  evidence,  or  the  futility  of 
internal  objections,  we  can  have  no  hesitation  in  accepting  the  Epistle 
as  the  undoubted  work  of  the  Apostle  whose  name  it  bears. 

116] 
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SECTION   II. 

ITS    AUTHOR. 

1.  The  Apostle  Peter,  properly  called  Simon  or  Simeon  (Acts  xv. 
14:  2  Pet.  i.  1),  was  born  at  Bethsaida  on  the  sea  of  Galilee  (John  i. 
45),  the  son  of  one  Jonas  (Matt.  xvi.  17)  or  John  (John  i.  43  ;  xxi.  15), 
with  whom,  and  with  his  brother  Andrew,  he  carried  on  ;he  trade  of  a 
fisherman  at  Capernaum,  where  he  afterwards  lived  (Matt.  viii.  14  ;  iv. 
18  ||  :    Luke    v.   3),  with   his    wife's   mother,  being  a  married   man* 
(1  Cor.  ix.  5). 

2.  He  became  very  early  a  disciple  of  our  Lord,  being  brought  to 
Him  by  his  brother  Andrew,  who  was  a  disciple  of  John  the  Baptist, 
and  had  followed  Jesus  on  hearing  him  designated  by  his  master  as  the 
Lamb  of  God  (John  i.   35 — 43).     It  was  on  this  occasion  that  Jesus, 
looking  on  him  and  foreseeing  his  disposition  and  worth  in  the  work 
of  His  Kingdom,  gave  him  the  name  Krj<f>a<s  (Aram.  KHT3),  in  Greek 
Her/oos,  a  stone  or  E-ock  (John  i.  43  &c.  :  Mark  iii.  16).     He  does  not 
however  appear  to  have  attached  himself  finally  to  our  Lord  till  after 
two,  or  perhaps  more,   summons  to  do  so   (cf.  John,  L   c. :  Matt,  iv^ 
18  ||  Mark  :  Luke  v.  1  if.  and  notes),  but  to  have  carried  on  his  fishing 
trade  at  intervals. 

3,  It  would  be  beside  the  present  purpose  to  follow  St.  Peter  through 
the  well-known  incidents  of  his  apostolic  life.  His  forwardness  in  reply 
and  profession  of  warm  affection,  his  thorough,  appreciation  of  our 

Lord's  high  Office  and  Person,  the  glorious  promise  made  to  him  as  the 
Hock  of  the  Church  on  that  account  (Matt.  xvi.  16  and  note),  his  rash- 

ness, and  over-confidence  in  himself,  issuing  in  his  triple  denial  of 
Christ  and  his  bitter  repentance,  his  reassurance  by  the  gentle  but 
searching  words  of  his  risen  Master  (John  xxi.  15  fF.), — these  are 
familiar  to  every  Christian  child  ;  nor  is  there  any  one  of  the  leading 
characters  in  the  gospel  history  which  makes  so  deep  an  impression  on 
the  heart  and  affections  of  the  young  and  susceptible.  The  weakness, 
and  the  strength,  of  our  human  love  for  Christ,  are  both  mercifully 
provided  for  in  the  character  of  the  greatest  of  the  Twelve. 

9  His  wife  is  variously  named  Concordia  or  Perpetua  by  the  legends:  the  Com- 

mentators refer  to  J.  F.  Meyer  de  Petri  Conjugio  (Wittenburg,  1684).  Clem.  Alex. 

(Strom,  vii.  11  [63],  p.  869  P.)  relates,  <j>a.crl  yovv  rbv  v-aK&piov  nerpov,  Qf-aa-d^cvov  rijr 

ai>Tov  yvvcuna  ayoptvyv  T^V  girl  edvarov  TjaQyvai  pev  TTJS  /cX^<reo>s-  x^PlI/  *a^  r^5  fis 

olKov  ajsaKOfj,tfrjs,  tict^uvritfat  5e  c3  ̂ Aa  irporptirriK&s  re  Kal  Trapa/cXTjTiKws  e*£  oi/<J/*aTOS 

vposenrSvra'  /ue/x^<r0«  aurp  rov  icvpiov  (qu.  jue>j/T7<ro,  3  aCJrT?,  T.  «.)•  And  in  Strom, 

iii.  6  [52],  p.  535  P.,  he  says,  Tl&rpos  ̂   ykp  Kal  QiXiirwos  tirafioTroiJicravTO.  On  the 

question  whether  Mark  was  his  son,  see  note  on  1  Pet.  v.  13, 117] 
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4.  After  the  Ascension,  we  find  St.  Peter  at  once  taking  the  lead  in 
the  Christian  body  (Acts  i.  15  fF.),  and  on  the  descent   of  the   Holy 

Spirit,  he,  to  whom  were  given  the  keys  of  Christ's  kingdom, — who was  to  be  the  stone  on  which  the  church  was  to  be  builfc,  first  receives 
into  the  door  of  the  church,  and  builds  up  on  his  own  holy  faith,  three 
thousand  of  Israel  (Acts  ii.  14 — 41)  :  and   on  another  occasion  soon 
following,  some  thousands  more  (Acts  iv.  4). 

5.  This  prominence  of  St.  Peter  in  the  church  continues,  till  by  his 
specially  directed  ministry  the  door  into  the  privileges  of  the  gospel 
covenant  is  opened  also  to  the  Gentiles,  by  the  baptism  of  Cornelius 
and  his  party  (Acts  x.).     But  he  was   not  to  be  the  Apostle  of  the 
Gentiles :  and  by  this  very  procedure,  the  way  was  being  made  plain 
for  the  ministry  of  another  who  was  now  ripening  for  the  work  in  the 
retirement  of  his  home  at  Tarsus. 

6.  From  this  time  onward,  the  prominence  of  St.  Peter  wanes  behind 

that  of  St.  Paul.     The  "first  to  the  Jew"  was  rapidly  coming  to  its 
conclusion :  and  the  great  spreading  of  the  feast  to  the  Gentile  world 
was  henceforward  to  occupy  the  earnest  attention  of  the  apostolic  mis- 

sionaries, as  it  has  done  the  pages  of  the  inspired  record.     Only  once  or 
twice,  besides  the  notices  to  be  gathered  from  this  Epistle  itself,  do  we 
gain  a  glimpse  of  St.  Peter  after  this  time.     In  the  apostolic  council  in 
Acts  xv.  we  find  him  consistently  carrying  out  the  part  which,  had  been 
divinely  assigned  him  in  the  admission  of  the  Gentiles  into  the  church ; 
and  earnestly  supporting  the  freedom  of  the  Gentile  converts  from  the 
observance  of  the  Mosaic  law. 

7.  This  is  the  last  notice  which  we  have  of  him,  or  indeed  of  any  of 
the  Twelve,  in  the  Acts.     But  from  Gal.  ii.  11,  we  learn  a  circumstance 

which  is  singularly  in  keeping  with  St.  Peter's  former  character :  that 
when  at  Antioch,  in  all  probability  not  long  after  the  apostolic  council, 
he  was  practising  the  freedom  which  he  had  defended  there,  but  being 
afraid   of  certain  who   came  from   James,   he   withdrew   himself  and 
separated  from  the  Gentile  converts,  thereby  incurring  a  severe  rebuke 
from  St.  Paul  (ib.  vv.  14—21). 

8.  From  this  time,  we  depend  on  such  scanty  hints  as  the  Epistles 
furnish,  and  upon  ecclesiastical  tradition,  for  further  notices  of  St.  Peter. 
We  may  indeed,  from  1  Cor.  ix.  5,  infer  that  he  travelled  about  on  the 
missionary  work,  and  took  his  wife  with  him :  but  in  what  pare  of  the 
Boman  empire,  we  know  not.     If  the  Babylon  of  ch.  v.  13  is  to  be  taken 
literally,  he  passed  the  boundaries  of  that  empire  into  Parthia. 

9.  The   best  text,  and   starting-point,  for  treating  of  the  traditions 
respecting  St.  Peter,  is  the  account  given  by  Jerome,  after  others,  De 
Scriptor.  EccL  1,  vol.  ii.  p.  827: — 

"  Simon   Petrus  ....  princeps    Apostolomm,    post  episcopatnm 
Antiochensis  ecclesiae  et  prasdicationem  dispersionis  eorum  qui  de 118] 
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circumcisione  crediclerant,  in  Poiito,  Galatia,  Cappadocia,  Asia  et 
Bithynia,  secundo  Claudii  anno  ad  expugnandurn  Simonem  Magum 
Homam  pergit,  ibique  viginti  quinque  annis  cathedrani  sacer- 
dotalem  tenuit,  usque  ad  ultirnum  annum  Neronis,  id  est,  decimum 

qnartum.  A  quo  et  affixus  cruci  martyrio  coronatus  est,  capite  ad 

terrain  verso  et  in  sublime  pedibns  elevatis,  asserens  se  indignum 

qni  sic  crucifigcretur  ut  dominus  suus.  Sepultus  lionise  in  Vati- 

cano  juxta  viam  triumphalem  tbtius  urbis  veneratione  celebratur." 
10.  In    this    account,  according    to  Huther,  we  have  the  following 

doubtful  particulars  : — 
(1)  The  episcopate  of  St.  Peter  at  Antioch.     This  is  reported 

also  by  Euseb.   (Chron.  A.D.  40),  who  makes   St.  Peter  found  the 
church  at  Antioch,  in  contradiction  to  Acts  xi.  19 — 22. 

(2)  His    personal   work    among    the  churches   of  Asia   Minor, 

which  seems  to  be  a  mere  assertion  founded  on  Origen's  conjecture 
(Eus.    H.    E.    iii.     1),    Herpos    Iv    Tloi/rw   /c.r.X.    KeKyjpv^vac    rots    Iv 

§iaa"jropa,  "louSatots  eoi,K.ei>,  grounded  upon  1  Pet.  i.  1  *. 
(3)  His  journey  to  Rome  to  oppose  Simon  Magus  :   which,  as 

Eus.   (Chron.)    appeals    to    Justin  Martyr   for   it,   appears   to    be 

founded  on  Justin's  story  of  the  statue  found  at  Home,  see  note  on 
Acts  viii.  10  :  which  is  now  known  to  have  been  a  statue  of  the 

Sabine  god  Semo  Sancus. 

(4)  The  twenty-five   years'    bishopric  of   St.  Peter   at   Home. 
This    has    been    minutely   examined  by  Wieseler,   and    shewn  on 

chronological  grounds  to  have  been  impossible,  and  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  Gal.  ii.  7 — 9,  according  to  which  Peter,  who  by  this 

hypothesis   had  been  then  for  many  years  bishop  of  Borne,  and 
continued  so  for  many  years  after,  was  to  go  to  the  circumcision 
as  their  Apostle. 

(5)  The  peculiar  manner  of  his  crucifixion,  which  seems  to  have 

been  an  idea  arising  from  Origen's  expression  (Eus.  H,  E.  iii.  1), 
avccrKoXoTTio-Ovj  Kara  KecfraXYJs.      This  expression,  it  has  been    sug- 

gested, might  import  no  more  than  capital  punishment.    But  surely 
this  cannot  be,  in  connexion  with  dvecrxoXoTrtcr^  ;  the  words  must 

be  taken  literally,  as  qualifying  the  verb,  which  is  already  suffi- 

ciently definite  of  itself.      Besides  which,  the  words  following  in 

Origen  are  entirely  against  such  a  supposition  ;  ovrus  avrbs  <x£iokras 

7ra#€u/ :  for  it  would  deprive  them  of  all  meaning. 

1 1 .  The  residuum  from  this  passage,  which  is  worth  our  consideration 

and  elucidation,  is,  the  death  of  the  Apostle  by  martyrdom,  and  that  in 

Home.      This  seems  to  be  the  concurrent  testimony  of  Christian  anti- 

quity.    I  subjoin  the  principal  testimonies. 
12.  First  we  have  John  xxi.   19,  which,  whether  a  notice  inserted 

1  Tliis  is  granted  even  by  the  R.-Cath.  Windisclimann  (Vmdicise  Pefcrinse,  p.  112  f.). 119] 
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after  the  fact,  and  referring  to  it,  or  an  authoritative  exposition  of  our 

Lord's  words  to  Peter,  equally  point  to  the  fact  as  having  been,  or 
about  to  be  accomplished. 

13.   Clement  of  Rome,  Ep.  i.  ad  Corinth,  c.  5,  p.  217,  says  — 
(    .   .   .   6  IIerp)os  Sia  tfiXov  aSiKOV  ov\   (*va   °v)&*  &;o  dXXa 

v  TTOVOVS,    /cat    OVTO    ^.aprvp  (ijo-as)    cTropevft?    cfe    o< 
TOTTOV  r 

Here  indeed  there  is  no  mention  of  Rome  :  but  the  close  juxta-position 
of  the  celebrated  passage  about  St.  Paul  (cited  in  Vol.  III.  Prolegg.,  ch. 

vii.  §  ii.  20)  seems  to  point  to  that  city  as  the  place  of  Peter's  martyrdom. 
Besides,  I  would  suggest  that  these  words,  €7ropeij#?7  eis  ....  TOTTOI/T.  S., 
are  a  reminiscence  of  Acts  xii.  17,  /cat  e£eX$<jji>  iTropevQ?)  as  erepov  TOTTOJ/, 

which  by  the  advocates  of  the  twenty-five  years*  Roman  bishopric  was 
interpreted  to  mean  Rome. 

14.  Dionysius  of  Corinth  is  cited  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.  ii.  25,  as  saying 

in  an  Epistle  to  the  Romans  — 
raOra  KOL  v/xas  <Sia  r»Js  rotavr^s  voi>#€<rtas  rrjv  aTro  Ilerpov  /c.  IlauXov 

<j)VT€iav  ycvrjOticrcLV  "Pw/xatcav  T€  K.  ~K-opivQCw  crvveKCpdcrare.  Kal  yap 
/cat  cts  ryv  ̂ crepavKoptv^ov  ^>TJT€iJorai/T€s  a  ̂uos  6/xota>s  !8tSa^av, 

Se  /cat  6ts  TTJV  "IraXtav  6/xo<T€  StScx^avres  cfAaprvprjcrav  Kara  TOV 
avrov  /catpov. 

15.  Tertullian,  Contra  Marcion.  iv.  o,  vol.  ii.  p.  366,  says  — 
"Roman!  .  .  .  quibus  evangelium  et  Petrus  et  Paulus  sanguine 

quoque  suo  signatum  reliquerunt." 
And,  Prescript.  H^r.  c.  36,  ib.  p.  49  — 

"  Si  autem  Italias  adjaces,  habes  Romam,  unde  nobis  quoque 
auctorltas  praesto  est.  Ista  quam  felix  ecclesia,  cut  totam  doc- 
trinam  apostoli  cum  sanguine  suo  profuderunt,  ubi  Petrus  passioni 
dominicae  adaequatur,  ubi  Paulus  Joannis  exitii  corona  tur,  ubi 
apostolus  Joannes,  posteaquam  in  oleum  igneum  demersus  nihil 

passus  est,  in  insulam  relegatur." 
16.  Caius  the  presbyter  of  Rome,  in  Bus.  H.  E.  ii.  25,  is  reported  as 

saying  — 
eyo)  8e  rot  rpotraia  r&v  a7ro<TToXa)V  cf^o)  Set^af  cav  yap  OeX-qoys  aTrcX- 
6£v  cxt  rov  BartKavov  rj  ZTTL  rrfv  oSov  rrjv  Perron/,  evp^crcts  ra  Tpo?rata 

raiv  ravTrjv  t8pv<raju,cva>v  TYJV  e/c/cX-^a-tav. 
This  passage  can  mean  nothing  else  than  that  Peter  and  Paul  suffered 
at  Rome,  and  that  either  their  graves  or  some  memorials  of  their  mar- 

tyrdom were  to  be  seen  on  the  spot. 
17.  To  these  testimonies  we  may  add  that  of  Eusebius  himself,  who 

says  (H.  E.  ii.  25)  — 

s  These  three  words,  ̂ u«$  &p.oi(i>s  &i$a%av,  are  omitted,  apparently  by  a  misprint,  in 
Heinichen's  edition,  which  I  use.  See  Wieseler,  Chron.  der  Apost.  Zeitalters,  p.  634, note  2. 120] 
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yovv  ovros  flco/xa^os  (Nero)  Iv  rots  /xaAtara  Trpcoros 

€7rt  ras  /cara  raiv  a7roo"ToA<op  lirfjpOi)  cr<£ayas.      HavAos  §•>)  OVP  ezr* 
aSju/tys  K€<f>aXr]v  a.7roT}jL'r]0fjvai>  KOL  Ilerpos  cooravrcas  dvacrKoXoTrtor- 

0??i/ai  /car*  aurov  icrropowrcu. 
And  in  his  Demonstratio  Evang.  iii.  5,  vol.  iv.  p.  116  — 

KCU    Herpes     Se    CTTI    'Pw/A^s     Kara     Ke<£a\i}s     crra-upovTCu,    HavXos    &€ 

18.  And  that  of  Lactantius  (De  Mortibus  Persecutorum,  c.  2,  vol.  ii. 
p.  195  f.,  ed  Migne)  :  — 

"  Cumque  jam  Nero  imperaret,  Petrus  Romam  advenit,  et  editis 
quibusdam  miraculis,  quae  virtnte  ipsius  Dei  data  sibi  ab  eo  potes- 
tate  faciebat,  convertit  nmltos  ad  justitiam,  Deoque  templum  fidele 
et  stabile  collocavit.  Qua  re  ad  Neronem  delata,  quum  animad- 
verteret  non  modo  Romas  sed  ubique  quotidie  magnam  multitu- 
dinem  deficere  a  cultu  idoloruna,  et  ad  religionem  novam  damnata 
vetustate  transire,  ut  erat  exsecrabilis  ac  nocens  tyrannus,  prosilivit 
ad  excidendum  cceleste  templum,  delendamque  jnstitiam  :  et  primus 
omnium  persecutus  Dei  servos,  Petrum  cruci  adfixit,  et  Paultim 
interfecit." 

19.  In  this  report  later  testimonies  concur. 
In  forming  an  estimate  of  its  trustworthiness,  some  discrimination 

is  necessary.  The  whole  of  that  which  relates  to  the  earlier  visits  under 

Claudius,  and  the  controversy  with  Simon  Magus,  fails  us,  as  incon- 
sistent with  what  we  know,  or  are  obliged  to  infer,  from  Scripture 

itself.  This  being  so,  is  the  rest,  including  the  martyrdom  at  Rome, 
so  connected  with  this  fabulous  matter,  that  it  stands  or  falls  with  it  ? 

When  we  find  in  this,  as  in  other  matters,  that  the  very  earliest 

Christian  writers  might  and  did  fall  into  historical  errors  which  we  can 

now  plainly  detect  and  put  aside,  —  when  we  find  so  prevalent  a  ten- 
dency even  in  early  times  to  concentrate  events  and  memorials  of 

interest  at  Rome,  how  much  are  we  to  adopt,  how  much  to  reject,  of 

this  testimony  to  St.  Peter's  martyrdom  there  ? 
20.  These  are  questions  which  it  would  far  exceed  the  limits  of  these 

Prolegomena  to  discuss,  and  which  moreover  do  not  immediately  belong 

even  to  collateral  considerations  regarding    our  Epistle.     They  ̂   have 

been  very  copiously  treated,  and  it  seems  almost  impossible  to  arrive  at 

even  reasonable  probability  in  our  ultimate  decision  upon  them.     Their 

own  data  are  perplexing,  and  still  more  perplexing  matters  have  been 

mixed  up  with  them.     On  the  one  hand,  ancient   tradition  is  almost 

unanimous  :  on  the  other,  it  witnesses  to  particulars  in  which  even  its 

earliest  and  most  considerable  testimonies  must  be  put  aside  as  incon- 

sistent with  known  fact.     Then  again  we  have  on  the  one  hand  the 

patent  and  unscrupulous  perversion  of  fact  to  serve  a  purpose,  which 

has  ever  been  the  characteristic  of  the  church  of  Rome,  in  her  desperate 121] 
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shifts  to  establish  a  succession  to  the  fabulous  primacy  of  St.  Peter, 
and  on  the  other  the  exaggerated  partisanship  of  Protestant  writers, 
with  whom  the  shortest  way  to  save  a  fact  or  an  interpretation  from 
abuse  has  been  to  demolish  it. 

21.  So  that  on  the  whole  it  seems   safest  to  suspend  the  judgment 

with  regard  to  the  question  of  St.  Peter's  presence  and  martyrdom  at 
Home.     That  he  was  not  there  before  the  date  of  tho  Epistle  to  the 
He-mans  (cir.  A.D.  58),  we  are  sure  :  that  he  was  not  there  during  any 
part   of  St.  Paul's  imprisonment  there,  we  may  with  certainty  infer  : 
that  the  two  apostles  did  not  together  found  the  churches  of  Corinth 
and  Rome,  we  may  venture  safely  to  affirm  :  that  St.  Peter  ever  was, 
in  any  sense  like  that  usually  given  to  the  word,  Bishop  of  Rome,  is 
we  believe  an  idea  abhorrent  from    Scripture    and  from  the  facts   of 
primitive  apostolic   history.      But    that   St.  Peter   travelled  to  Rome 
during  the  persecution  under  Nero,  and  there  suffered  martyrdom  with, 
or  nearly  at  the  same  time  with,  St.  Paul,  is  a  tradition  which  does  not 
interfere  with  any  known  facts  of  Scripture  or  early  history,  and  one 
which  we  have  no  means  of  disproving,  as  we  have  no  interest  in  dis- 

proving it. 
22.  It  may  be  permitted  us  on  this  point,  until  the  day  when  all 

shall  be  known,  to  follow  the  cherished  associations  of  all  Christendom 

— to  trace  still  in  the  Mamertine  prison  and  the  Vatican  the  last  days 
on  earth  of  him  to  whom  was  committed  especially  the  feeding  of  the 
flock  of  God :  to  "  witness  beside  the  Appian  way  the  scene   of  the 
most  beautiful  of  ecclesiastical  legends  s,  which  records  his  last  vision  of 
his  crucified  Lord :  to  overlook  from  the  supposed  spot  of  his  death  * 
the  city  of  the  seven  hills :  to  believe  that  his  last  remains  repose  under 

the  glory  of  St.  Peter's  dome 5." 
23.  The  matters  relating  to  the    above  questions   will  be  found  in 

Winer,    Realworterbuch,    art.    Petrus :    in    Wieseler,   Chronologic    des 
Apostolischen  Zeitalters,  pp.  558 — 593  :  Neander,  Pflanzung  u.  Leitung 
u.s.w.,  ii.  p.  514  IF. :  Gieseler,  Kirch engeschichte,  L  1,  p.  101  if. :  David- 

3  -  Stanley,  Sermons  and  Essays  on  the  Apostolic  Age,  p.  96.     The  legend  referred  to 
is  that  related  by  Ambrose,  Sermo  de  Basil.,  appended  to  Ep.  21  (33,  ed.  Paris  1586), 
vol.  iii.  p.  867,  that  St.  Peter  not  long  before  his  death,  being  overcome  by  the  solicita- 

tions of  the  faithful  to  save  himself,  was  flying-  from  Rome,  when  he  was  met  by  our 

Lord,  and  on  asking,  "Lord,  whither  goest  thoti?"  received  the  answer,  "I  go  to  be 
crucified  afresh/'     On  this  the  Apostle  returned  and  joyfully  went  to  martyrdom. 
The  memory  of  this  legend  is  yet  preserved  in  Rome  by  the  Church  called  "Domine, 
quo  vadis?"  on  the  Appian  way. 

4  "The  eminence  of  S.  Pietro  in  Montorio  on  the  Janiciilum."  (Stanley,  note  ib.). 
5  "The  remains  of  St.  Peter,  as  is  well  known,  are  supposed  to  be  buried  immediately 

tinder  the  great  altar  in  the  centre  of  the  famous  basilica  which  bears  his  name" 
(Stanley,  ib.).     See  in  the  same  work  an  interesting  account  of  the  Judaizing  party 
which  gathered  round  the  person  of  Peter,  p.  96  ff. 122] 



§  in.]  FOR  WHAT  READERS  WRITTEN.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

son,  Introd.  to  N.  T.  vol.  iii.  pp.  357  ff.  The  Roman  Catholic  side  is 
stated  and  defended  by  Baronius,  Annals,  on  A.D.  44 — 46,  56,  69 :  and 
of  late  by  Windischmann,  Yindicise  Petrinse,  Ratisb.  1836. 

SECTION  III. 

FOR   WHAT    READERS    IT    WAS   WRITTEN. 

1.  The  inscription  of  the  letter  itself  has  on  this  point  an  apparent 
precision  :   l/cXc/crots  TrapeTrtS^/xois  Staa-Tropas  Ilovrou,   TaXarias,   KaTrTraoV 
Kia$,  "Ao-/a?,  /cat  Bi&wa?.     This  would  seem  to  include  the  Christians 
dwelling  in  those  very  provinces  where  St.  Paul  and  his  companions 
had  founded  churches. 

2.  But  it  has  been  attempted,  both  in  ancient  days  and  in  modern, 
to  limit  this  address   to  the   Jewish  Christians  resident  in  those  pro- 

vinces.    This  has  been  done  by  Eusebius,  Didymus,  Epiphanius,  Jerome, 
CEcumenius,  Theophylact  :  and  by  Erasmus,  Calvin,  Grotius,  Bengel, 
Augusti,  Hug,  Bertholdt,  Pott,  Weiss,  al. 

3.  Still,  there  is  nothing  in  the  words  to  warrant  such  a  limitation. 
The  7ra/3€7ri877/AO(.s  is  sufficiently  explained  in  the  Epistle  itself,  in  ch.  ii. 
11,  as  used  in  a  spiritual  sense,  strangers  and  pilgrims  on  earth  :  and 
the  SiacrTropas  following  may  well  designate  the  ingrafting  of  Gentile 

converts  into,  and  their  forming  a  part  of,  God's  covenant  people,  who 
already,  according  to  the  flesh,  were  thus  dispersed. 

4.  With  this  view  well-known  facts,  both  external  to  the  Epistle  and 
belonging  to  it,  agree.     These   churches,  as  we  learn  from  the  Acts, 
were  composed  mainly  of  Gentile  converts :  and  it  would  be  unreason- 

able to  suppose  that  St.  Peter,  with  his  views  on  the  Christian  relation 
of  Jew  and  Gentile,  as  shewn  in  Acts  xi.  and  xv.,  should  have  selected 
out  only  the  Jewish  portion  of  those  churches  to  address  in  his  Epistle. 
Rather,  if  one  object  of  the  letter  were  that  which  I  have  endeavoured 
to  establish  in  §  v.,  would  he  be  anxious  to  mingle  together  Jew  and 
Gentile  in  the  blessings  and   obligations   of  their  common  faith,  and 
though  himself  the  Apostle  of  the  circumcision,  to  help  on  the  work  and 
doctrines  of  the  great  Apostle  of  the  uncircumcision. 

5.  And  this  is  further  evident  from  many  passages  in  the  Epistle 

itself.      Such  is  the  JUT)  orwcrx>7fwxTtCoju,€i/ot  rats  Trporepov  Iv  rfj  ayvoia  "5/xSv 
€7ri0v/juats  (ch.  i.  14),  words  which  would  hardly  be  addressed  to  Jews 
exclusively,  cf.  Eph.  ii.  1  ff.,  where  the  Jews  are  indeed  included  in 
octets  Travrcs,  but  Gentiles  are  mainly  addressed :  such  the  ol  TTOTC  ov 

Aaos,  vvv  Sfi  Xaos  Ocov  (ii.  10) 6,  as  compared  with  ver.  9,  TOU  IK  CTKOTOVS 
6  It  has  been  argued  (see  amongst  others  Weiss,  Der  Petrinisclie  Lehrbegriff,  p.  119) 

that  this  passage,  being  originally  written  by  Hosea  of  the  rejected  people  of  God,  must 123] 
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v/Aas  /coAcowros  cis  TO  6avfjLafTTov  avrov  $cos,  and  with  Rom.  ix.  25 :  such 

the  <5s  (Sappas)  lyevi^re  T€wa  (iii.  6),  implying  adoption  into  the 
(spiritual)  family  of  Abraham :  such  the  expires  yap  6 

Xpovos  TO  fBovXrjiAa  rtov  eQvwv  KOLreipydcrdon,  TrcTropcv/xet'ous  ev  . 
rots  etScoXoXarpetats  (iv.  3),  which  words  are  addressed  to  the  readers, 
and  not  to  be  supplied  with  fjfjuv  :  and  seem  decisive  as  to  Grentiles  in 
the  main,  and  not  Jews,  being  designated.  The  expression  of  ch.  i.  18, 
ov  <£0apTo7s,  apyvpiM  r]  XPvcr^>  IXvrpaj^TC  €K  rJys  /Aareuas  VJA&V  dvaorrpoc^s 
TrarpoTrapaSorov,  may  seem  ambiguous,  and  has  in  fact  been  quoted  on 
both  sides :  but  it  seems  to  me  to  point  the  same  way  as  those  others : 
the  Apostle  would  hardly  have  characterized  all  that  the  Jew  left  to 

become  a  Christian  by  such  a  name  7. 
6.  Steiger,  in  his  Einleitung,  §  6,  has  given  a  list  of  such  churches  as 

would  be  comprehended  under  the  address  in  ch.  i.  1,  Tlovrov,  TaXarias, 

KaTnraSoKtas,  'Acrias,  /ecu  Bi0wfa9.     The  provinces  here  named  proceed 
in  order  from  N.E.  to  s.  and  w.  :  a  circumstance  which  will  be  of  some 

interest  in  our  enquiry  as  to  the  place  of  writing 8.     The  first  of  them, 
PONTTJS,  stretched  from  Colchis  and  Lesser  Armenia  to  the  mouth  of 
the  river  Halys,  and  was  rich  both  in  soil  and  in  commercial  towns.     It 
was  the  country  of  the  Christian  Jew  Aquila.     Next  comes  GALATIA, 
to  which  St.  Paul  paid  two  visits  (Acts  xvi.  6  and  Gal.  iv.  13  ff. :  Acts 
xviii.  23  and  xix.  1  ff.),  founding  and  confirming  churches.     After  him, 
his  companion  Crescens  went  on  a  mission  there  (2  Tim.  iv.  10).     Its 
ecclesiastical  metropolis  was  in  after  time  Ancyra.     Further  particulars 

respecting  it  will  be  found  in  the  Prolegg.  to  'Vol.  III.  ch.  i.  §  ii. 
7.  Next  in  order  comes  CAPPADOCIA,  south  but  returning  somewhat 

to  the  E.,  where  in  after  times  the  towns  of  Nyssa  and  Csesarea  gave 
the  church  a  Gregory  and  a  Basil,  and  whence  (see  Acts  ii.  9,  and 

be  so  understood  here.  But  this  is  mere  arbitrary  assertion.  The  context  here  must 
determine  in  what  sense  the  Apostle  adopts  the  words  of  the  Prophet :  and  I  have  no 

hesitation  in  saying  with  Augustine  and  Bede,  "Hoc  testimonium  quondam  per  Hoseam 
antiquo  Dei  populo  datum  est,  quod  nunc  recte  gentibus  dat  Pefcrus."  The  express 
citation  of  the  same  passage  hy  St.  Paul  in  Bom.  ix.  25,  as  applying  to  Gentiles,  should 
have  prevented  Weiss  at  all  events  from  speaking  here  with  his  usual  overweening 
positiveness. 

7  Weiss,  in  his  treatise  quoted  in  the  last  note,  has  taken  very  strongly  the  side  or 
Judseo- Christian  readers  only  being  addressed.     He  has  laid  great  stress,  p,  108  ff.,  on 
the  O.  T  allusions  in  the  Epistle,  as  shewing  this.     But  either  his  instances  prove 
nothing,  or  they  prove  too  much.     In  the  same  way  we  might  argue  of  the  Epistles  to 
the  Romans,  Corinthians,  Galatians,  which  ahound  much  more  with  O.  T.  allusions. 

I  may  remark  here  generally,  that  Weiss's  treatise,  conclusive  as  he  would  represent  his 
results,  and  strongly  as  he  states  them,  is  very  deficient  in  thoroughness  and  fairness 
of  investigation;    being  rather  an  attempt  to  justify  a  preconceived  view,  than  an 
impartial  dealing  with  the  phenomena  of  the  Epistle.    See  this  further  illustrated, 

when  we  come  to  speak  of  the  date  of  the  Epistle,  "below,  §  iv. 
8  See  below,  §  iv.  17. 124] 
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Josephus,  Ant.  xvi.  6)  Jews  came  up  to  the  feasts  in  Jerusalem,  who 
might  well  have  carried  back  the  knowledge  of  Christianity,  and  have 
founded  churches.  Next,  going  southward  and  westward,  we  have  pro- 

consular ASIA,  including  Mysia,  Lydia,  Caria,  Phrygia,  Pisidia,  and 
Lycaonia, — containing  the  churches  of  Iconium  where  Paul  and  Bar- 
iiabas  preached  (Acts  xiv.  1  if.)?  Lystva,  the  birthplace  of  Timotheus, 
where  St.  Paul  was  stoned  by  the  Jews  (Acts  xiv.  8 — 19  ;  xvi.  1,  2: 
2  Tim.  iii.  11), — Derbe,  the  birthplace  of  Caius,  where  many  were  made 
disciples  (Acts  xiv.  20  f.  ;  xx.  4), — Antioch  in  Pisidia,  where  St.  Paul 
converted  many  Gentiles,  but  was  driven  out  by  the  Jews  (Acts  xiii. 
14  if.,  48  ff.)  :  returned  however,  and  confirmed  the  churches  (ib,  xiv. 
21 — 23), — then  Miletus,  on  the  Carian  coast,  where  from  Acts  xx.  17 
and  2  Tim.  iv.  20,  there  must  have  been  Christian  brethren, — Phrygia, 
where  St.  Paul  preached  on  both  his  journeys  to  Galatia  (Acts  xvi.  6  ; 
xviii.  23), — then  along  the  banks  of  the  Lycus,  ILaodicea,  Hierapolis, 
and  Colossse,  celebrated  Christian  churches,  to  which  he  wrote  his 
Colossian  Epistle,  whose  leaders  Archippus  and  Epaphras,  whose 
member  Onesimus,  are  well  known  to  us  (Col.  i.  7  ;  iv.  9,  12  £,  17  : 
Philem.  2,  10), — where  erroneous  doctrines  and  lukewarmness  in  the 
faith  soon  became  prevalent  (Col.  ii.  :  Rev.  iii.  14 — 22). 

8.  Then  passing   westward,    we  find   in  Lydia  at  the   foot  of  the 
Tmolus,  Philadelphia,  known  to  us  favourably  from  Rev.  iii.  7  flf.,  and 
Sardis  the  capital  (Rev.  iii.  1  ff.),  and  Thyatira,  blamed  in  Rev.  ii.  18  ff. 
as  too  favourably  inclined  towards  false  teachers :  then  on  the  coast  the 
famous  Ephesus,  where  first  St.  Paul  (Acts  xviii.  19),  then  perhaps 
Aquila  and  Priscilla,  then  Apollos  (Acts  xviii,  24 — 28),  taught,  then  St. 
Paul  returned  and  remained  rpieriav  oXrjv  building  up  the  church  with 
such  success  (Acts  xx.  17  ;  xix.  1  if,,  8 — 10,  17),  a  church  well  known 
and  loved  by  every  Christian  reader  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians, 
but  grieved  over  when  we  read  (Rev.  ii.  4)  that  it  had  deserted  its  first 
love.     Then  northwards  we  have  Smyrna,  known  favourably  to  us  from 
Rev.  ii.  8  if.,  and  in  Mysia,  Pergamus  (Rev.  ii.  12  ff.)  ;   and  lastly 
Alexandria  Troas,  whence  St.  Paul  was  summoned  over  by  a  vision  to 
preach  in  Europe,  where  afterwards  he  preached,  and  raised  Eutychus 
to  life  (Acts  xx.  6  if.  :  2  Cor.  ii.  12),  and  where  he  was  on  a  subsequent 
occasion  entertained  by  Carpus  (2  Tim.  iv.  13). 

This  closes  the  list  of  churches  known  to  us,  BITHYNIA  containing 
none  whose  names  are  handed  down  in  Scripture. 

9.  The  enquiry  as  to  the  then  state  of  these  Christian  congregations 
is  one  which  must  be  here  conducted  simply  on  grounds  furnished  by 
the  Epistle  itself.     Its  effect  on  the  conclusion  to  which  we  must  come 
as  to  the  date  of  the  Epistle  will  be  dealt  with  in  a  subsequent  section. 

10.  From  the  Epistle  itself  then  we  gather,  that  in  external  form  and 
government  they  were  much  in  the  same  state  as  when  St.  Paul  exhorted 12o] 
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the  Ephesian  elders  at  Miletus  in  Acts  xx.  Here  (ch.  v.  1  ill),  as  there, 
the  elders  (7rp6<r/3vrepoi)  are  exhorted  to  tend  (iroipaivziv)  the  church  or 
flock  of  God  :  and  no  other  officers  in  either  place  appear. 

11.  It  was  manifestly  during  a  time  of  persecution  that  the  Apostle 
thus  addressed  them.     His  expressions,  especially  those  in  ch.  iii.  17 
and  iv.  12 — 19,  can  hardly  be  interpreted   of  the   general  liability  of 
Christians  to  persecutions,  but  must  necessarily  be  understood  of  some 

trial  of  that  kind  then  pressing  on  them0. 
12.  It  would  seem  by  ch.  iv.  4,  5,  that  some  of  these  trials  had  be- 

fallen the  Christians  on  account  of  their  separating  themselves  from  the 
licentious  shows  and  amusements  of  the  heathen.     And  the  same  pas- 

sage will  shew  that  it  was  from  heathens,  rather  than  from  unbelieving 
Jews,  that  the  trials  came. 

13.  We  may  gather,  from  hints  dropped  in  the  course  of  the  Epistle, 
that  there  were  in  the  internal  state  of  the  churches  some  tendencies 
which  required  repression,  as  e.  g.  the  disposition  to  become  identified 

with  the  heathen  way  of  living  (ch.  ii.  11,  12,  16  al.), — that  to  gi^eed 
and  ambition  and  self-exaltation  on  the  part  of  the  presbyters  (v.  2,  3), 
— that  to  evil  thoughts  and  evil  words  towards  one  another  (ii.  1  ;  iii. 
8—12  ;  iv.  9). 

SECTION  IV. 

TIME    AND    PLACE    OF    WRITING. 

1 .  The  former  of  these  enquiries  is  very  closely  connected  with  that 
of  the  last  section.  Many  Commentators  have  fancied  that  the  state  of 
the  readers  implied  in  the  Epistle,  points  at  the  persecution  under  Nero 

as  the  time  when  it  was  written1:  others  that  the  persecution  under 
Trajan  is  rather  indicated2.  But  to  both  of  these  it  has  been  suf- 

ficiently replied8,  that  the  passages  relied  on  do  not  warrant  either 
inference  :  that  the  airoXoyta  to  be  rendered  (ch.  iii.  15),  is  not  neces- 

sarily, nor  indeed  well  can  be  at  all,  a  public  defence  in  court,  seeing 
that  they  are  to  be  ready  to  make  it  Trcwrl  r<5  alrovvn  K.T.\*  :  that  the 
suffering  as  ica/coTrotot  cannot  well  be  connected  with  the  malefici  of 
Tacitus,  because  in  the  Epistle  the  readers  are  exhorted  to  live  down 
the  ill  repute,  which,  had  it  consisted  in  the  mere  name  of  Christian, 

9  The  bearing  of  this  consideration  on  the  date  of  the  Epistle  is  treated  below, 
§  iv.  1. 

1  So  Hug,  Einl.  ii.  p.  469  ff.:  Neander,  Pflanz.  u.  Leit.  p.  590:  De  Wette,  Einl. 
p.  1700 :  TMersch,  Apost.  Kirclie,  pp.  205 — 208 :  Mayerhoff :  Greswell,  al. 

2  So  Schwegler,  Nachapost.  Zeit.  ii.  10  ff. 
3  By  Oedner,  Steiger,  Wieseler,  Davidson,  al. 126] 
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they  could  not  have  been.  Again  It  is  answered  that  we  have  no  proof 
of  the  Neronian  persecution  having  extended  itself  into  the  Asiatic 
provinces. 

2.  On  the  whole  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  not  justified  in  connecting 
the  Epistle  with  either  of  these  persecutions,  but  are  rather  to  take  its 
notices  as  pointing  to  a  time  when  a  general  dislike  of  the  Christians  was 
beginning  to  pass  into  active  tyranny,  and  in  some  cases  into  infliction 
of  capital  punishment.     As  Davidson  remarks  (vol.  iii.  p.  375),  "the 
trials  were  not  yet  excessive.     They  were  alarming  in  the  future.     A 
severe  time  was  approaching.     Judgment  was  soon  to  begin  at  the  house 
of  God.      The  terrible  persecutions  and  sufferings  which  the  Christians 
were  about  to  endure,  were  impending." 

3.  These  remarks   are   favoured  by  the  tone  m  which  suffering  is 
spoken  of,  as  by  no  means  a  matter  of  course  :  not  sure,  nor  even  likely, 
to  follow  upon  a  harmless  Christian  life  :  cf.  ch.  iii.  13,  14,  where,  by 
rts   6   KaKOJcrcov   v/JLa$  eai/   rov   ayaOov  ̂ XomxJ  yivrjcrO^;   it  seems   as  if  the 
good  liver  was  in  general  likely  to  be  let  alone ;  and  by  what  follows, 

dXX'  et  /cat  Tracr^ocre  Sta  Sc/catocru^v,  //.a/capiot,  it  is  implied  that  in  some 
exceptional  cases,  Christians  might  be  hunted  out  by  zealous  enemies  and 
made  to  suffer  quoad  Christians. 

4.  So  that  I  should  be  disposed,  judging   from  the  internal  notices 
given  of  the  state  of  the  readers,  to  place  the  writing  of  the  Epistle 
during  the  latter  years  of  Nero,  but  before  the  persecution  related  by 

Tacitus,  Ann.  xiv.,  broke  out.     The  "  odium  generis  humarii  "  which 
justified  that   victimizing  of  the  Christians,   was   gathering,   and  pro- 

ducing its  anticipatory  fruits  here  and  there,  wherever  circumstances 
were  favourable. 

5.  And  with  this  agree  the  personal  notices  in  our  Epistle,  and  infer- 
ences to  be  gathered  from  it.     We  must  conclude  from  passages  in  it 

that    St.  Peter  was    acquainted   with   the  Epistles  of   St.  Paul ;  not 
only  with    his  earlier   ones,   but  with  those  written    during    his    first 

Roman  imprisonment  \     If  now  St.  Paul  was  set  free  from  that  impri- 
sonment in  the  year  63  (see  Prolegg.  to  the  Pastoral  Epistles,  Vol.  III. 

§  ii.  24),  this  Epistle  cannot  well  have  been  written  before  the  end  of 
that  year. 

6.  Another  personal  notice  also  agrees  with  this  date.     By  ch.  v.  13 
we  find  that  Mark  was,  at  the  time  of  its  writing,  with  the  Apostle  in 

Babylon,  which  I  here  by  anticipation  assume  to  be  the  well-known 
city  in  Chaldea.      Now  from  Coloss.  iv.  10,  we  learn  that  Mark  was  at 

the  time  of  writing  that  Epistle  (61 — 63)  with  St.  Paul  in  Rome,  but 

intending  to  journey  into  Asia  Minor:  and  from  2  Tim.  iv.  11   (67  or 

68),  we  find  that  he  was  in  Asia  Minor,  and  was  to  be  brought  with 

4  See  this  shewn  below,  §  vi.  2  note. 127] 
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Timotheus  to  Rome.  Now  one  of  two  contingencies  is  possible.  Mark 
may  either  have  spent  some  of  the  interval  between  these  two  notices 
with  St.  Peter  in  Babylon,  or  have  betaken  himself  to  that  Apostle 
after  the  death  of  St.  Paul. 

7.  Of  these  two   alternatives,  it  is  urged   by  the  advocates  of  the 
usual  view  taken  of  our  Epistle,  the  latter  is  the  more  probable.      This 
Epistle  is  addressed   to  churches  mostly  founded  by   St.   Paul :    is  it 
probable  that  St.  Peter  would  have  thus  addressed  them  during  the 

great  Apostle's  lifetime  ?     When  we  consider  St.  Paul's  own  rule,  of 
not  encroaching  on  other  men's  labours  (Rom.  xv.  20),  and  put  together 
with  it  the  fact  of  the  compact  made  between  the  two  Apostles  as  related 
in  Gal.  ii.  9,  it  seems  difficult  to  imagine  that  such  an  Epistle  should 
have  been  written  before   St.  Paul  was  withdrawn  from  his  labours  ; 
which    latter   took    place    only    at   his    death.      That   event,    and    the 

strengthening  of  the  influences  adverse  to  St.  Paul's  doctrine  consequent 
on  it,  might  well  agree  with  the  testimony  to  that  doctrine  which  we 
find  in  this  Epistle,  and  especially  in  ch.  v.  12. 

8.  According  to  this  view,  we  must  place  the  Epistle  late  in  the  second 
apostolic  period.     We  have  seen  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  Pastoral 
Epistles,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  assign  a  date  for  the  death  of  St.  Paul 
before  the  last  year  of  Nero,  i.  e.  67  to  68.     If  we  suffer  ourselves  to  be 
guided  by  these  considerations,  we  should  say,  that  in  the  latter  part  of 
that  year,  or  the  beginning  of  the  next,  our  Epistle  may  have  been 
written. 

9.  But  these  considerations,  forcible  as  they  seem,  bring  us  into  a 
greater  difficulty  than  that  of  believing  the  Epistle  to  have  been  written 

during    St.  Paul's   lifetime.     They  leave  absolutely  no  room  for  the 
journey  of  St.  Peter  to,  and  martyrdom  at,  Rome :  none  for  the  writing 
of  the  second  Epistle,   which  clearly   must  not  be  rejected   on  such 
grounds  alone.     We  must  therefore  adopt  the  other  alternative,  and 
suppose  the  writing  to  have  taken  place  during  a  temporary  withdrawal 
of  the  great  Apostle  to  some  other  and  distant  scene  of  missionary 
action  between  the  year  63  and  67. 

10.  Next  as  to  the  place,  whence  it  was  written.     If  words  are  to  be 
taken  literally,  this  is  pointed  out  with  sufficient  plainness  in  the  Epistle 

itself  (ch.  v.  13),  where  we  read  do-Tra^crac  v//.a$  fj  iv  Ba^uAana  a-wc/cXe/cT^, 
as  being  BABYLON. 
And  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  to  depart  from  the 

prima  facie  impression  given  by  this  notice,  that  St.  Peter  was  at  that 
time  dwelling  and  working  at  the  renowned  Babylon  on  the  Euphrates. 

11.  It  is  true,  that  from  very  early  times  the  name  has  suggested 
other  interpretations.     Eusebius  (H.  E.  ii.  15)  quotes  with  a  <£ao-iV,  and 
alleges  for  it  generally  the  authority  of  Papias  and  Clement  of  Alexan- 

dria in   the   Hypotyposeis,   TOV  Ma/cwcov    /xr^ovcveti/   rov    TLerpov   €V   rfj 128] 
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vrporepa  iTricrToX^J,  rjv  /ecu  crwra^at  <£acra/  ITT  avrrj<s  *PaS/x>;s,  {rrjfJLaivew  re  rovr' 
OLVTQV  rrjv  iroXiv  rpoTriKtoTtpov  Ba/3vXcova  TrposetTroi/ra,  /c.r.X,  And  so  also 
CEc.  in  loc.,  assigning  however  a  very  insufficient  reason:  J$a/3v\wva 

Trjv  ePwfjLrjv  Sta  TO  -n-ep6<£aves  /caXet,  o  /cat  Ba/2uXobv  iroXXw  XpoJ'w  lcr^7;/ce. 
And  Jerome,  Catal.  Script.  Eccles.  8,  vol.  ii.  p.  848  :  "  Meininit 
hujus  Marci  et  Petrus  in  Epistola  prima,  sub  nomine  Babylonia  figu- 

raliter  Romam  significans."  And  on  Isa.  xlviL,  vol.  iv.  p.  549  :  "Licet 
ex  eo  quod  juxta  LXX  scriptum  eat,  Ovyarep  Ba/?vXa>i/og,  ....  noil 
ipsam  Babylonem  quidam,  sed  Romanam  urbem  interpretentur,  quae  in 

Apocalypsi  Joannis  et  in  Epistola  Petri  Babylon  specialiter  appellatur." 
So  also  Isidore  of  Seville,  as  alleged  by  Davidson,  p.  362.  And  this 
has  been  a  very  general  opinion  among  not  only  Roman  Catholic  but 
also  other  Commentators.  It  is  held  by  Grotius,  Lardner,  Cave, 
Whitby,  Macknight,  Hales,  Cludius,  Mynster,  Windischmann,  al.  :  and 
recently  Wiesinger. 

12.  But  there  seems  to  be  no  other  defence  for  this  interpretation 
than  that  of  prescription.     And  it  is  now  pretty  generally  recognized 
among  Commentators  that  we  are  not  to  find  an  allegorical  meaning  in 
a  proper  name  thus  simply  used  in  the  midst  of  simple  and  matter-of- 
fact  sayings.     The  personal  notice  too,  conveyed  in  rj  o-we/cXeicn;,  will 
hardly  bear  the  violence  which  many  have  attempted  to  put  upon  it,  in 
supplying  €KKXr}<rCa  (see  digest  in  loc.).     No  such  word  has  been  men- 

tioned :  nor  is  the  Epistle  addressed  TOILS  e/c/cX^cruus  T^S  Siao-Tropa?,  K.r.X., 
but  €AcXe/cTots  ?rap€7r<,S?7/>io&s  Siacnropas,  K.r.X.     And  as  those  are  individual 
Christians,  so  it  is   but  reasonable  to  believe  that  ̂   erwejcXc/cnJ  is  an 
individual  also,  the  term  being  strictly  correlative  with  that  other :  and 

if  an  individual,  then  that  dSeX^  yw-q  whom,  as  we  know  from  1  Cor. 
ix.  5,  St.  Peter  TrtptTJ-yev  in  his  missionary  journeys. 

13.  And  this  being  so,  I  can  see  no  objection  arising  from  the  Iv 

Ba^vXaii/t6  being  inserted.      The  Apostle,  in  ch.  i.   1,  had  seen  fit  to 
localize  the  Christians  whom  he  was  addressing  :    and  he  now  sends 
them  greeting  from  one  whom  indeed  he  does  not  name,  but  designates 
by  an  expression  also  local.     To  the  elect  Christians  of  the  dispersion 
of  Pontus,  Galatia,  Cappadocia,  Asia,  and  Bithynia,  he  sends   greeting 
from  their  sister,  an  elect  Christian  woman  in  Babylon.     There  might 
obviously  be  a  reason  why  he  should  thus  designate  her,  rather  than  by 
her  name  and  relation  to  himself:    but  no  reason  whatever  why  he 
should  go  out  of  his  way  to  make  an  enigma  for  all  future  readers,  if 
he  meant  the  Church  at  Rome  by  these  words 

14.  But  even  when  we  have  taken  the  words  literally,  we  have  not 

yet  got  their  full  solution.     Some  contend,  that  an  insignificant  fort  in 

5  So  Weiss,  p.  134  note,  "(g§  unbe^rdfltd)  bfeifct/  warum  SpetruS  ben  TCufenlfjatt 
fetner  ©attin  an^ic&t  unb  fetnen  cigenen  nictyt." 

129] 
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Egypt,  called  Babylon  6,  is  intended.  This  appears  to  be  the  tradition 
of  the  Coptic  church,  and  it  is  supported  by  Le  Clere,  Mill,  Pearson, 
Calov.,  Pott,  Burton,  and  G  res  well.  The  ground  seems  mainly  to  be 

this  ;  that  as  it  is  believed  that  St.  Mark  preached,  after  St.  Peter's 
death,  in  Alexandria  and  the  parts  adjacent,  so  it  is  likely  that  those 
same  parts  should  have  been  the  scene  of  his  former  labours  with  the 
Apostle. 

15.  Others  again  have  supposed  it  to  be  Ctesiphon  on  the  Tigris,  the 
winter  residence  of  the  Parthian  kings  ;    or  Seleucia,  both  of  which 
seem  to  have  borne  the  name  of  Babylon  after  the  declension  of  the 
older  and   more   famous   city.      So    (as   regards    Seleucia)   Michaelis, 
who  however  adduces  no  proof  that  it  was  thus  called  in  the  apostolic 
age. 

16.  With  regard  to  the  probability,  or  otherwise,  of  St.  Peter  having 
laboured  in  the  Assyrian  Babylon  at  this  time,  we  may  notice,  that 
that  city  in  its  decayed  state,  and  its  neighbourhood,  were  inhabited 
by  Jews,  long  after  other  inhabitants  had  deserted  it :  that,  which  is 
sufficient   for  us,   Josephus  and   Philo   describe   it    as   thus   inhabited 
in  their  time  T.     It  is  true  that  in  the  last  years  of  Caligula,  who  died 
in  A.D.  41,  there  was  a  persecution  of  the  Jews  there8,  in  consequence 
of  which  very  many  of  them  migrated  to  the  new  and  rising  Seleucia  ; 
and  five  years  after,  a  plague  further  diminished  their  number.     But 
this  does  not  preclude  their  increase  or  return  during  the  twenty  years, 
at  least,  which  intervened  between  that  plague  and  the  writing  of  our 
Epistle. 

17.  It  is  some  corroboration  of  the  view  that  our  Epistle  was  written 
from  the  Assyrian  Babylon  to  find,  that  the  countries  mentioned  in  the 
address  are  enumerated,  not  as  a  person  in  Rome  or  in  Egypt  would 
enumerate   them,   but    in   an.  order    proceeding,   as    has   already  been 
noticed,  from  East  to  West  and  South  :  and  also  to  find  that  Cosmas 

Indico-pleustes,   in    the   sixth    century,   quotes   the   conclusion  of  our 
Epistle  "as   a  proof  of  the  early  progress  of  the   Christian  religion 
without  the  bounds  of  the  Roman  Empire  :  by  which  therefore  we 
perceive  that  by  Babylon  he  did  not  understand  Rome  V 

6  Thus  described  by  Strabo,  xvii,  1,  p.  807  :  bvairXeto-avTi  6*  tcrrl  Baj8uXct>y,  <j>potptov 
Upvpyfo,  airocTTcCj/Tco*'   $VTa,vOa  BapvXwvi&v  nv&v,  elra  SLctirpai-afjLev&v   frravOa 

irapdt  T&V  f$a.<n\*<ov*  vvvl  5*  H<rrl  ffrpardircSov  ivbs  T&V  rpi&v  Tary^rajK  r&v  i 

Jos.  Antt.  xv.  3.  1,  ov  y&p  o\(y&t  /uuptc&e?  ToC§€  rov  \trov  irepl  rfyv  " 
-ria'av  :  Philo  de  leg.  ad  Caium  36,  vol.  ii.  p.  587,  7r«<ra  ybp  |£M  pepovs  0pax*os 

vKcov,  teal  T&V  &\X<i}V  crarpairetwv  at  aper&tray  trover*  T^V  Hv  KiiKXcp  yi}vt  *lov$alov$ 

8  See  Jos.  Antt.  xviii.  9.  8. 

9  Lnrdner,  Works,  vol.  v.  p.  269:  citing  Cosmas,  ii.  p.  147. 130] 
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18.  With  regard  to  way  journey  of  St.  Peter  to  Babylon,  as  recorded 
or  implied  by  antiquity,  we  are    quite    unfurnished   with   any    other 
evidence   than  that  deduced  from   the    passage   under    consideration. 
And  the  difficulties  which  beset  the  conjunction  of  the  various  notices 
respecting  our  Apostle  remain  much  the  same  in  amount,  whichever 
way  we  attempt  their  solution  :  whether  by  forcing  the  Iv  BajQuXeovi  to 
some    far-fetched   and  improbable   sense,   as  has  been   very  generally 
done,  or  with  Weiss  and  others  assigning  an  early  date  to  our  Epistle, 
contrary  to  the  plain  sense   of  his  own  words   and  the  common-sense 
inferences  from  the  indications  furnished  by  it.     That  St.  Peter  wrote 
this  Epistle  to  churches  in  Asia  Minor  mainly  consisting   of  Gentile 
converts  :  that  those  churches  had  been  previously  the  scene  of  the 
labours  of  St.  Paul  and  his  companions  :  that  he  wrote  from  Babylon  in 

Assyria,  and  at  a  time   subsequent  to    St.  Paul's  missionary  agency  : 
these  are  points  which  can  hardly  be  controverted,  consistently  with 
the  plain  acceptation  of  language  in  its  obvious  and  ordinary  meaning. 
That  the  same  Apostle  visited  Rome  and  suffered  martyrdom  there, 
we  would  fain  believe  as  the  testimony  of  Christian  antiquity.     It  is 
difficult  to  believe  it  :  difficult  to  assign  the  time  so  as  to  satisfy  its 
requisitions  :    but  in  the  uncertainty  which  rests   over  all  the  later 
movements  of  the  great  Apostles,  it  would  be  presumption  for  us  to 

pronoiince  it  impossible.     There  may  be  means  of  reconciling  the  two 
beliefs,  of  which  we  are  not  aware.     And  since  this  may  be  so,  we  are 
not  unreasonable  in  retaining  both,  both  being  reasonably  attested. 

19.  One  personal  notice  has  not  been  mentioned  in  the  foregoing 

paragraphs,  viz.  that  of  Silvanus  having  been  the  bearer  of  the  Epistle 

(ch.  v.  12).     And  the  reason  for  its  omission  has  been,  that  it  is  far  too 
uncertain  to   found  any  argument  on  as   to  date  or  locality.      Even 

assuming  him  to  be  the  same  person  as  the  Silas  of  Acts  xv.  22,  32,  40 ; 

xvL  19,  25  ;  xvii.  4,  10,  14  ;  xviii.  5,  or  the  Silvanus  of  1  Thess.  i.  1, 

2  Thess.  i.  1,  2  Cor.  i.  19, — we  know  absolutely  nothing  of  his  history 

subsequently  to    that    period    of  his    companionship  with    St.  Paul, 
and  all  that  is  founded  on   any  filling  up  of  the  gap   in  his  history 

can  only  tend  to  mislead,  by  giving  to  baseless  conjecture  the  value  of 
real  fact. 

SECTION  V. 

ITS    OBJECT   AND    CONTENTS. 

1.  The  object  of  the  Epistle  is  plainly  enough   announced  by  the 
Apostle  himself  at  its  conclusion  : 

StXomvou  .    .   .   .   81  oXiycov   2ypai/ra,  irapaicaXwv    KCH 

urriv  elvai  dXt)0rj  X&PIV  ToC  " 
131] 
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2.  But  this  apparently  simple  declaration  is  not  easy  to  track  to  its 

meaning  in  detail.     The  7ra/>a/caAa>j/  portion  of  it  involves  no  difficulty. 
The  frequent  exhortations  in  the  Epistle,  arising  out  of  present  circum- 

stances, are  too  evident  to  be  missed  as  being  referred  to  by  this  word. 

And   when  we    come  to   the  iTrifjLapTvp&v  portion,  our  difficulty  is  not 

indeed  to  find  matter    in  the  Epistle  to  which  this  may  refer,  but  to 

identify  the  ravTyv,  to  which,  as  being   the   dAi^s  X^Pts  T°v  Q*ov,  the 

Apostle's   testimony   is    given.       The    iTrL^aprvpLaL  in   the   Epistle    are 
plainly  those  constant  references  of  practice  to  Christian  doctrine,  with 

which  every  exhortation   terminates  :  being  sometimes  O.  T.  citations, 
sometimes   remindings   of   facts    in    the    evangelic   history,   sometimes 

assertions  of  the  great  hope  which  is  reserved  for  God's  elect. 
3.  Here  there  can  be   but  little  doubt  :  Trapa/cA^o-ts  and   lirii^apTvpCa 

alternate  with  and  interpenetrate    one  another  throughout  the  whole  *. 
It   is   only  when  we   come  to  assign   a  meaning  to  the  Tavrr]v,  further 

specified  as  it  is   by  the   cfe  yv  crr^re,  that   the   real   definition   of  the 

object  of  the  Epistle  comes  before   us,  and  with  it,  all  its  uncertainty 
and  difficulty.     What  is  this  grace  of  God  in  which  the  readers  were 

to  stand — or  rather,  on  account   of  the  els  ?jv  <rr.,  into  which  they  had 
been    introduced    as    their    safe   standing-gimind  ?     Obviously   in   the 

answer  to  this  question  is  contained  the  Apostle's  motive  for  writing. 
4.  And  as   obviously,    this   answer   is   not   to  be   found   within   the 

limits  of  the   Epistle   itself.     For   no   such   complete   setting   forth   of 
Christian  doctrine  is  found  in  it,  as  might  be  referred  to  in  such  terms  : 

only   a   continual    reminding,    an   €7rcfjLaprvpca9    a  bearing   testimony  to 
something  previously  known,  received,  and  stood  in,  with  such  expres- 

sions as  ctSo7€s  ore,  and   such   assertions   as   ov   OVK   iSovres  dyaTrarc,  and 
frequent  repetitions  of  STL,  and  yap,  as  falling  back  on  previously  known 
truths. 

5.  And   this   is    further  shewn  by  the   ek  yv  crnjre,   referring   to   a 

body  of  doctrinal  teaching  in  wbich  the  readers  had  been  grounded. 

Compare  the  parallel,  which  surely  is  not  fortuitous,  in   1    Cor.  xv.  1  : 

TO  euayyeAtov  o  evrjyyeXto'apyv  vplv,  o  /cat  irapeXdfarc,  iv  to  KOL  ecrT^/care, — 
and  our  assurance  that   such  a  reference  is   intended  will  be  further 
confirmed. 

6.  But  to  what  body  of  doctrine  does  the  Apostle  refer  ?     Clearly 

not  to  one  imparted  by  himself.      There  is  not  the  remotest  hint  in  the 

Epistle  of  his  ever  having  been  among  the   exAe/croc  TrapeTrtS^/xot  whom 

he  addresses.     As  clearly  again,  not  to  one  fortuitously  picked  up  here 
and  there  :  the  allusions  are  too  marked,  the  terms  used  throughout  the 
Epistle  too  definite  for  this  to  be  the  case.     It  was  not  merely   the 

1  See  this  ably  elucidated  by  Briickner,  in  his  portion  of  the  Einleitting  to  De  Wette's 
Himdbuch,  edu.  2,  pp.  2  ff. 132] 
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Pentecostal  message  in  its  simplicity  which  these  readers  had  received, 
nor  are  they  to  be  sought  in  the  earlier  and  less  definite  times  of 
Christian  teaching, — nor  was  the  object  of  writing  only  general  edifica- 

tion :  there  had  been  a  previous  building  of  them  up,  a  general  type  of 
Christian  doctrine  delivered  to  them  :  and  it  was  to  confirm  this  mainly 
that  the  Apostle  writes  to  them,  exhorting  them  to  holy  practice,  and 

"  stirring  up  their  pure  minds  by  way  of  remembrance." 
7.  It  is  hardly  needful,  after  what  has  been  already  said  respecting 

the  churches  addressed,  to  repeat,  that  this  body  of  Christian  teaching 
I  believe  to  have  been  that  delivered  to  them  by   St.   Paul  and   his 
companions,  and  still  taught  among  them  after  his  decease  by  those 
who  had  heard  him  and  were  watering  where  he  had  planted.     All  the 
acuteness  of  such  writers  as  Weiss,  who  maintain  the  negative  to  this, 
has  only  the  more   convinced  me  that  the  view  is  the  right  and  only 
tenable  one. 

8.  That  St.  Peter  follows  out  the  object  not  in  a  spirit  dependent  on 

St.  Paul's  teaching  ;  that  he  uses,  not  the  expressions  and  thoughts  of 
that  Apostle,  but  his  own,  is  no  more  than  we  should  expect  from  his 
standing,  and  personal  characteristics  ;  and  is  not  for  a  moment  to  be 
adduced  as  against  the  view  here  maintained,  that  his  object  was  to 
build  tip  and  establish  those  churches  which  had  been  founded  and 
fostered  under  the  Apostle    of  the   Gentiles.      This   will  be   further 
elucidated  in  the  next  section. 

9.  The  contents  of  the  Epistle  are  summarily  but  lucidly  given  by 

Steiger,  Einleitung,  p.  27  ;  which  he  prefaces  by  this  remark  :   "  It  is 
not  easy  to  give  a  logically  arranged  table  of  the  contents,  in  a  case 
where  the  Writer  himself  does  not  lay  down  an  abstract  division  of  his 
subject  with  a  main  and  subordinate  plan,  but  goes   from  one  idea  to 
another,  not  indeed  with  violent  transitions,  but  still  not  according  to 
logical  connexion,  only  according  to  that  of  the  subjects   themselves. 
Besides,  the  changes  are  in  general  so  imperceptibly  made,  that  we  can 

hardly  tell  when  we  are  approaching  them." 
10.  He  then  gives  the  following  table  : 

ch.         ver. 
Address  to  the  elect  of  the  triune  God          ,         .  i.  1,  2. 
Preciousness  of  that  mercy  of  God  which  has  thus 

chosen  them  to  salvation  .....  3 — 5  ; 
manifested  even  in  their  temporal  trials         .         .  6 — 9. 
Salvation  of  which   prophets   spoke,   and  which 

angels  desire  to  look  into           .          •          •          «  10 — 12. 
Therefore,    the    duty    of  enduring   hope,   and  of 

holiness  in  the  fear  of  God        ....  13 — 17  : 
(considering  the  precious  blood  paid  as  the  price 

of  their  ransom)        ......  18 — 21; 133] 
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ch.         ver. 

and    of  self-purification    (as    begotten    of    God's 
eternal  word)  .......  i.  22 — 25  ; 

and  of  growth  in  the  Truth                               *  ii.     1 — 3; 
and  of  building  up  on  Christ  as  a  spiritual  priest* 

hood        .          .          .          .          .          .          .          .  4,  5  : 
Who  is  to  the  faithful  precious,  but  to  the  disobe- 

dient a  stone  of  stumbling         -  6 — 10. 
The  duty  of  pure  conversation  among  the  heathen  11,  12; 
  of  obedience  to  authorities    *          .          .  13 — 17; 
  to  masters,  even  when  inno- 

cently suffering  at  tbeir  hands  ....  18 — 20 
(for  such  is  the  calling  of  those,  for  whom  Christ 

suffered  innocently)    21 — 25 
  to  husbands       .          .          .  iii.  1 — 6. 
(reciprocal  duty  of  husbands)        ....  7 
  of  all,  to  one  another,  being  kind  and 

gentle  ;  and  even  to  enemies    ....  8 — 17  : 
for  Christ  so  suffered  and  so  lives,  for  the  living 

and  the  dead    18 — 20: 
and   through   His    Resurrection    and    exaltation 

saves  us  by  Baptism         .....  20 — 22. 
Thus  then  die  to  sin  and  live  to  God,  for  Christ 

is  ready  to  judge  all    iv.  1 — 7: 
watching,    edifying    one    another,   and  glorifying 

God   - .          .         .  8 — 1 1  : 
submitting  to  trial  as  the  proof  of  your  participa- 

ion  in  Christ's  sufferings          ....  12 — 19. 
Elders,  tend  His  flock,  for  His  sake      .          .          .  v.     1 — 4  : 
younger,  be  subject :  all,  be  humble      .          .         .  5,  6  : 
full  of  trust :  watchful  :  resisting  the  devil  .          .  7 — 9  : 
and  may  He  who  has  graciously  called  you,  after 

short  suffering,  strengthen  and  bless  you  .          .  10,  11. 
The  bearer  and  aim  of  the  Epistle  :  salutations  ; 

concluding  blessing  ......  12 — 14. 

SECTION  VI. 

CHARACTER    AND    STYLE. 

1.  Some  Commentators  *  who  have  impugned  the  genuineness  of  our 

2  e,  g.j  Schwegler  and  Be  Wette. 134] 
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Epistle,  have  objected  to  it  a  want  of  distinctive  character,  and  have 
alleged  that  it  is  less  the  work  of  an  individual  mind  than  a  series  of 
compilations  from  the  work  of  others,  mainly  Sfc.  Paul  and  St.  James. 

2.  This  however  has  been  distinctly,  and  as  it  seems  to  me  success- 
fully denied  by  others,  and  especially  by  Weiss    in  his  work  on  the 

Epistle.       It   is    hardly  possible    for    an    unprejudiced  person  to  help 
tracing  in  the  character  of  it  marks  of  individuality,  and    a  peculiar 
type  of  apprehension  of  Christian  doctrine.     That  St.  Peter  was  well 

acquainted  with  St.  Paul's  teaching  is  certain,  not  from  this  Epistle 
only,  but  from  the  latter  Apostle's  own  declaration  in  Gal.  ii.  2,  where 
he  says,  avsOipxiv  CLVTOLS  TO   e-uayyeAiov  o  Kypvcra-w   Iv  rots  Wveaiv,  KOLT   t&Cav 
Sc  rots  SOKOVCTLV,  of  whom  St.  Peter  certainly  was  one.     That  he  had 

seen,  and  was    familiar  with,  many  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles,  is  equally 
undeniable8.     The  coincidences  in  peculiar  expression  and  sequence  of 
thoughts  are  too  marked  to  be  accounted  for  by  any  participation  in 
common  forms  of  teaching  and  thinking,  even  had  this  latter  been  the 
case,  which  it  was  not.      The  coincidences  now  before  us  are  of  an 
entirely  different  nature  from  those  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  with 
the  exception  perhaps  of  that  one  where  an  O.  T*  citation  is  apparently 
taken  from  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans. 

3.  If  we  seek  for  tokens  of  individual  character  and  independence, 

we  shall  find  them  at  every  turn*     Such  are,  for  instance,  the  designa- 
tion of  the  whole  Christian  revelation  as  x^PL<s  T0"  0co9,  and  treatment 

of  it  as  such,  which   prevails    throughout   the  Epistle.     Cf.  ch.  i.  3, 
where  it  is  described  as  the  power  of  regeneration  :  i.  10,  where  it  is 
the  salvation  promised  by  the  prophets  :  ii.  19,  where  it  breaks  forth 
even  in  sufferings  :    iv.   10,  where  it  is  distributed  in  spiritual  gifts  : 
v.  10,  where  it  is  the  pledge  of  continued  divine  help  :  iii.  7,  where  it 
is  itself  the  inheritance  of  life  :  i.  13,  where  it  is  the  material  of  the 
revelation  of  Christ  at  His  coming.     And  connected  with  this  same,  is 

the  way  in  which  1)  God's  acts  of  grace  are  ever  brought  forward  :  e.  g. 
i.  20,  His  fore-ordination  of  Christ  :  v.  10,  i.  15,  ii.  9,  His  call  of  His 

people  :  i.  3,  23,  His    new-begetting    of  them  by  His  word   through 
Christ's  Resurrection  :  iv.  14,  the  resting  of  His  Spirit  on  them  :  iv.  11, 

8  Tables  of  parallel  passages  will  be  found  in  Huther  and  Davidson.  Bruckner  also, 
in  his  edition  of  Be  Wette,  has  discussed  the  usually  alleged  instances  of  dependency  on 

St.  Paul :  and  Weiss,  in  his  fifth  part,  "Petrus  nnd  Paulus."  The  following  are  a  few 
of  the  most  remarkable :  The  address,  as  compared  with  that  of  Rom.,  1  Cor.,  2  Cor., 
&c. :  ch.  i.  5,  with  Gal.  iii.  23  :  i.  21,  with  Rom.  iv.  24 :  ii.  1,  with  Col.  iii.  8  (Janies 

i.  21) :  ii.  6,  with  Rom.  ix.  33  (x.  11)  :  ii.  13,  14,  with  Rom.  xiii.  1 — 4 :  ii.  16,  with 
Gal.  v.  13 :  ii.  18,  with  Eph.  vi.  5,  Col.  iii.  22 :  ii.  21,  with  Rom.  vi.  18 :  iii.  1  ff.,  with 

Epb.  v.  22,  1  Tim.  ii.  9,  1  Thess.  iv.  4:  iii.  8,  9,  with  Rom.  xii.  10  ft*.:  iii.  22,  with 
Rom.  viii.  34,  Eph.  i.  21,  22 :  iv.  1,  2,  with  Rom.  vi.  7 :  iv.  10,  11,  with  Rom.  xii. 
6—8 :  v.  1,  with  Rom.  viii.  18 :  v.  8,  with  1  Thess.  v.  6  :  v.  10,  11,  with  (Hob.  xiii. 
.20,  21)  Phil.  iv.  19,  20 :  v.  14,  with  Rom.  xvi,  16,  1  Cor.  xvi.  20,  1  Thess.  v.  26. 135] 
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i.  5,  v.  6,  10,  His  care  for  them  in  ministering  strength  to  them,  and 

guarding  them  by  His  power  to  salvation  :  and  2)  the  connexion  between 

God  and  His  people  insisted  on  :  e.  g.,  ii.  9,  10  :  iv.  17,  v.  2,  generally  : 

iii.  21,  where  Baptism  is  €7repwr>7/xa  eis  0eoV  ;  ii.  19,  where  owafycns 

0€ov,  an  expression  no  where  else  found,  is  a  motive  for  enduring  suf- 
fer in o-a  :  iv.  11,  where  His  glory  is  the  ultimate  motive  of  Christian 

action. 

4.  And    in    accordance    with   this    constant    setting    forth    of    the 

reciprocal  relation  of  God  and  His  people,  we  find  our  Blessed  Lord 
ever  introduced  as  the  Mediator  :  e.  g.  of  things  objective,  as  i.  3,  of 

Regeneration  ;    iii.  21,  of  Baptism  :    of  things  subjective,  as  i.  21,  of 
faith  and  hope  ;    ii.   5,   of  acceptable  works   for  God  ;    iv.  11,  of  the 

power  to  glorify  God.     The  central  point  of  this  mediatorial  work  is 
His  Resurrection,  i.  3,  iii.  21  ;  in  subordination  to  which  the  other  facts 

of  Redemption  are   introduced,   even  where    they   occur  without   any 

necessary  reference  to  it,  as  e.  g.,  i.  11,  19 — 21  ;  iii.  18  ;  ii.  24,   25. 

And    those    particulars    of    Christ's    agency   are   principally    brought 
forward,    which    are    connected    with    the    Resurrection  :    e.   g.,    His 

preaching  to  the  imprisoned   spirits,  iii.  19  if.  ;  His  Ascension,  iii.  22  ; 

His  lordship  over  His  people,  ii.  25  ;  His  future  Revelation,  i.  7,  13, 

and  that  with  judgment,  iv.  5.     Every  where  it  is  less  the  historical 

Christ,  than  the  exalted  Christ  of  the  present  and  of  the  future,  that  is 

before  the  Apostle;  the  Eternal  One,  i.  11  ;  ii.  25.     Even  where  His 

sufferings  are  mentioned,  it  is   ever  XPI(TTO<S  or  6  x/ucrnfe :  not  so  much 
the  humiliated  One,  as  the  glorified  and  anointed  One  of  God,  ii.  21  ; 

iii,  18  f.  ;  iv.  1,  13.     And  this,  partly  because  their  present  belief  on 

Him,  not  their  past  experience  or  knowledge  of  Him,  is  that  which  is 

emphasized,  i.  8  ;  partly  for  the  reason  next  to  be  noticed. 
5.  Another  original  and  peculiar  feature  of  our  Epistle  is,  its  constant 

reference  and  forward  look  to  the  future,     This  has   been  indeed  by 

some  exaggerated  :  as,  e.  g.,  Mayerhoff.     Huther  and  Luthardt  (Das 

Johan.  Evano-.  p.  110)  have  considered  hope  as  the  central  idea  and 

subject  of  the°Epistle  :  and  Weiss  adopts  for  St.  Peter  the  title  of  the 
Apostle  of  hope.     But  the  fact  itself  is  not  to  be  denied.     Wherever  we 

consult  the  Epistle,  it  is  always  the  future  to  which  the  exhortations 

point :  whether  we  regard  the  sufferings  of  Christ  Himself,  as  pointing 
on  to  future  glory,  i.  11  ;  iv.  13  ;  or  those  of  His  followers,  i.  6,  7,  9. 

Salvation  itself  is  TO  rcAos  TTJS  m'crreoos,  i.  9  ;  is  the  object  of  living  (i.  3) 
and  certain  (i.    13)  hope,  i.  3,  13,  21  ;  iii.  15.     The  same  expectation 

appears  as  expressed  in  TI/AT?,  ii.  7  ;  fony,  iii.  10  (cf.  i.  3)  ;  Sofa,  v.  4, 
10  :  and  as  a  constantly  present  motive,  ii.  2  ;  v.  4.     The  nearness  of 
this  future  blessedness  throws  the  present  life  into  the  background,  so 

that  God's  people  are  TrdpoiKoi  and  TrapcTnS^/xot,  i.  1,  17  ;  ii.  11.     This 136] 
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is  ever  before  the  Apostle;  both  in  reference  to  his  readers,  iv.  13,  and 
to  himself,  v.  1. 

6.  Bruckner,  from  whom  in  the  main  the  foregoing  remarks  have 
been  adopted,  and  who  goes  much  further  into  detail  in  following  out 
the  same,  lays  stress  on  several  interesting  points  of  individual  pecu- 

liarity, even  where    the    modes  of  speech  of  St.  Paul    appear    to  be 
adopted  by  St.  Peter ;  e.  g.,  in  the  comparison  of  our  ch.  ii.  24  with 

Rom.  vi.  8 — 14,  where  St.  Paul's  £fjv  rw  0eJ>  would  have  been  equally 
available  for  St.  Peter,  who  uses  gfjv  rrj  St/ccuocrwy,  which  on  account  of 
the  close  comparison,  with  Christ  in  St.  Paul,  would  not  have  been  so 
apposite  for  him :  where  again  the  airoOvrjcrKtiv  rfj  a/xaprta  of  St.  Paul  is 
not  adopted  by  St.  Peter,  though  quite  as  well  adapted  to  his  purpose 
as  aTToyCvea-Oai  rfj  a/x.,  which  he  has  used.     In  St.  Paul,  the  death  to  sin 
is  more  a    consequence    of  our    union  with  Christ  :  in  St.  Peter,    of 

Christ's    having    done    away    sin.       The    latter,    as     in    other    places, 
approaches  nearer  to  St.  John's  form  of  thought  and  diction. 

7.  He  shews  the  same  with  regard  to  the  idea  of  the  Christian  calling 
of  God  :  to  that  of  ZXtrk  ;  of  vTraKoiq  ;  of  Christian  liberty,  as  in  the  one 
Apostle  (Gal.  v.   13)  the  a<pop^}  in  the  other  the  errtKaAv//,/xa  of  sin 
(ch.  ii.  16),  and  besides  found  in  James  i.  25,  ii.  12,  and  in  John  viii. 

36 :    to  that  of  the  \a.pCa-fjLara ;    of  the  Christian  reward ;    and  several 
other  cases  which  at  first  sight  seem  alike.     In  all  these  there  is  reason 
to  believe  that  our  Apostle,  though  speaking  sometimes  exceedingly 
like  St.  Paul   and  possibly  from  reminiscence  of  his  Epistles,  yet  drew 
from  another  fountain  within  himself,  and  had  a  treasure  of  spiritual 
knowledge  and  holy  inspiration  distinct   from  that  of  St.  Paul,  incor- 

porated with  his  own  individual  habits  of  thought. 
8.  And  this  is  confirmed  by  observing,  that  it  is  not  with  St.  Paul 

only  that  such  affinities  are  found,  but  as  before  observed,  with  St.  John, 

and  with   other  of  the  N.  T.  writers 4  :  and  by  seeing,  that  in  many 
expressions  St.   Peter    stands   quite   alone 5.      Add  to  which,  that  in 
several  glimpses,  which  in  the  course  of  treatment  of  other  subjects  he 
gives  us,  of  things  mysterious  and  unknown,  we  evidently  see  that  such 

4  Compare  ch.  i.  23  with  1  John  Hi.  9 :  i.  22  (ii.  2)  with  1  John  iii.  3 :  ii.  24  witli 
1  John  iii.  7 :  iii.  13  with  3  John  11 :  v.  2  with  John  x.  16  :  iii.  18  with  1  John  ii.  1, 
iii.  7  :   i.  19  with  John  i.  29 :   iv.  2  with  1  John  ii.  16  f. :  ii.  24  with  Heh.  ix.  28, 

1  John  iii.  5 :  i.  2  with  Heb.  xii.  24:  v.  4  with  Heb.  xiii.  20:  iii.  18  (ct7ra£)  with  Heb. 
ix.  28  :  ii.  5  with  Heb.  xiii.  15.     In  almost  all  of  the  supposed  imitations  of  St.  James, 
O.  T.  citations  are  the  material  which  forms  ground  common  to  both  Apostles.      This 
is  the  case  with  i.  6  f.  compared  with  James  i.  2 :  i.  24  with  James  i.  10 :  v.  5  with 
James  iv.  6,  10  :  iv.  8  with  James  v.  20. 

5  As,  e.g.,  iropevOels  els  ovp.  ch.  iii.  22:  <f>t\r)fJta  aydirys,  v.  14  :  (rvvfid-n<ns  Qeov,   ii. 
19  :  &\7m  f&cra,  i.  3  :  K\r)povofj.la  &<j>0apros  ap.io.VTos  apdpavros,  ib.  4.     See  a  copious 
list  given  in  Davidson,  p.  386. 137] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  1    PETER.  [CH.  III. 

revelations  come  from  a  storehouse  of  divine  knowledge,  which  could 
reveal  much  more,  had  it  seemed  good  to  Him  by  whom  the  hand  and 

thoughts  of  the  Apostle  were  guided  6. 
9.  As  regards  the  style  of  our  Epistle  it  has  an  unniistakeable  and 

distinctive  character  of  its   own  T,  arising  very  much  from  the   mixed 
nature  of  the  contents,  and  the    fervid  and  at   the   same  time  practical 
rather  than  dialectical   spirit   of  its  Writer.      There  is  in  it  no  logical 
inference,  properly  so  called  :  no  evolving  of  one  thought  from  another. 
The  word  ovv  occurs   only  in  connexion  with  imperatives  introducing 
practical    inference :    on  and  8tort    only    as    substantiating   motives  to 
Christian  practice  by  Scripture  citation  or  by  sacred  facts  :  yap  mostly 
in  similar  connexions.      The  link  between  one  idea  and  another  is  found 
not  in  any  progress  of  unfolding  thought  or  argument,  but  in  the  last 
word  of  the  foregoing  sentence,  which  is  taken  up  and  followed  out  in 
the  new  one  8. 

10.  It  has  been  noticed  that   the  same   thought    is  often  repeated 

again  and  in  nearly  the   same  words  9.     This  is   consistent  with  the 
fervid  and  earnest  spirit  of  the  Apostle :  which  however,  as  might  be 
expected  from  what  we  know  of  him,  was   chastened  by  a  sense  of  his 
own  weakness    and   need    of   divine    upholding    grace.     There    is    no 
Epistle  in  the  sacred  Canon,  the  language  and  spirit  of  which  come 
more  directly  home  to  the  personal  trials  and  wants  and  weaknesses 
of  the  Christian  life.     Its  affectionate  warnings  and  strong  consolation 
have  ever  been  treasured  up   close   to   the  hearts  of  the  weary  and 
heavy-laden  but  onward-pressing  servants   of  God.     The  mind  of  our 
Father   towards    us,    the    aspect    of  our   Blessed   Lord   as    presented 
to   us,   the   preparation   by    sufferings    for    our    heavenly    inheritance, 
all   these   as   here  set  forth,  are   peculiarly  lovely  and    encouraging. 

e  See  ch.  i.  10,  11;  iii.  19,  21;  iv.  6,  17;  v.  1,  8. 

7  The  similarity  between  the  diction  of  the  Epistle  and  St.  Peter's  recorded  speeches 
in  the  Acts,  has  been  often  noticed.     Compare  1  Pet.  ii.  7  with  Acts  iv.  11 :  i.  12  with 
Acts  v.  32 :  ii.  24  with  Acts  v.  30,  x.  39 :  v,  1  with  Acts  ii.  32,  iii.  15  :  i.  10  with  Acts 
iii.  18,  x.  43 :  i.  21  with  Acts  iii.  15,  x.  40  t  iv.  5  with  Acts  x.  42 :  i.  21  with  Acts 

iii.  16  :  ii.  24  with  Acts  iii.  19,  26.     In  connexion  of  sentence  with  sentence  also  (see 

below,  par.  10)  there  is  great  similarity  ;  cf.  Acts  iii.  21,  xpl<rrbi'*lrjcrovj'i  $v  Sc*  .  .  .  . 
irdvrosy,  £v  fadx-ncrev  ....  besides  the  same  spirit,  and  view  of  the  Gospel  facts  and 
announcements,  being  manifest  throughout.     Compare  e.  g.  the  summary  of  that  part 

of  Ms  first  Speech  which  is  not  recorded, — ac&OTjre  airb  rris  yevecis  rys  o-fcoXias  ratrvis, 
Acts  ii!.  40>  with  the  frequent  exhortations  in  our  Epistle  to  separation  from  the  heathen 
world. 

8  See,  e.  g.,  ch.  i.  ver.  4-,  tf/uas  .  .  . ,  ver.  5,  robs  .  .  .  :  ver.  5,  KatpQ  etrxcSrp  .  .  .  ,  ver.  6, 

<?;/$...:  ver.  7,  *l7?cr.  x/>^roD  .  .  .  ,  ver.  8,  %v  .  .  . :  ver.  9,  fftartipiav  .  .  .  ,  ver.  10, 
wepl  ?s  (rcaTifjpias  .  .  . :  ver.  10,  irpo<p7JTai  .  .  .  ,  ver.  12,  ols  cL7reKa\6<p$n :  &o.,  &c.     And 
so  WitaigUt  proceed  through  the  Epistle. 

&  Compare  ch.  iii.  1  with  iii.  16,  and  with  ii.  12  :  iv.  3  with  i.  14  and  ii.  11 :  iv.  12 
With  L  0—9  :  iv.  14  with  iii.  14, 17,  and  with  ii.  20  j  v.  8,  with  iv.  7,  and  with  i.  13. 138] 
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And  the  motives  to  holy  purity  spring  direct  out  of  the  simple  and 
childlike  recognition  of  the  will  of  our  Heavenly  Father  to  bring  us  to 
His  glory. 

11.  All  who  have  worthily  commented  on  the  Epistle  have  spoken 
iu  similar  strains  of  its  character  and  style.  "Mirabilis  est  gravitas 
et  alacritas  Petrini  sermonis,  lectorem  suavissime  retinens,"  says 
Bengel.  "Habet  hsec  Epistola  TO  cr<f>o$p6v  conveniens  ingenio  principis 
Apostolorum,"  says  Grotius.  And  Erasmus  calls  it  "Epistolam 
profecto  dignam  Apostolorum  principe,  plenam  auctoritatis  et  dig- 
nitatis  apostolicae,  verbis  parcam,  sententiis  difiertam,  &c."  And 
recently  Wiesinger  sums  up  thus  his  characteristic  of  the  Epistle  : 

"  Certainly,  it  entirely  agrees  in  tone  and  feeling  with  what  we  have 
before  said  of  the  character  of  the  Apostle.  His  warm  self-devotion  to 
the  Lord,  his  practical  piety  and  his  active  disposition,  are  all  reflected 
in  it.  How  full  is  his  heart  of  the  hope  of  the  revelation  of  the  Lord  ! 
With  what  earnestness  does  he  exhort  his  readers  to  lift  their  eyes 
above  the  sufferings  of  the  present  to  this  future  glory,  and  in  hope  of 
it  to  stand  firm  against  all  temptation !  He  who  in  loving  impatience 
cast  himself  into  the  sea  to  meet  the  Lord,  is  also  the  man  who  most 
earnestly  testifies  to  the  hope  of  His  return  : — he  who  dated  his  own 
faith  from  the  sufferings  of  his  Master,  is  never  weary  in  holding  up 
the  suffering  form  of  the  Lord  before  the  eyes  of  his  readers  to 
comfort  and  stimulate  them  :— he  before  whom  the  death  of  a  martyr 
is  in  assured  expectation,  is  the  man  who  most  thoroughly,  and  in  the 
greatest  variety  of  aspects,  sets  forth  the  duty  and  the  power,  as  well 
as  the  consolation,  of  suffering  for  Christ.  If  we  had  not  known 
from  whom  the  Epistle  comes,  we  must  have  said,  It  must  be  a 
Rock  of  the  church  (etn  gelfenmcmn)  who  thus  writes  :  a  man  whose 
own  soul  rests  on  the  living  Rock,  and  who  here,  with  the  strength 
of  his  testimony,  takes  in  hand  to  secure  the  souls  of  others,  and 
against  the  harassing  storm  of  present  tribulation  to  ground  them 

on  the  true  Rock  of  ages1."  The  whole  may  be  summed  up  by 
gay  ing,  that  the  entire  Epistle  is  the  following  out  of  our  Lord's 
command  to  its  Writer,  /cat  <rv  TTOTC  eTrtcrr/oei^as  crTijpt£ov  rovs 

1  Einl.  p.  18. 
2  I  cannot  forbear,  as  caring  above  all  for  the  spiritual  life  in  God  of  the  students 

of  His  holy  word,  recommending  to  them  most  strongly  the  commentary  of  our  own 
Archbishop  Leighton,  as  a  devotional  subsidiary  to  their  critical  and  exegetical  studies 
of  this  Epistle.     To  the  mere  scholar,  it  may  not  present  much  matter  of  interest ;  hut 
to  one  who  wishes  that  the  mind  of  God's  Spirit,  speaking  in  the  Apostle,  may  live  and 
grow  within  his  own  breast,  no  writer  on  Scripture  that  I  know  furnishes  a  more 
valuable  help  than  Leighton. 139] 
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It  will  be  observed  that  I  have  throughout  this  chapter  abstained 

from  introducing  considerations  and  comparisons  of  the  Second  Epistle 
of  St.  Peter.  I  have  done  this,  because  I  wished  to  keep  the  first 

Epistle  clear  of  all  the  doubt  and  difficulty  which  surround  the  treat- 
ment of  the  other,  which  I  have  reserved  entire  for  the  following 

chapter. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

THE  SECOND  EPISTLE  GENERAL  OF  PETER. 

SECTION  I. 

OBJECT,    CONTENTS,    AND    OCCASION    OF    THE    EPISTLE. 

1.  I  THINK  it  best  to  approach  the  difficult  question  of  the  genuine- 

ness of  this  Epistle,  by  a  consideration  of  the  internal  characteristics  of 
the  writing  itself. 

2.  Its  general  object  is  no  where  so  distinctly  declared,  as  that  of 

1  Pet.  in  v.  12  (ch.  iii.  1,  2  being  special).     But  the  two  concluding 

verses  contain  in  them  the  double  aim  which  has  been  apparent  through 

the  whole.      In  iii.  17  we  read,  TrpoytvwcjKOvrcs   cj>v\dcrcr€cr@€  Iva  py  TWK 

a^ecr/Awi/  irXavrj   crui/aTrax^eVres  e/c-Trecr^re  rov   IStov  crrr)p(,yfJ.ov,  and  in  iii.  18, 

avfavcre    Se    iv    x°-PlTl    Kc"    yvwcrei    rov    Kvptov    ̂ /xcoi/    /cat    o-amjpos    "Lycrov 
Xpto-Tov.     These  two,  the  prohibitory  and  the  hortatory,  are  the  objects 

of  the  Epistle.     The  former  is  the  introduction  to  the  latter,  which,  as 

might  be  expected,  is  the  main  and  ultimate  aim. 

3.  And    this    ultimate    aim    is    apparent  from   the  very  beginning. 

Ch.  i.   1 — 11   is  devoted  to  fervent  enforcing  of  it.     Then  i.  12 — 21, 

laying    down   the   grounds    on   which    the  yvwcrts   rests,    viz.   apostolic 

testimony    and    prophetic    announcement,    forms    a    transition    to    the 

description,  ch.  ii.,  of  the  false  prophets  and  teachers  who  were  even 

then    coming   in,   and   should   wax    onward   in   activity   and  influence. 

Then  in  ch.  iii,,  the  further   error  of  false  teachers   in  scorning  and 

disbelieving  the  promise  of  the  coming  of  the  Lord  is   stigmatized  and 

refuted,    and   the   Epistle    concludes   with   a  general  reference  to  the 

Epistles    of   St.   Paul,    as   teaching  these   same  truths,    and    as  being 

perverted  like  the  other  Scriptures  by  the  ignorant  and  unstable. 

Throughout  all,  one  purpose  and  one  spirit  is  manifest.     The  iTtiyvucris 

rov  KvpCov  JHL&V  KO!  o-corJJpos  'fyo-.  XP-  is  ever  the  condition^  of  salvation 

(ch.  i.  8  ;  ii.  20  ;  iii.  18).     Sometimes  we  have  it  on  the  side  of  know- 
140] 
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ledge  of  the  Father  who  nath  called  us  (L  2,  3),  sometimes  on  that  of 
knowledge  of  the  gospel  as  the  way  of  righteousness  (ii.  21  :  cf,  ii.  2). 
This  imYfaxris  is  the  central  point  of  the  Christian  life,  both  theoretically 
and  practically  considered  :  it  is  the  vehicle  of  the  divine  agency  in  us, 
and  so  of  our  highest  participation  of  God  (i.  3,  4)  :  it  is  the  means  of 
escape  from  the  pollutions  of  the  world  (ii.  20), — the  crowning  point  of 
Christian  virtues  (i.  8), — the  means  of  access  into  Christ's  kingdom 
(i.  11). 

And  the  side  of  our  Lord's  own  Person  and  Office  on  which  attention 
is  fixed  is  not  so  much  His  historical  life,  as  His  8wa/us  and  cgovo-ia  in 
His  exalted  state  of  triumph  (i.  16).  The  promises  which  are  intro- 

duced refer  to  His  second  coming  and  kingdom  (i.  4  ;  iii.  4,  13). 
4.  And  in  this  peculiar  setting  forth  of  the  Christian  life  must  we 

look  for  the  necessary  bringing  out  of  the  dangers  of  seduction  by  false 
teachers,  and  the  placing   of  this  knowledge  and  these  promises   over 

against  it.      The  i/fc-uSoSiSaor/caAoi,  (ii.  1;  a^eor^ot,  iii.  17)   are  described 
partly  theoretically,  as   denying   the  lordship  of  our  glorified  Saviour 
which  He   has   won   by  Redemption   (ii.   1,    contrasted    with   Sum/us, 
i.    16),   and   His   promise  of  coming  again  (iii.   1  IF.,  contrasted  with 

Trapoixjia,    i.    16), — partly    practically, — as    slandering    God's    way    of 
righteousness   (ii.  2)   and  His  majesty  (ii.  10  if.), — as   disgracing  their 
profession  of  Christian  freedom  (ii.  19), — as  degraded  by  a  vicious  life 
(ii.   13), — full   of  lust   and   covetousness   (ii.    14), — speaking  swelling 
words  (ii.  18),  deserters  of  the  right  way  (ii.  15  f.),  traitors   (ii.  17), 

seducing  the  unstable    (ii.    14,    18), — the  objects   of  God's   inevitable 
judgment  (ii.  3 — 9,  17), — preparing  destruction  for  themselves  (ii.  12, 
19),  and  the  more  so,  because  their  guilt  is  increased  by  the  sin  of 
apostasy  (ii.  20 — 22). 

5.  In  strong   contrast  and   counterpoise  against  both   sides  of  this 
heretical  error  stands  their  eirfyvcocri?  :  against  the  former  of  them,  in 
its  theoretical  aspect,  as  the  right  knowledge  of  the  power  and  coming 
of  Christ  (i.  16  :  see  above)  :  against  the  latter,  in  its  practical,  as 
insight  into  the  6Sos  rfj<s  SiKaiocruvys.     This  latter  contrast  is  ever  brought 
up  in  the  description  of  the  false  teachers  in  ch.  ii.    Noah,  as 
*o?/ou£,  is  excepted  from  the  judgment  of  the  Flood  (ii.  5):  Lot,  as 
from  that  on  Sodom  (ii.  7,  8)  :  God  knows  how  to  punish  the 
and  rescue  the  euo-ejScfc  (ii.  9)  :  the  heretics  are  described  as  having  left 
the  evQtiav  6SoV  (ii.  15),  and  the  example  of  Balaam  applied  to  them 

(ii.  15,  16).  And  accordingly  it  is  the  ITTIJV^O-L^  *Irjcrov  XP-  which  is  to 
preserve  the  readers  from  c/>6opd  (i.  4  ;  cf.  ii.  12),  and  from  falling  away 
(i.  10). 

6.  This  main  subject  of  the   Epistle,  which  not  only  occasions  the 

minute  depiction  of  the  adversaries,  but  also  keeps  together  the  whole, 

is,  notwithstanding   the  parenthetical  allusions  and  polemical  digres- 141] 
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sions,  in  close  coherence.  The  later  portions  are  all  based  on  tlie 
earlier.  Thus  ch.  i.  16  ff.  is  the  foundation  of  ii.  1  if.,  iii.  1  if.  :  thus 

the  conclusion  is  in  intimate  connexion  with  the  opening,  the^  same 

union  of  («rt)yi/o><ris,  x^PL?>  and  «fcw  being  found  in  both  0-  2  »  *"•  14r, 

18)  :  thus  the  Iva  pq  l/c^'o^rc  TOV  ffiiou  <TT-r)pt,yp.ov,  iii.  17,  refers  back  to 
i.  10,  12  :  thus  the  conditioning  clause,  aarofayovre*  .  .  .  <jf>#opas,  i.  4, 

is  remembered  in  the  warning  </>v\dcrcr€(r0€   crwaTrax^eVrcs,  iii.  17  ; 

and  the  more  detailed  exhortation  of  i.  5—8  is  compressed  together  in 

the  shorter  at,£averc  Sc  K.T.A.  of  iii.  18.  Thus  also  the  qualifying  tv 

StKaioo-wfl  of  ch.  i.  1  is  borne  in  mind  in  iL  21  and  iii.  13,  So  again, 

iii.  1  takes  up  again  i.  13,  and  the  v-n-o  r&v  dytW  rrpo^r^v  of  iii.  2 
refers  back  to  i.  19.  In  fact,  the  contents  of  this  short  Epistle  are 

bound  together  by  the  closest  and  most  intimate  connexion  and  co- herence. 

7.  The  above  notices  will  make  sufficiently  plain  the  occasion  of  the 

Epistle.     It  was,  the  prompting  of  a  holy  desire  to  build  up  and  confirm 

the  readers,  in  especial  reference  to  certain  destructive  forms  of  error  in 

doctrine   and  practice  which  were  then  appearing  and  would  continue 
to  wax  onward. 

8.  If  we  seek  to  fix  historically  the  heretics  here  marked  out,  we  find 

the   same   difficulty  as   ever  besets   similar  enquiries   in   the   apostolic 

Epistles.     They  are  rather  the  germs  of  heresies  that  are  described, 

than  the  heresies  themselves   as  known  to  us  in  their  ripeness  after- 

wards.    These  germs  ever  found  their  first  expansion  in  the  denial  of 
those  distinctive  doctrines  of  the  Gospel  which  most  closely  involve 

Christian  practice  and  ensure  Christian  watchfulness.     First  came  the 

loosening  of  the  bands  which  constrained  man  by  the  love  of  Christ 

and  waiting  for  Him  ;  then,  when  true  liberty  was  lost,  followed  the 

bondage  of  fanciful  theological  systems  and  self-imposed  creeds.     The 

living  God-man  vanished  first  out  of  the   field  of  love  and  hope  and 

obedience,  and  then  His  place   was   taken  by  the   great  Tempter  and 
leader  captive  of  souls. 

9.  So  that  when  we  enquire  to  which  known  class  of  subsequent 

heretics  the  description  in  our  Epistle  applies, — -whether  to  the  Carpo- 
cratians  as  Grotius  believed,  or  to  the   Sadducees,  as  Eertholdt,  or  to 

the  Gnostics,  or  Nicolaitans,  as  others,  the  reply  in  each  case  must  be, 

that  we  cannot  identify  any  of  these   precisely  with  those   here  de- 
scribed :  that  the  delineation  is  both  too  wide  and  too  narrow  for  each 

in  succession  :  but  that   (and  it  is  an  important  result  for  the  question 

of  the  date  of  our  Epistle)  we  are  here   standing  at  a  point  higher  up 

than   any   of  these   definite   names   of  sects  :  during   the   great  moral 

ferment  of  the  first  fatal  apostasy,  which  afterwards  distributed  itself 
into  various  divisions  and  sects. 
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SECTION  II. 

FOR   WHAT    READERS    IT    WAS    WRITTEN". 

1.  The  readers  are  no  where  expressly  defined.       By  ch.  iii.  1,  it 
would  appear  that  they  are  identical  with  at  all   events  a  portion  of 
those    to  whom   the   first   Epistle   was  addressed.     And    to    this    the 
l/<cxcrTore  of  ch.   i.  15,  "  on  each  occasion  which  offers/'  seems   also   to 
point  :  besides  appearing  to  refer  to  some  previous  personal  connexion 
of  the  Writer  with  his   readers.     This  latter  has  frequently  been  as- 

sumed from  ch.  i.  16  :  but  without  necessity  ;  see  note  there.     All  that 
is  there  assumed  is  that  which  is  also  stated  in  ch.  i.  1,  the  delivery  of 
the  truths  and  faith  of  the  G-ospel  to  them  by  competent  eye-witnesses, 
of  whom   the  Writer   (in   office,  but  not  necessarily   in  connexion  with 
themselves)  had  been  one. 

2.  The  address,  ch.  i.  l,is  more  general  than  that  of  the  first  Epistle: 
the  words  of  warning  and  exhortation  are  for  all  who  bore  the  Christian 
name.     The  dangers    desciibed   were   imminent    throughout  the  then 
Christian  world.     And  the  expressions,  whether  of  praise  and  encou- 

ragement, or  of  caution,  must  be  taken  as  generally  applicable  to  all 

"believers  in  Christ,  rather  than  as  descriptive  of  the  peculiar  situation 
of  any  circle  of  churches  at  any  one  time. 

3.  Of  necessity,    the  same  general  view  must   not  be   taken  of  the 
enemies  of  the  faith  here  depicted.     The  city  of  God,  with  its  bulwarks 
and  towers,  is  ever  the  same  :  this  was  a  special  attack  beginning  to  be 
made  on  it  by  a  body  of  foes  of  a  special  character.     The  firmness  and 
watchfulness  which  seem  to  be  predicated  of  the  readers  (ch.  i.  12,  iii. 
17,  i.  19)  are  rather  assumptions,  certain  to  be  true  of  true  believers, 
than  statements  of  objective  matter  of  fact :  whereas   the  depravities 
and  errors  of  the  heretics,   as   far  as  spoken  of  in   the  present,  were 

things  actually  occurring  under  the  Apostle's  notice.      This  must  be 
borne  in  mind,  or  we  shall  be  liable  to  go  wrong  in  our  inference  re- 

specting those  addressed. 

4.  On  the  other  hand  it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  Apostle's 
field  of  view,  as  he  looked  over  the  church,  would  naturally  be  bounded 
by  the  lines  which  marked  out  the  cycle  of  his  own  observation  :  that 
those  to  whom  he  had  before  written  would  be  on  this  second  occasion 

nearest  to  his  thoughts  :  and  by  consequence,  that  when  he  seems  to 
address  these  readers  as  in  the  main  identical  with  those,  this  inference 
must  not  be  carried  too  far,  but  allowance  made  for  the  margin  which 
may  fairly  be  granted  to  each  Epistle  :    for  expanding  the  apparent 
limited    character  of  the    former   address    towards  that    more  general 

reference  which  was  sure  to  have  been  in  the  Apostle's  mind :  and  for 143J 
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contracting  the  very  wide  address  of  this  one  merely  by  believing  that 

in  writing  he  -would  fix  his  thoughts  on  those  whom  he  knew  and 
especially  cared  for. 

5.  If  it  be  said,  as  it  has  been,  that  we  find  no  trace  in  the   former 
Epistle  of  the  peculiar  kind  of  adversaries  of  the  faith  of  whom  so  much 
is  here  said,  and  on  the  other  hand  nothing  in  this  Epistle  of  the  per- 

secutions, which  bore  so  considerable  a  part  in  the  matters  treated  in 
the  former  one  :  the  answer  to  both  these  is  exceedingly  easy*     A  very 
short  time  would   suffice  for   the   springing  up,  or   for   the  becoming 
formidable,  of  these  deadly  forms  of  error.     As  the  Apostles  were  one 
by  one  removed  by  death,  on  the  one  hand  their  personal  influence  in 
checking  evil    tendencies  was    withdrawn,  on  the   other  that   coming 
of  Christ,  of  which  they  had  once  confidently  spoken  as  to  be  in  their 
own  time,  became  in  danger  of  being  disbelieved.     This  would  be  a 
sufficient  reason  for  the   one  supposed  difficulty  :  and  as  regards  the 
other,  it  is  quite  answer  enough  to  say,  that  this  second  Epistle  being 
written  on  a  special  occasion  and  for  a  special  object,  is,  as  we  have 
seen,  coherently  and  consistently  devoted  to  that  object,  and  does  not, 
in  its  course,  travel  out  of  its  way  to  speak  of  things  with  which  the 
first  Epistle  was  concerned.     It  is  obvious  that,  supposing  the  two  to 
have  been  written  by  the  same  person,  he  is  not  likely  to  have  dwelt 
again    in    his    second    letter    on    things    already    brought    forward    in 
his  first. 

6.  Besides,  it  has  been  not  unjustly  thought   that  we  can  discover 
traces  in  our  Epistle  of  the  same  characteristics  as  those  which  marked 

the  readers  of  the  former  one,  or  of  others  which  would  be  probably 
subsequent  to  them.     We  have  there  the  caution  to  take  care  that 

none  of  them  suffer  as  an  evil  doer,  cf>ovevs,  /cAenr?;?,  Ka/co?rotos,  dAAorpto- 
€7mrK07ros  (iv.  15)  ;  which  seems  to  contain  in  it  the  seed  of  that  fur- 

ther development  of  evil   among   Christians,  which  we   find  actual  in 
this  Epistle.     Again,  the  neglect  of  the  caution  there, 

v/xaiv, 

X°-PLV  &  a-TroKaXvif/et  "I.  x-  (*•  13),  would  lead  exactly  to  the  dis- 
solute lives  here  described  of  those  who  had  ceased  to  hope  for  His 

coming.  There  is  close  connexion  between  1  Pet.  ii.  16,  u><?  IXtvOepoi, 

/ecu  /AT/  a>s  €7TtKd\vfJLfJLa  %XOVT€'S  ryjg  /ca/a'as  rvfv  cXzvOepCav  .  .  .  and  2  Pet. 
)i.  19,  e\€v@€p(av  a-urots  eTrayycAAoynevot,  avrol  SOV\.OL  V7rdpxovr€<s  T>Js 
<t>0opa<s:  between  the  cautions  there  given  against  pride  (v.  5  —  7),  and 
the  vTrepoyica  /Aarator^ros  4>6eyy6[j,*voi,  of  our  ch.  ii.  18.  And  the  same 
analogies  might  be  carried  yet  further,  shewing  that  from  the  circum- 

stances of  the  readers  which  respectively  underlie  the  one  and  the 
other  Epistle,  this  may  well  have  been  a  sequel  to,  and  consequent  on, 
the  former. 
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SECTION   III. 

ON    THE    RELATION    BETWEEN    THIS    EPISTLE    AND    THAT    OF    JUDE. 

1.  It  is  well  known  that,  besides  various  scattered  resemblances,  a 
long  passage   occurs,  included  in  the  limits  Jude  vv.  3 — 19,  2  Peter  ii. 
I — 19,  describing    in  both   cases  the  heretical  enemies  of  the  Gospel, 
couched  in  terms    so  similar  as  to  preclude  all  idea  of  entire  indepen- 

dence.    If  considerations  of  human  probability  are  here  as  every  where 
else  to  be   introduced   into   our  estimate  of  the  Sacred  Writings,  then 
either  one   saw  and    used  the  text  of  the  other,  or  both  drew  from  a 
common  document  or  a  common  source  of  oral  apostolic  teaching. 

2.  Setting  aside  the  supposition  of  a  common  documentary  source,  as 
not  answering  to  the  curious  phenomena  of  concurrence  and  divergence, 
no  one  can  say  that  the  latter  alternative  may  not  have  been  the  case  : 
that  a  portion    of  oral   teaching   spoken  originally  in  the  power  of  the 
Spirit,  may  not,  in  its   reproduction,  have  become  deflected  as  we  here 
see.     Were    the  case  in   strict  analogy  with  that  of  the  three  Gospels, 
we  should    have  no   hesitation  in  adopting  this  hypothesis.     But  the 
cases  are   not  similar.     For  we  have  first  to  add  to  the  phenomena  of 

this  passage  the  remarkable  coincidences  elsewhere,  where  no  such  com- 
mon portion  of  teaching  could  have  been   concerned  :  and  then  to  ob- 

serve,  that   the  coincidences   and  divergences  in  the  passage  itself  do 
not  entirely  bear  out  the  hypothesis.      There  is  an  intent  and  consistent 
purpose  plainly  visible  in  them,  which  is  altogether  absent,  unless  the 
wildest  fancies  be  allowed  to  come  into  play,  from  the  common  text  of 
passages  in  the  three  Gospels. 

3.  We  have   then  to  fall  back    on  the  supposition,  that  one  of  the 
Sacred  Writers   saw  and  used  the  text  of  the  other.     And  if  this  is  to 

be  so,  there  can  be  but  little  hesitation  in  answering  the  enquiry,  on 
which  side  the    preference    lies    as   to   priority  and    originality.     The 
grounds  of  that  answer  have  indeed  been  amplified  and  exaggerated, 

beyond  what  we   can  fairly  concede  :    but  still  in  the  main  they  are 

irrefragable.      We  cannot  see,  with  De  Wette  and  others,  that  St.  Peter 

is  less  fresh  or   individual  in  his  expressions  and  turns  of  thought  than 

St.  Jude  :  but,  conceding  to  both  Writers  originality  and  individuality 

of  thought,   it  is  then   for  us  to   ascertain  by  inspection,  which  text 

bears  the  air  of  being  the  free  outflow  of  the  first  thought,  which  the 
working  up  of  the  other  for  a  purpose  slightly  differing. 

4.  The   portion  of  the  common  matter  which  will  best  serve  us  for 

this  purpose  is  that  in  which  the  traditional  and  historical  examples  are 

adduced,  2  Pet.  ii.  1 — 16,  Jude  4 — 11.     In  this  passage,  the  object  of 
St.  Jude  is  to  set  forth  the  dacpcts,  rty  rov  6*ov  ̂ o>i/  x<*PLTa 

TCS    €ts   ao-c'Ayeiav,  KOL  rbv  fJiovov  SCCTTTOT^V  KO!  KVpiov  "rjp,&v  *L  x» 
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The  persons  described  by  St.  Peter  are  not  the  same,  in  however  many 
common  points  the  characters  coincide.  With  him  they  are  \|/euSo- 
SiBd<TK<xXoi,  answering  to  the  i^e-uSoTrpo^rai  iv  ra>  Aau)  of  old  :  like  the 
others,  they  are  described  as  rov  (dyopacravra  avrovg)  Sca-Tror?;!/  apvov- 
JJLGVOI,  with  the  two  words  in  brackets  characteristically  inserted.  In 

Peter  (ii.  I)  we  have  merely  a  reminiscence  of  the  first  historical  notice 

in  Jude  (ver.  5),  consisting  in  his  specifying  the  false  teachers  as 
answering  to  the  false  prophets  Iv  TO?  Aa<£,  as  contrasted  with  the  true 
ones  of  whom  he  has  been  speaking  (i.  19 — 21).  It  was  not  to  his 
purpose  to  mention  the  destruction  of  the  unbelieving  (Jude  5),  and 
therefore  he  slightly  passes  this  example  with  a  mere  allusion.  I  submit 
that  this  will  not  bear  the  converse  hypothesis  :  that  the  weighty  and 
pregnant  sentence  in  St.  Jude  could  not  be  the  result  of  the  passing 
hint  Iv  TO>  Aa<3  of  St.  Peter,  nor  can  that  hint  be  accounted  for  except 
as  a  reminiscence  of  St.  Jude. 

5.  Passing  to  the  next  example,  that  of  the  sinning  angels,  we  find 

the  same  even  more  strikingly  exemplified.     St.  Jude  is  writing  of  apos- 
tates, and  sets  forth  their  fate  by  that  of  the  angels,  TO-US  ̂   T^p^o-avras 

TTJV  eavr&v  ap-^rjv  aXXa  aTroAtTrovras  TO   iSiov  oiKrjTTJpLOv  :   in   allusion   (see 
note  there)  to  Gen.  vi.  2,  their  going  after  strange  fiesh,  a  sin  after  the 
manner  of  which  (rov  o^cotov  TpoVov  roiJTots)  Sodom  and  Gomorrha  also 
sinned  in  after  time  (Jude  6,  note).     This  special  notice,  so  apposite  to 

St.  Jude's  subject,  is  contracted  in  St.  Peter  into  the  mere  mention  of 
dyyeAcoi'  a/zapr^o-avrcoi/.     Here  it  is   most  natural  to  suppose,  that  the 
special  notice  preceded  the  general. 

6.  The  next  example  in  St.  Peter  is  one  exactly  to  the  point  for 

which   he   is   adducing   the  whole  series,   viz.,   to  shew  God's    power 
both  to  punish  and  to  deliver,  but,  on  one  side  at  least,  inapposite  to 

St.  Jude's  purpose.     It  is  found  in  St.  Peter  alone.     But  the  reason 
why  I  adduce  it  here  is,  to  remark,  that,  had  St.  Peter's   been    the 
original,  St.  Jude  would  have  hardly  failed  to  insert  in  his  examples 
that  portion  of  this   one  which   so   exactly  tallied  with  his   purpose, 

apxaiov  KOCTfjiov  OVK  Ic^etcraTO,   .   .    .    /caraKAucr/xov  KOCT/X(O  ao"€/3£v  e-Tra^as. 
7.  The  next  example,  that  of  Sodom   and  Gomorrha,  is   found  in 

St.  Jude  in  strict  connexion  and  analogy  with  that  which  has  imme- 
diately preceded  it,  viz.  that  of  the  angels.     This  connexion  is  Broken 

in  St.  Peter,  no  such  particular  as  that  on  which  it  depends  being  found 

in  his  mention  of  the  angels'  sin.     These  cities  are  adduced  only  as  an 
example  to  the  /xeAAovres  acre/Jetv,  and,  which  is  again  noteworthy,  the 
mention  of  the  rescue  of  Lot  is  appended,  conformably  with  that  which 
we  remarked  in  the  preceding  paragraph. 

8.  It  is  further  to  be  noticed  with  respect  to  this  same  example,  that 
St.  Jude   describes   the   cities  as  Sety/za  Trvpos  alwviov   StK-rjv  vTr€xOVGraL* 
whereas   St.  Peter  has  resolved  this,  which  might  seem  to  imply  the 146] 
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eternity  of  the  fire  which  consumed  those  cities,  into  a  fuller  and  histori- 
cal account,  retaining  the  feature  of  their  being  a  warning  to  the  impious  ; 

Te<£pdjcras  Karaorrpo^rj  KareKpivtv,  wdSeiy^a  p-cXXoz/rcoi/  acrz/Belv  T€0ei/coS?. 
Here  again  I  submit  that  the  converse  hypothesis  is  inconceivable. 

9.  Again,  in  the  description  which  follows  in  St.  Peter  (ver.  9),  we 
have  a  characteristic  continuation  of  his  main  subject,  the  rescue  of  the 
righteous  united  with  the  punishment  of  the  wicked,  and  then,  with  a 

/zaXicrra  Se,  he  returns  to  the  particular  characters  here  under  description, 
and  takes  up  the  two  traits  which  form  the  main  subject  in  St.  Jude, 

ver.  8  ;  so  that  we  have  the  original  6/xoccosr  p,lvroi  KOI  OVTOL  IvvirvLa^o^evoi 

crapKa  p.\v  p.Lo.ivovo'LVy  KVpiorrfTa  Se  aOerovcrw,  So£as  Sc  /3Xacr<^;  /mover  w 
replaced  by  //.aXtcrra  Se  rovs  OTrtcra)  crap/cos  Iv  GTriOv^ia  fJLtacrjuiov 

where  again  I  submit  that  none  can  doubt  for  a  moment 

which  sacred  Writer  preceded  the  other. 

10.  The  next  example  even  more  strikingly  shews  the  same.     St. 

Jude  cites  at  length  from  some  apocryphal  book,  probably  that  called 

the  ava\r]\f/i§  or  avafiao-ig  Morucrcoos   (see   Origen  de  Principiis  iii.  2.  1, 
vol.  i.  p.  138),  an  instance  of  the  different  conduct  of  mighty  angels  in 

contending  with  God's  adversaries.      St.  Peter  (ver.  11)  merely  asserts 
generally   that   such   is   the   conduct    of  mighty  angels,  but  gives    no 
hint  of  an  allusion  to  the  fact  on  which  the  general  assertion  is  based  ; 

nor  does  the  great  Adversary  appear  in  his  sentence,  but  in  his  stead 

are  substituted  these  heretics  themselves  ;  oirov  ayycXoi  iax^  KOL  SiW^ci 

yw.€t£oves  ovT£$  ov  (jyepovcriv  KCHT*  CLVTU>V  /SXacr^rjfJLOv  Kpiaw.      This,  standing 
as  it  does  thus  by  itself,  would  constitute,  were  it  not  for  the  original 

in  St.  Jude  being  extant,  the  most  enigmatical  sentence  in  the  N.  T. 

11.  I  shall  not  treat  at  length  every  separate  verse,  but  shall  only 

remark,  that  as  we  pass   on  through  2  Pet.  ii.   12  if.,  while  this  view 
of  the  priority  of  St.  Jude  is  at  every  step  confirmed,  we  derive  some 
interesting  notices  of  the  way  in  which  the  passage  in  our  Epistle  has 

been  composed  :  viz.  by  the  Apostle  having  in  his  thoughts  the  passage 

in  St.  Jude,  and  adapting  such  portions  of  it  as  the  Spirit  guided  him  to 

see  fit,  taking  sometimes  the  mere  sound  of  St.  Jude's  words  to  express 
a  different  thought,  sometimes,  as  we  saw  above,  contracting  and  omit- 

ting, sometimes  expanding  and  inserting,  as  suited  his  purpose.     Thus 

while  in  St.   Jude  we  have  the  comparison   &<$  ra  0X070:   £coa  simply 
introduced  with  reference  to  certain  things  which  the  persons  under 

description  know  naturally  (<£wt/ea>s)  and  use  corruptly,  in  St.  Peter  it 
is  the  heretics  themselves  who  are  o>s  oXoya  £oia,  the  additional  point 

of  comparison  is  introduced,  that  they  are  ycyew/y/xei/a  <£vcrt/ca  ets  aXcocrw 
K.  <£0opav,  and  the  ̂ Odpovrai  of  St.  Jude  is  made  to  serve  a  very  different 

purpose,  —  *vrfj  <£#opa  avr&v  K'al  ̂ ^ap^crovTau      So  in  2  Pet.  ii.  13,  in  the 
reminiscence   of  the  passage,   crrrtXaSes  of  Jude   12  becomes   cnrtXct  K. 147] 
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fuS/xot, — Iv  rats  aydiTrats  V/JLWV  of  St.  Jade  becomes  Iv  rat?  obrarats 
avT<Zv.  So  in  2  Pet.  ii.  17,  we  have  somewhat  similar  figures  to  those 

in  Jude  13,  but  whereas  originally  it  was  "waves  of  the  sea  foaming 

out  their  own  shame,'*  and  dcrrepes  TrXavrjrai  ols  o  £o<£os  rov  CTKOTOUS  €ts 
aitova  TcT-qpyrai,  in  the  latter  text  it  becomes,  more  suitably  to  St.  Peter's 

purpose  of  depicting  false  teachers,  "  wells  without  water,"  and  o^t^Xeu 
VTTO  XatXaTros  eXawo/>t.€i/at,  ots  6  fd<£o<?  rov  CTKOTOVS  rerTJprjTai. 

12.  In  ver.  11,  St.  Jude,  fervidly  borne  along  in  his  impassioned 
invective,  collects  together  three  instances  of  O.  T.  transgressors,  to  all 
of  whom  he  compares  those  whom  he  is  stigmatizing.  They  were 
murderers  like  Cain,  covetous  like  Balaam,  rebellious  like  Korah.  But 

out  of  these  St.  Peter,  dealing  with  false  teachers,  whom  he  is  com- 
paring with  the  false  prophets  of  old,  selects  Balaam  only,  and  goes  at 

length  (vv.  15,  16)  into  his  sin  and  his  rebuke.  Can  any  one  persuade 

us  that  in  the  impetuous  whirlwind  of  St.  Jude's  invective  he  adopted 
and  abridged  the  example  furnished  by  St.  Peter,  prefixing  and  adding 
those  of  Cain  and  Korah  ? 

13.  I  shall  carry  the  comparison  -no  further,  but  refer  the  student  to 
some  sources  where  he  will  find  it  elaborately  treated.      Of  these  the 

best   worth    consulting    is    Bruckner's    Excursus   on  2  Pet.  ii.  in   his 

Edition  of  De  Wette's  Handbook,  vol.  i.  pt.  3,  pp.  163 — 170.     There  he 
impartially,  and  in  a  critical  and  scholarly  manner,  examines  the  whole 

question,  and  while  he  successfully  maintains  the  priority  of  St.  Jude, 

and  St.  Peter's  acquaintance  with  his  Epistle,  he  sets  in  a  very  striking 
light  the  independence  of  our  Apostle,  and  his  coherence  of  purpose 
and  language.     The  same  is  done,  but  less  completely,  and,  unless  the 
fault   is  in  myself,   with  some  little  confusion,  by  Davidson,  vol.  iii. 

pp.  399 — 408,     The  same  again  is  done  very  fairly  by  Huther,  in  the 
Anliang  to  his  Commentary  on  the  Epistle.     I  am  sorry  I  cannot  speak 
with  praise  of  the  work  of  Dietlein,  Der  zweite  Brief  Petri,  Berlin,  1851, 

either  as  regards  this,  or  other  parts  of  the  great  question  regarding  our 
Epistle.     It  is  a  book  with  which  I  have  been  much  disappointed  both 

in  point  of  scholarship  and  of  logic,  and  the  reader  will  find  many 
notices  of  its  mistakes  scattered  through  my  notes.     On  this  part  of 
the  subject  he  is  an  unflinching  advocate  for  the  priority  of  St.  Peter 

to   St.  Jude.     The  same  side  is  taken   by   Schmid,   Michaelis,   Storr, 
Hengstenberg,  Thiersch,  Hofmann,  and  Stier. 

SECTION  IV. 

AUTHENTICITY. 

1.  As  regards  the  external  grounds  for  or  against  the  authenticity  of 148] 
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this  Epistle,  we  have  very  various  opinions.  Dietlein  finds  traces  of  its 
use  in  the  earliest  apostolic  Fathers  ;  in  Poiycarp,  in  Ignatius,  in  the 
Epistle  of  Barnabas,  in  Clement  of  Home.  Most  of  these  however  are 
very  shadowy  and  fanciful  :  some  of  them  even  absurd  3.  The  explana- 

tion of  the  coincidence  in  these  cases  is  generally  to  be  sought  in  the 
fact  that  these  writers  had  the  same  sources  to  draw  from,  in  the  main, 
as  the  Apostle,  viz.  O.  T.  prophecy,  and  the  common-places  of  Christian 
teaching  :  and  this  being  so,  it  would  be  strange  indeed  if  we  did  not 
find  such  coincidence  in  insulated  words  and  occasional  phrases. 

2.  A    few   however    of  the  instances    adduced    from    the    Apostolic 
Fathers  are  worth  notice  :  not  as  by  any  means  proving  the  use  by 
them  of  this  Epistle,  but  as  remarkable  in  connexion  with  the  question 
before  us.      Such  are  1)  Hermas,  iii.  simil.  vi.  4,  p.  968,  a/cove  a^oripuv 
rrjv  Suva/uv,  rfj<s  rpv<f>fj$  K.  TOV  fiacrdvov.      rfj$  rpvcfrrjs  K.  r^s  a-TrarTyg  6  xP°v°$ 

<opa  lari  fAia'   TTJ<S  Se  paardvov  <5pcu  rpiaKOvra  rjp.€p&v  8vva/j.w   e^oucrat.      lav 
ovv  pcav  rjpepav  rts  Tpv(fe^<ry  KCLL  aTrarrjOfj,   JJLLOLV  o€  fj/jicpav  fiacravL(r0jj  /c.r.X., 
as   compared  with  a)   e^rpu^covres  &   rats  aTrarats   avT&v  and  b)   rrjv  Iv 
^tepa  Tpvcfrrjv,  2  Pet.  ii.  13,  where  see  note:  2)  Clement  of  Rome,  ad 
Cor.    c.    7,    p.    225,    N£>€    tKrjpv&v    perdvoiav,    and    c.    9,   p.    228,    Nwc 
TTtCTTOS     €Vp€@€L$    OCO.     T^S     XziTOVpyCaS      ai)TOV      TTa\iyy€V€OriaV      KOCT/XO)      €KrjpV^€V 

.....  :  ib.  c.  11,  p.  232,  in  speaking  of  Lot's  deliverance  out  of  Sodom, 
7rpoorj\ov  Troirjcra^  6  SCOTTTOT^S,  OTL  TOV<S  €\7TL^ovTa<5  ITT  O.VTOV  OVK  cy/caraXetTret, 

TOT;?  Se  ere/oo/cXtvets  VTrap^ovras  €is  KoXacriv  KOL  at/ctcr/xoi/  riQrjcrw  ;  .  .  .  .  cts 

TO  yi/a)a*TOV  ca/at  TTOLCTLV  OTL  ot  $L\f/V)(oi  KCU  ot  Stcrra^ovrcs  Trept  TTJ$  TOV  Oeov 

Svvdfjizws  et5  Acpt/^a  K.  orrjfjL£i^a'iv  ?racrats  rats  ycveais  ywavrat,,  as  compared 
with  2  Pet.  ii.  5,  9. 

3.  Neither  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  nor  Justin  Martyr,  nor  Theo- 
philus   of  Antioch,   nor   Irenseus,   can  be   fairly  adduced  as   citing    or 
alluding  to  our  Epistle,      This  assertion  may  surprise  the  reader  who 
is    acquainted    with    the    strong    assertions    and   easy   assumptions    of 
Dietlein.     But  let  him  take  them  one  by  one  and  examine  them  strictly 
and  impartially,  and  he  will  find  them  all  in  succession  prove  worthless, 
except  as  shewing  that  primitive  Christianity  had  a  Greek  vocabulary 
of  its  own  to  express  its  doctrines  and  convey  its  exhortations,  which 
the  Apostles  and  their  immediate  successors  used  in  common.     Neither 
does  the  ancient  fragment  known  as  the  canon  of  Muratori  make  any 

mention  of  our  Epistle  4.     Neither  does  Tertullian,  nor  Cyprian,  nor 
Clement  of  Alexandria  in  any  of  his  extant  works. 

4.  There  is  a  passage  in  Hippolytus  de  Antichristo,   c.  2,  p.   729, 
which  seems  to  be  an  amplification  of  2  Pet.  i.  21;  —  speaking    of  ot 
7rpo<fif)Tai,   he   says,  ov  yap    e£   tSuxs  6Waju,ea>s   e<£#eyyoyro,   ovSe  a?rep 

3  See  Bruckner,  Einleifc.  pp.  131  ff. 
4  See  the  amusing  special  -pleading  by  which  Dietlein  endeavours  to  convert  even 

this  omission  to  his  purpose,  Einl.  pp.  41  —  50. 149] 
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e/oj/ourrov,  ctXXa  irpwrov  p*v  c)ta  rov  \6yov  eo"o<£i£ovro 

op$<Ls,  eTretTa  &'  opa/Aara)!'  Trpoe&Sacr/coi/ro  ra  /xeXXovTa  AcaXcos,  €i#*  oirrct) 
eXeyoj/  raijra,  ctTrep  a^rols  ̂ v  /JLOVOLS  OLTTO  rov  6eov  (aTTOKeKaXi^w,- 

rots  Se  XotTrots)  aTroKe/cpu/x/xeva.  Still,  striking  as  the  similarity 

is,  we  cannot  venture  to  affirm  that  the  inference  is  really  a  sound  one, 

any  more  than  in  the  case  of  that  place  in  Theophilus  ad  Autolycum, 

1.  ii.  p.  87,  ot  &e  rov  6eov  avflpuyzroL  Trvev/j^aro^opot.  Tryetymro?  ayCov  KCLL 

yc.v6fJLG.voi  VTT  avrov  TOV  <9eo{J  l/uiTrvevcrGevTGS  K.  cro<jf>tcr^€VTes  iy&v 

6.  Eusebius,  H.  E.  vi.  14,  reports  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,   lv 
rats  T&TTOTtwrdScrecrf,  ̂ wcXoi^ra  ctTretj/,  'frdcrr]<$  TT^S  ei/Sta^KOU  ypa^ijs, 
/x-cVa?  TreTroi^rat  SiTyy^oreis.  /x-^Se  ras  dvriXcyo/xeVas  TrapeX^aii/, 
Acya>  Kat  ras  Xowras  Ka^oXt/cag  CTrtcrroXas1,  r^v  re  Bapi/a/?a  /cat  TTJ^  IleTpoi; 
Xcyo/xcv^v  aTTo/caX-ut/av-  And  Cassiodorus,  in  his  £&  Instit.  divin.  praef., 
vol.  ii.  p.  538,  says,  "  Ferunt  itaque  scripturas  divinas  veteris  novique 
Testament!  ab  ipso  principio  usque  ad  finem  G-rseco  sermone  declarasse 
Clementem  Alexandrinum."  But  this  testimony  seems  to  be  contra- 

dicted by  another  from.  Cassiodorus,  ib*  c.  8,  p.  543  ;  —  "  In  epistolis 
autem  canonicis,  Clemens  Alexandrimis  presbyter,  qui  et  Strotnateus 
dicitur,  id  est  in  epistola  S.  Petri  prima,  S.  Joannis  prima  et  secunda, 
et  Jacobi,  qusedam  Attico  sermone  declaravit,  Ubi  multa  quidem 
subtiliter,  sed  aliqua  incaute  locutus  est,  quae  nos  ita  transferri  fecimus 
in  Latinuna,  ut  exclusis  qtdbusdam  offendiculis  purificata  doctrina  ejus 
securior  potuisset  hauriri  .....  Sed  cmn  de  reliquis  canonicis  epis- 
tolis  magna  nos  cogitatio  fatigaret,  subito  nobis  codex  Didymi  Grasco 
stilo  conscriptus  in  expositionem  septem  canonicarum.  epistolarum  .... 
coucessus  est" 

6.  The  judgment  between  these  conflicting  testimonies  must  appa- 

rently be  given  on  the  side  of  Eusebius,  and  Cassiodorus's  first  assertion 
taken  literally.     For  Eusebius  mentions  expressly  the  Epistle  of  Jude, 
as  one  of  those  on  which  Clement  commented,  whereas  by  the  last-cited 
statement  of  Cassiodorus  it  is  excluded.      Still  even  thus  we  have  no 

express  mention  of  our  Epistle,   but   can  only  include   it  by  inference 
among  the  dimXeyo/xei/cu  of  which  Eusebius  speaks. 

7.  The  testimony  of  Origen  appears  somewhat  ambiguous. 

Eusebius,  H.  E.  vi.  25,  reports  it  thus  :  Herpes  £*',  l<$>  <S  oucoSo/xctTcu  77 
eK/cX^crta,  rjs  TruXou  aSov  ov  Kario'xya'ovcn,  /xiav  eTrtcrroX^i'  6/xoXoyou- 

/caraXcXotTrei''  ecrrw  Se  KO!  Sc-urepav,  ayu,«^)6^c£XXeTat  yap  6. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  those  works  which  are   extant  only  in  the 

Latin  version  of  Rufinus,  Origen  again  and  again  quotes  our  Epistle  as 
Scripture  :  e.  g.   Horn.  viL,   on   Joshua   (cited  above,   ch.  iii.    §   i.  7), 

5  Dietlein  has  made  the  raischolarlike  attempt  to  infer  from  this  ecrrco  5e  an  opinion 
of  Origen  as  to  the  genuineness.     I  need  hardly  remind  the  student  that  the  words 

mean  simply  nothing  more  than  "and  if  you  will,  a  second  also." 150] 
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"Petrus  enim  duabus  eplstolarum  suarum  personat  tubis  :"  Horn.  iv. 
on  Leviticus  (vol.  ii.  p.  200),  "  Et  iterum  Petrus  dicit,  Consortes, 

inquit,  facti  estis  divine  naturae  "  [2  Pet.  i.  4]  :  Horn.  xiii.  on  Numbers 
(vol.  ii.  p.  321),  "Ut  ait  quodam  in  loco  Scriptura  :  mutum  animal 
humana  voce  respondens  arguit  prophets  dementiam  "  [2  Pet.  ii.  16]. 

8.  Perhaps  the  solution  of  this  is  to  be  found,  not  by  supposing  that 

Hufinus  interpolated  the  passages  G,  but  by  remembering  the  loose  way 
in  which  both  Origen  himself  and  others  were  found  to  cite  the  Epistle 

to  the  Hebrews 7  :  ordinarily,  and   currents  calamo,  speaking   of  it  as 
St.  Paul's,  but  whenever  they  wrote   deliberately,  giving  expression  to 
their  doubts  respecting  its  authorship.      We  have  only  to  believe  that 
Origen  acted  similarly  with  regard  to  2  Peter,  and  the  mystery  is  at 
once  solved. 

In  Origen's  extant  Greek  works,  it  is  true,  we  no  where  find  the 
Epistle  quoted.  Nay,  it  is  more  than  once  by  implication  excluded 
from  the  number  of  the  Catholic  Epistles.  Thus  in  his  Comm.  on  John 
(torn.  vi.  18,  vol.  iv.  p.  135)  cited  above,  ch.  iii.  §  i.  7,  he  cites  1  Pet. 

iii.  18 — 21,  as  being  Iv  rfj  Ka6o\u<fj  iTria-roXfj :  and  in  his  passage  on  the 
Canon,  Eus.  H.  E.  vi.  25,  Seirrepov  Se  TO  Kara  Map/coy  a>s  Ulrpos  vcfr'rjy'q- 

craro  aura)*  o  Kal  vlov  ev  rrj  KaOoXtKrj  €7n<rroXfj  ....  wyLcoXoy^crc 8. 
9.  Firmilian,  bishop  of  Csesarea  in  Cappadocia,  a  disciple  of  Origen 

( -f  270),  certainly  alludes  to  our  Epistle,  if  his  words  are  rightly  given 
in  the  Latin  version  in  which  only  we  now  have  them  : 

"Petrum  et  Paulum  beatos  apostolos,  ....  qui  in  epictolis  suis 
hasreticos  execi'ati  sunt,  et  ut  eos  evitemus  monuerunt."  Ep.  ad 
Cyprian.  §  6  (Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  iii.  p.  1159,  usually  in  Cypr.  opp. 
ep.  75). 

Nothing  is  proved  here  by  "  epistolis  suis "  as  to  iwo  Epistles  of 
St.  Peter  being  meant :  but  by  the  fact  mentioned,  this  second  Epistle 
must  be  intended,  seeing  that  it  is  in  this  only  that  heretics  are 
inveighed  against  by  St.  Peter. 

10.  The  testimony  of  Didymus,  whose  commentary  on  the  Epistle  is 
extant  in  a  Latin  version  only,  is  given  at  the  end   of  his  remarks  on 

this  Epistle  (Migne,  Patr.  G-r.  vol.  xxxix.  p.  1774)  : 
"Non  igitur  est  ignorandum,  hanc  Epistolam  esse  falsatam,  qusp, 

licet  publicetur,  non  tamen  in  canone  est." 

c  So  Davidson,  Introd.  iii.  p.  413  f. 
7  See  above,  ch.  i.  §  i.  parr.  17  ff. 

8  As  a  specimen  of  the  fairness  and  scholarship  of  Dietlein's  book,  take  the  following : 
"...  £)er  n&d^ttegenbe  Sinn  ber  2Borte  be§  £)rigme§  tft  alfo :  ber  unter  ben 

fogenamtten  fatty otifcfyen  SBriefen  befinbttcfye  33rief  beg  SpetruS.  CL'tn  eigentUcfyer 
©egenfafc  gegen  ben  3tt>etfen  aU  md)t  ?attyolifd)en,  ttegt  gar  nid)t  fcartn:  ty6d)(!eng 
fann  man  fagen,  er  blicfe  barau§  ba$  ̂ eroor/  ba^  e€  nid)t  ganj  ebenfo  gelafifig  unb 
unangefodjten  tear/  ben  jroeiten  SSnef  unter  ben  fog.  f atfyottfdjen  aufguf^ren,  wie  bieS 

bctm  erften  @tatt  tyatte/' — p.  62. 151] 
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Here  the  Latin  expressions  cause  some  little  uncertainty,  and  can 
only  be  interpreted  by  conjecturing  what  they  represent  in  the  original 

Greek.  Undue  stress  has  been  laid  on  the  "igitur,"as  if  it  were  a 
ratiocinative  conclusion  from  something  preceding.  But  in  all  proba- 

bility the  sentence  was  a  mere  concluding  notice,  and  ran  thus,  TOVTO 
fjilv  ovv  OVK  dyi/a>crr€oi/,  ort  ovTf)  vj  iTTtcrToX^  vevoOevTcti  .  .  ,  .  :  the  latter 

word  meaning,  uis  accounted  spurious." 
11.  Euseb.  H.  E.  iii.  3,  says,  Ulrpov  p,\v  ovv  cTrio-roX^  p/a  rj  Xcyojuei/^ 

Trporepa  avwfAoXoyrjraC  TavTr]  $€.  KOL  ot  TraXat  Trpecr/Svrepot  a>s  ava/x^tAe/cra) 

cv  rots  a"<£an>  avrcoK  /ce^p^Krat  o~vyypa/x/x,ao~tv"  TJJV  Se  cjzepOfjLevqv  CLVTOV  oeurc- 

pCW     OVK     €V$LOL@'Y}KOV     jU-CV      €tyat      TrapetX^^ajLteV,      O/X.CDS      Se      TToXXo'lS     Xp?7O"t/X,O9 
^ayctcra  /ACTOL  rwv  aXXcov  €<r7rov$d(r@r]  ypa</)cuv  :  and  afterwards,  dXXa  ra 

/xci/  ovo/jLa£,6]Ui€va  Tierpov,  tov  /xtav  p*6v7)v  yvrjariav  eyvcov  eTTtcrroX'^v,  /cat 
Trapa  roTs  TraXat  7rp€cr/3vT€poi<s  o/xoXoyoVyLtcv^v,  rocravTa. 

And     in     iii,    25,    rcoi/    S"    d^rtXeyoya€i/a)i/,    yi/copt/xcoy    S'    o^r    o/^cos 

-77   Xcyofjievrj  9IaKw/3ov   ̂ eperai   /cat   -^   'IcruSa,   -^   re   nerpov 

12.  Jerome,  Script,  eccl.  L,  vol.  ii.  p.  827,  says  of  St.  Peter,  "  scripsit 
duas  epistolas  quse  catholicae  nominantur,  quarum  secunda  a  plerisque 

ejus  esse  negatur,  propter  styli  cum  priore  dissonantiam." 
But  this  dissonance  he  elsewhere  accounts  for  :  "  Habebat  ergo 

(Paulus)  Titum  interpretem,  sicut  et  beat  us  Petrus  Marcum,  cujus 
evangelium  Petro  narrante  et  eo  scribente  compositum  est.  Denique  et 
duaB  epistolae  quae  feruntur  Petri  stilo  inter  se  et  charactere  discrepant, 
structuraque  verborum.  Ex  quo  intelligimus,  pro  necessitate  rerum 

diversis  eum  usum  interpretibus." 
13.  After  the  time  of  Eusebius  the  Epistle  appears  to  have  been  very 

generally  received  as  canonical.     We  have  however  the  statement  of 

Gregory  of  Nazianzum,  Carm.  ii,  8,  ver.  310,  /ca#oXtic£>v  eiricrroX^v  \  rivls 
p.lv   cirrd    ̂ acrtv,    ot    Se   rpcts   /^oi/as  |  ̂p^vat    Se^ecr&u  :  —  and   of  Cosmas 
Indicopleustes,    Topogr.   christ.   lib.   vii.   (Migne,  vol.  Ixxxviii.  p.  292), 
Trapo.  Supots  Sc  et  p,r)  at  rpet?  p,6vai  at  Trpoycypa/x/xevat  o^   cvptcr/covrat,  Xeya> 

Brjy  *Ia.K<*>ftov  /cat  IIcTpoi;  /cat  'Icoai/vov.     It  confirms  this  notice  to  find,  that 
this  Epistle  is  not  contained  in  the  Peschito  version.     Ephrem  Syrus 
notwithstanding  received  the  whole  seven  catholic  Epistles,  and  so  the 

Philoxenian,   or  later   Syriac  version.     Leontius   of  Byzantium  x   says 
that  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  rejected  our  Epistle. 

14.  In  the  middle  ages  the  Epistle  was  generally  recognized  and 
accounted    canonical.     At  the   time   of  the   Reformation,  the   ancient 
doubts  revived.      Both  Erasmus  and   Calvin  express  them.     Cajetan, 
Grotius,  Scaliger,  Salmasius,  question  its  genuineness.     And  in  modern 

9  See  the  testimony  of  Philastrius  of  Brescia  in  favour  of  onr  Epistle,  above,  ch.  i. 
§  i.  65. 

1  See  above,  ch.  iii.  §  I.  11. Io2j 
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times,    Semler,  Neander,  Credner,  Be  Wette,  Reuss,  MayerhofF,  have 
ranged  themselves  on  the  same  side. 

15.  On  the  other  hand,  there  have  not  been  wanting  in  our  own  days 
many  defenders  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Epistle.      The  principal  of 
these  have   been  Michaelis,   Pott,  Augusti,    Storr,   Flatt,   Dahl,    Hug, 
Schmid,  Lardner,  Guericke,  Windischmann,  Thiersch.     The  same  result 

is  evidently  to  be  supplied  at  the  end  of  Bruckner's  notices,  though  he 
himself  hesitates   to   affirm  it.     From  what  has  already  been  said  of 

Dietlein's   book,  it  will   be  readily   believed,    that  it  is  hardly  worth 
quoting  on  this  side.      "  Non  tali  auxilio,  nee  defensoribus  istis." 

16.  If  we  now  come  to  review  the  course  of  ancient  testimony,  we 
shall  find  its  tendency  to  be  very  much  the  same  as  we  found  it  respect- 

ing the  Epistle  of  St.  James,  with  which  indeed  our  Epistle  is  often 
classed    among   the   dvrtXcyo/xcra.     And  as  far  as   this  portion  of  the 
subject  of  our  present  section  is  concerned,  we  might  append  to  it  the 
same  conclusion   as  that  with  which  we  terminated  the  corresponding 
section  on  that  Epistle,  ch.  ii.  §  v.  15. 

17.  But  another  department  of  evidence  in  this  case  requires  con- 
sideration.    Weighty  objections  have,  and  that  from  early  times  2,  been 

brought  against  the  Epistle  on  internal  grounds.     Some  of  these  I  have 
already  dealt  with  by  anticipation,  in  speaking  on  its  occasion  and  object, 
— on  the  probability  as  to  the  same  readers  being  partly  in  view  as  those 
in  the  former  Epistle, — on  the  kind  of  use  made   of  the  Epistle  of 
St.    Jude.      If  our  preceding  remarks,  which  I  have  endeavoured  to 
make  fairly,  and  not  in  the  spirit  of  a  partisan,  have  been  warranted  by 
fact,  then  on  all  these  points  we  have  been  gathering  reasons  by  which 
those  objections  to  its  genuineness  from  supposed  internal  disqualification 
may  be  so  far  met. 

18.  But  they   extend    to   several    other   points  besides  those  above 
mentioned.     For  instance,  it  is    said,  that  the  kind  of  mention  of  the 
coming  of  our  Lord  in  the  two  Epistles  could  not  have  proceeded  from 
the  same  person.     In  the  former  Epistle  it  is  simply  introduced  as  one 

of  the  great  comforting  assurances  for  God's  persecuted  people  :  in  the 
latter,  it  is  defended  against  cavil  and  unbelief.     Now  would  it  not  have 
been  more  just  in  this  case  to  say,  that  the  circumstances  and  persons 
in  view  cannot  be  the  same,  rather  than  that  the  Writers  cannot  ?     For 
surely  there  is  nothing  in  this  Epistle  shewing  a  belief,  011  the  part  of 
the  Writer  himself,  inconsistent  with  that  professed  in  the  other.     Nay, 
it  is  evidently  shewn  by  such  passages  as  ch.  iii.  8,  10,  that  the  firm 
persuasion  expressed  in  1  Pet.  iv.  5  was  that  of  our  Writer  also. 

19.  It  is  said,  that  the  peculiarities  with  regard  to  certain  uncommon, 
points  which  we  find  in  the  first  Epistle  (e.  g.  iii.  19,  iv.  6,  iii.  6,  21) 
are  not  found  reproduced  in  the  second.     But,  as  Bruckner  has  well 

2  Cf.  Jerome,  above,  par.  12. 
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observed,  the  very  fact,  that  it  was  characteristic  of  St.  Peter  to  adduce 

these  mysterious  and  outlying  points,  would  also  account  in  some 

measure  for  their  appearing,  not  always,  but  in  a  scattered  and  irregular 

manner,  as  illustrations  by  the  way  :  just  as  they  do  appear  in  this 

second  Epistle  also  (e.  g.  iii.  5,  10).  So  that  this  is  rather  an  argument 

for,  than  against  the  identity  of  the  Writers.  Besides  which,  it  halts 

in  two  essential  points.  For  1)  it  is  not  altogether  correct  in  its  state- 

ment. We  do  find  the  Writer's  view  of  ancient  prophecy  continued 

from  one  Epistle  (1  Pet.  i.  JO— 12)  to  the  other  (2  Pet.  i.  1^—21^; 

jl[9  2)  :   the  neTv  birth  by  the  divine  word,  which  in  the  first  Epistle  is 

alleged  as  a  motive  for  putting  off  worldly  lusts  and  passions  (i.  22 — 

ii,  2),  reappears  in  the  second  in  i.  4,  Iva  Sia  TOVTCOV  (God's  eTrayye'A- 

/xara)  yewivQc.  tfa'as  KOLVWVOL  <£i;crea>?,  aTro^uyoires  TT}?  iv  KOODOO)  ev 

iTntivpia  $0opa$ ;  the  dperal  of  Him  who  hath  called  them,  1  Pet.  ii.  9, 

reappear  in  the  same  peculiar  form,  2  Pet.  L.3  :  if  we  read,  1  Pet.  ivf  17, 

that  judgment  (TO  Kpi^a)  is  beginning  at  the  house  of  God,  and  will 

proceed  on  to  the  disobedient,  we  read  of  the  deceivers  in  the  second 

Epistle,  2  Pet.  ii.  3,  that  their  judgment  (TO  K/ot/xa)  is  not  idle.  Other 

instances  might  be  and  have  been  produced  3?  shewing  that  the  allega- 

tion will  not  hold.  And  2)  it  is  forgotten  by  the  objectors,  that  it 

would  be  only  in  a  spurious  Epistle  imitating  the  first,  that  we  should 

find  such  reproductions  carefully  carried  out:  the  occasion  and  object  of 

a  second  genuine  Epistle  being  totally  different,  forms  a  very  sufficient 

reason  why  they  should  not  be  found  to  any  considerable  extent. 

20,  It  is  again  objected,  that  whereas  in  the  former  Epistle  the 

sufferings  and  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ  were  brought  forward 

frequently  and  insisted  on, — in  this,  these  facts  of  Redemption  are  alto- 

gether put  into  the  background,  and  only  the  exalted  Christ  is  in  the 

view  of  the  Writer.  But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  1 )  in  that  first 

Epistle  we  found  the  exalted  Person  of  our  Lord  mainly  before  the 

Apostle's  eyes4;  that  2)  the  differing  occasion  and  object  would  tend 

to  produce  just  the  diversity  found  here,  where  there  is  no  longer  any 

purpose  of  comforting  under  persecution,  but  only  of  warning  against 

error  and  building  up  in  knowledge  :  that  3)  in  the  first  Epistle,  where 

vwrnpfa  was  so  conspicuous  with  its  facts  and  consequences,  our  Lord  is 

commonly  found  as  XP10"™*  simply  (i.  11,  19;  ii,  21  ;  iii.  15  (icvp.  rov 

Xp.),  16,  18;  iv.  1,  13  (TOV  xP-)>  145  v-  *  O^XP-))?  or  l^o-ovs  XP-  0-  *»  2> 

3,  7,  13j  ii.  5;  iii.  21;  iv.  11),  or  xp-  9I^o£s  (v.  10);  whereas  in  the 
second,  where  o-cur^pta  hardly  appears  (iii.  15),  He  is  ordinarily  6 

KV>OS  (or  0eos  ?)  fo&v  *al  croxr^  'L  XP'  0-  0»)  ll  '  "'  20  '*  iiL 

18),  or  o  Krfpios  i7>.  1.  XP-  (L  2  O^0"'  T'  *'  ̂*)>  8>  14>  16)  :  but 

never  simply  xp^os,  6  XP->  *fyo-.  xP->  or  XP-  'I^°"«  Tilis>  wllich  has  t)eeu 
also  alleged  as  against  the  identity  of  writers,  is,  I  submit,  strikingly 

3  See  Bruckner,  pp.  127  f.  4  See  above,  ch.  iii.  §  vi.  4. 154] 
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characteristic  of  the  different  realms  of  thought  of  the  two  Epistles. 
In  the  first,  it  is  community  of  suffering  and  glorification  with  Him, 
which  is  to  give  encouragement  :  His  lordly  and  glorious  titles  are 

dropped,  and  His  office  (xpicrros)  or  combined  Person  and  office  ('1770-. 
X/o.  or  xp*  '1*70*. )  is  ever  brought  forward.  But  in  this  second,  where 
warning,  and  caution  against  rebellion  are  mainly  in  view,  we  are  ever 
reminded  of  His  lordship  by  Kvpcog,  and  of  what  He  did  for  us  by 

o-o>T?7/> :  and  without  the  former,  or  both  titles,  He  never  appears. 
21.  Another  objection  has  been  found  in  the  apparent  anxiety  of  the 

Writer  to  shew  that  he  is  the  Apostle  Peter,  thereby  betraying  that  he 
was  not  that  Apostle.     But  here  again,  we  may  surely  say  just  as  fairly, 
that  this  is  in  manifest  consistency  with  the  character  and  design  of  the 
Epistle,  which  cautions  against,  and  stigmatizes,  false  teachers.     Thus 
we  find  St.  Paul,  in  those  Epistles  where  his  object  is  the  same,  most 
strongly  asserting   his  Apostleship,  and  his  personal  qualification  as  a 
teacher  and  ruler  of  the  church.     Were  the  Epistle  genuine,  this  is  just 

what  we  might  expect 5. 
22.  The  supposed  objection,  that   in   the  reference   to  an   apostolic 

command,  ch.  iii.  2,  the  Writer  seems  to  sever  himself  from  the  Apostles, 
loses  all  weight  by  the   reflection,  that  the  words  most  naturally  mean, 
as  explained  in  the   note   on  the   passage,  the  Apostles  who  preached  to 
you,  much  as  in  1   Pet.  L  12 :  the  Writer  himself  forming  one  only  of 

that  class,  and  thus  preferring   to   specify  it  as  a  class 6.      Besides,  I 
submit  that  such  an  objection  is  suicidal,  when  connected  with  that  last 
mentioned.     If  the  object  of  the  (apocryphal)  Writer  was,  elaborately  to 
represent  himself  as  St.  Peter,  how  can  the   same  view  of  the  Epistle 
be  consistent  in  finding  in  it  a  proof,  by   his  own  deliberate  shewing, 
that  he  is  not  an  Apostle?     Forgers  surely  do  not  thus  designedly 
overthrow  their  own  fabrics. 

23.  The    last   objection  which    I  shall   notice   is,    the    reference  to 

St.  Paul's  Epistles  in   ch.  iii.  15,  16,  as  indicating  a  later  date  than  is 
consistent    with    the    genuineness    of  our   Epistle.       They    are    there 
evidently  adduced  as  existing  in   some  number:  and  as  forming  part  of 

the    recognized   Scriptures  (ras   AOITTOLS   -ypa<jf>as).     No    doubt,  these  un- 
deniable phenomena  of  our  Epistle  are  worthy  of  serious  consideration ; 

and  they  present  to  us,  I  am  free  to  confess,  a  difficulty  almost  insuper- 

able, if  the  common  traditions  respecting  the  end  of  St.  Peter's  life  are 
to  be  received  as  matters  of  fact.     But  we  are  not  bound  by  those 
traditions,   though    inclined    to    retain    them    in    deference    to  ancient 
testimonies  :  we  are  at  all  events  free  to  assume  as  great  a  latitude  in 
their  dates   as  the  phenomena  of  the  sacred  writings  seem  to  require. 
All   therefore   that  we  can  say   of  this    reference  to  the  writings  of 

5  See  the  instances  gone  into  in  detail  by  Bruckner,  p.  118. 
6  See  also  note  on  Jude  17,  18. 155] 
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St.  Paul,  is  that,  believing  on  other  grounds  this  Epistle  to  be  written 
by  St.  Peter,  this  seems  to  require  for  it  a  later  date  than  is  consistent 
with  the  usually  received  traditions  of  his  death,  and  that  our  reception 
of  such  traditions  must  be  modified  accordingly. 

24.  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  it  is  an  entirely 
unwarranted  assumption,  to   understand  by  Tracrai   ejr«rroA<u   here,  an. 

entire  collection  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles  as  we  now  have  them,  seeing  that 
the  words  can  only  represent  as  many  of  them  as  the  Writer  had  seen  7 : 
and  that  it  is  equally  unjustifiable  to  gather  from  what  follows,  that  the 
sacred  canon  of  the  N.  T.  was  at  that  time  settled.     Those  words  cannot 

imply  more  than  that  there  were  certain  writings  by  Christian  teachers, 
which  were  reckoned  as  on  a  level  with  the  O.  T.  Scriptures,  and  called 

by  the  same   name    (see    note   there).     And   that  that  was   the  case, 
even  in  the  traditional  lifetime  of  St.  Peter,  it  would  be  surely  un- 

reasonable to  deny  8. 
25.  The   diversity  of  style  in  the  two  Epistles  has  been  frequently 

alleged  9.     But  on  going  through  all  that  has  been  said,  I  own  I  cannot 
regard  it,  considerable  as  it  undoubtedly  is,  as  any  more  than  can  well 
be  accounted  for  by  the  total  diversity  of  subject  and  mood  in  the  two 
Epistles,  and  by  the  interweaving  into  this  second  one  of  copious  remi- 

niscences from  another  Epistle.     Some  of  the  differences  we  have  already 
spoken  of,  when  treating  of  the  titles  and  names  of  our  Lord  appearing 
in  the  two  Epistles  ;  and  have  found  them  amply  accounted  for  by  the 
above  reasons.     The  same  might  be  said   of  the  terms   used  for  the 

coming  of  our  Lord, — aTro/caA-ui/as  and  oiTroKaXvirr^Lv  in  the  first  Epistle, 
Trapovo-ia,  ̂ /xepa  Kvpiov,  rfpepa  Kptcrews  ill  this  * :  the  same  again  of  the 
prevalence  of  eXms  in  the  former  Epistle,   and   of  iTrtyi/too-is  in  this. 
Some  of  the  objections  adduced  on  this  head  are  without  foundation  in 

fact,  e.  g.    that    which    Davidson    admits,   that  whereas    "  in  the  first 
Epistle  the  Writer  makes  considerable  use  of  the   O.  T.,  incorporating 
its   sentiments   and  diction  into  his  own   composition  ;   in  the  second 

there  is  hardly  a  reference  to  the  Jewish  Scriptures."     What  then  are 
7  See  note  in  loc. ;  as  also  on  the  omission  of  the  art.  before  €iri(rTO\ai$. 

8  The  rest  of  the  objections  of  this  kind,  which  are  not  so  important  as  those  dealt 
with  in  the  text,  will  be  seen  discussed  in  Bruckner ;  and  in  Davidson,  vol.  iii.  pp.  418  ff. 

9  See  Jerome,  above,  par.  12  ;  and  the  principal  particulars  treated  in  Davidson, 
pp.  430  ffl,  and  Bruckner. 

1  Davidson,  p.  433,  treats  this  answer  as  insufficient,  "because  the  phraseology  is 
not  confined  to  that  part  of  the  Epistle  which  is  directed  against  the  false  teachers, 
and  the  Epistle  was  not  wholly  or  chiefly  written  to  threaten  the  enemies  of  the  truth, 

with  the  dreadful  day  of  the  Lord.  It  was  the  writer's  object  to  establish  and  com- 

fort, as  well  as  to  terrify.**  But  surely  we  may  fairly  say,  that  the  spirit  in  which  the 
Writer  set  himself  to  compose  his  Epistle,  which  is  evident  from  the  ruling  tone  of  it 
being  warning  and  denunciatory,  would  of  necessity  modify  the  terms  in  which  he 
introduced  those  doctrines  and  expectations  which,  formed  the  ground  of  his  exhortation 
or  prophecy. 156] 
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we  to  say  of  ch.  i.  19—21  ;  iL  1,  5,  6,  7  f.,  15  f.,  22  ;  iii.  2,  4,  o  f.,  8, 
13  ?  May  not  it  be  said  that  although  the  second  Epistle,  from  the 

nature  of  the  case,  does  not  require  so  many  references  to  the  new- 
begetting  word,  yet  the  mind  of  the  Writer  was  equally  full  of  its  facts 
and  sentiments  ? 

26.  Some  of  the  points  of  resemblance  between  the  two  Epistles  have 

been  very  fairly  stated  by  Davidson  (p.  434),  and  by  Briickner  (p.  130)  : 
and  the  latter  writer  has   corrected  the   over- statements   of  Dietlein. 

Of  these    coincidences,    dpe-n?,   as    applied  to    God,    has   been  already 

noticed.     Others   are,   a^^ov  K.  do-TriX.ov,   I   Pet.  i.  19,  compared  with 
acTTrtAoi  K.  d/x,ay//>7T06,  2  Pet.  iii.  14  ;  which  is  the  more  striking  from  its 
independence    in  the    connexion,    being   used  in  an   entirely    different 
reference.     The  sound  of  these  two  words  again  occurs  in  the  midst  of 

the  adaptation  from   St.  Jude,  ii.  13,  O-TTL\OL  K.  ytuo/xot.     Again  the  use 
of  the  word  ZSios,   1   Pet.  iii.  1,   5,  cf.  2  Pet.  i.  3  ;  ii.  16  ;  iii.  17  :  the 

omission  of  the  article,  as  before  /3acrtAet  in  1  Pet.  ii.  13,  compared  with 

that  before  OcXy/juan  in  2  Pet.  i.   21,  before  dyye'Acov  ii.  4,  oySoov  and 
Koo-fjiov  ib.  5,  SLKOLLOV  AWT  ib.  7,  are  points  of  similarity,  which  may  be 
put  in  the  balance  against  others  of  discrepancy. 

27.  It  may  be  allowed  us  to  remark  some  notes  of  genuineness  which 

are  found  in  our  Epistle,  which,  though  at  first  sight  of  small  import, 

and  lying  beneath  the  surface,  yet  possess  considerable  interest.     In  ch. 

i.  17,  18,  we  have  a  reference  to  the  presence  of  the  Writer  at  the 

transfiguration  of  our  Lord.     It  is  a  remarkable  coincidence,  that  close 
to  that  reference,  and  in  the  verses  leading  on  to  it,  two  words  should 

occur,  both  of  which  are  connected  with  the  narrative  of  the  Trans- 

6guratioii  in  the  Gospels.     In  ver.  13  we  have  c<£"  ocrov  efyu  iv  rovrc* 

ru>  crKT]vc5|jLaTt  :  let  us  remember  that  it  was  Peter  who  at  the  Trans- 

figuration said  Trorqo-co/xev  cno^s  rpcts.     In  ver.  15  /X,€TOL  ryv 

At  the  Transfiguration  Moses  and  Elias  eAcyov  rrjv  e|o8oi'  avrov 

7rX?7pow  Iv  *l€povcr<xX^/x. 
28.  We   have   also   very   noticeable    coincidences    of  another  kind. 

Compare  the   use   of  XaXovcriv,  ch.  i.  1,  with  eAaxe  in  Peter's   speech, 

Acts  i.  17  :  evatptiav,  ch.  i.  3,  6,  7,  with  Acts  iii.  12,  where,  in  Peter's 

speech,   it   is   only   found,   except   in  the  Pastoral  Epistles  :    OeX^art 

avQp&TTOV  r}V€x&r},  ch.  i.  21,  with  fiovXfj  .    .   rov  Qcov  .    .    av€t\ar€.  Acts  ii. 

23  :    ey/caroi/ccuv  Iv  avrots,  ch.  ii.  8,  with  TO  yav^ua  avrov  ecrnv  ev  r^lv,  Acts 

ii.  29  :   avo^ois  cpyots,  ibid.,  with  Sta  x^wv  avopw,  Acts  ii.  23  :  €v<re/3ecs, 

ch.  ii.  9,  with  Acts  x.  2,  7,  an  account  doubtless  derived  from  St.  Peter, 

  the  only  places  where  the  word  occurs  in  the  N.  T.  :  KoAa£o/xeVovs, 

ibid.,  with  Acts  iv.  21,  another  Petrine   account,  and  also  the^  only 

places  where  the  word  occurs  :  the  double  genitive  ch.  iii.  2,  <n}<?  rwv 

dTrocrroAcor  vpw  IvroX^  rov  Kvpiov,  with  a  very  similar^  one,  Acts  v.  32, 

ecs  Icr/A6i/  avrov  fjidprvpes  T<OV  prjpdrw  rovrw  :  r>cpa  Kvpiov,  ch.  iii. 157] 
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10,  with  the  citation  Acts  ii.  20,  where  only  it  occurs,  except  1  Thess. 

v.  21.  Such  things  are  not  to  be  despised,  in  estimating  the  proba- 
bility of  our  Epistle  being  a  supposititious  document. 

29.  Our  general  conclusion  from  all  that  has  preceded  must  be  in 

favour  of  the  genuineness  and  canonicity  of  this  second  Epistle  :  ac- 
knowledging at  the  same  time,  that  the  subject  is  not  without  con- 

siderable difficulty.  That  difficulty  however  is  lightened  for  us  by 
observing  that  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  common  to  this  Epistle  with  some 
others  of  those  called  Catholic,  and  several  of  the  later  writings  of  the 
New  Testament  :  and  on  the  other,  that  no  difference  can  be  imagined 
more  markedly  distinctive,  than  that  which  separates  all  these  writings 

from  even  the  earliest  and  best  of  the  post-apostolic  period.  Our 
Epistle  is  one  of  those  latter  fruits  of  the  great  outpouring  of  the  Spirit 
on  the  Apostles,  which,  not  being  entrusted  to  the  custody  of  any  one 
church  or  individual,  required  some  considerable  time  to  become  gene- 

rally known  :  which  when  known,  were  suspected,  bearing  as  they 
necessarily  did  traces  of  their  late  origin,  and  notes  of  polemical 
argument :  but  of  which,  as  apostolic  and  inspired  writings,  there 
never  was,  when  once  they  became  known,  any  general  doubt  ;  and 
which,  as  the  sacred  Canon  became  fixed,  acquired,  and  have  since 
maintained,  their  due  and  providential  place  among  the  books  of  the 
New  Testament. 

SECTION  V. 

TIME    AND    PLACE    OF    WRITING. 

L  These  can  only  be  set  down  conjecturally,  in  accordance  with 
views  and  considerations  previously  advanced.  Assuming  the  genuine- 

ness of  the  Epistle,  St.  Peter  wrote  it  in  his  old  age,  when  he  was 

expecting  his  death2.  This,  agreeably  to  what  was  said  on  the  first 
Epistle,  would  be  somewhere  about  the  year  68  A.IX,  and  the  place  of 
writing  would  be  Home,  or  somewhere  on  the  journey  thither  from 
the  East. 

2.  But  all  this  is  far  too  uncertain,  and  too  much  beset  with  chrono- 
logical difficulties,  to  be  regarded  as  any  thing  more  than  a  hypothetical 

corollary,  contingent  on  our  accepting  the  tradition  of  St.  Peter's  Roman 
martyrdom. 

3.  Several  matters,  which  have  formed  the  subject  of  sections  in  our 
other  chapters,  such  as   the   character   and  style  of  the  Epistle,  have 
been  already  incidentally  discussed. 

a  This  inference  is  not  made  from  the  word  raxwf)  in  ch.  i.  14  (see  note  there),  but 
from  the  general  spirit  of  that  passage. 158] 
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Readings  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus  in  the  text  of  this  Volume  (loth  parts], 

ascertained  l)y  the  Editor's  inspection  of  the  MS*>  Rome,  Feb.  1861. 

Heb,  viu  4,  $eo>peire  8e,  not  877,  as  Mai,  edru  2. 

viii.  10.  KapSia  tavrwv  is  all  1.  m.,  not,  as  stated  in  Mai,  edn.  2, 

"  ex  mendo  secundae  manus."  The  €  is  in  the  pale  ink 
of  the  original  scribe. 

11.  not  iSo-uo-tv,  as  Mai,  edn.  2,  but  ciSowtv,  the  770-  being  a 
correction    by  the    first    hand,  and    so   assigned  by 

Tischdf.  to  his  B2. 
James  ii.  1 3.  Kara/caviare,  as  Bentley. 

iii.  5.  jtteyaAa  av^ci,  not  ̂ eyaAairj^ct,  as  Mai,  edn.  1. 

1  Pet.  i.  7.  TroA-urctjjiOTepov,  not  -/uorrepov,  as  Mai. 
iii.  1.  K€pS??$7?owrat,  not  -covrat,  as  Mai* 

6.  vTrrjKovev,  not  -oixrcv,  as  Mai. 

8.  <jf>iAa§eA(£oi,  not  <£vA-,  as  Mai,  edn.  2. 
13.  v/xas  ci,  not  eav,  as  Mural  to. 

iv.  13.  TOU  xptcrro-u,  not  ̂ ptarov,  as  Bentley. 
1  John  ii.  2.  etAacr/xos  ccrrtv,  not  €<TTLV  ctA.,  as  Tischendorf  (N.  T.  ed.  7). 

27.   avrou  ^pctcr/^a,  not  avro,  as  Mai,  Tischendorf  (N.  T.  ed.  7), 
and  all  before  the  inspection  above  mentioned, 

iii.  6.  eopa/cev  is  a  1.  m.,  €<op.  a  2.  m.,  not  as  Mai. 

18.  aAA  zv  epyco,  not  aAA  epyco,  as  Mai. 
iv.  4.  vweiK.  is  a  L  m.,  vei/t/c.  a  2.  ro.,  not  as  in  Mai. 

10.  cv  rouro),  not  cv  rovro,  as  Mai. 

21.  rov  Qeov  ayaTra  /cat  is  in  marg.  a  1.  m.  (B2  Tischdf.  ;  see 
above  on  Heb.  viii.  11). 

v.  16.  CCTTIV  afjiapTia  TTOOS  6o.vo.rov  is  not  repeated,  as  in   Mai, 
edn.  2. 

18.  aAAa,  not  aAA',  as  Mai. 
Subscr.  a  is  not  omitted,  as  Bentley. 

2  John  8.       aTroAccr^rc,  not  rat,  as  Birch. 

3  John  14.     cu0€ws  ore,  not  e-u0e<os,  as  Mai. 
Jude  5.  on  is  Aaov  is  in  the  MS. 

12.          €Lcnv  ot  «/,  not  ctcrtv  cr,  as  Mai. 

ib.          7rapa$epoju,€voi,  not  -vat,  as  Bentley  and  Birch. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

1  JOHN*. 
SECTION   I. 

ITS    AUTHORSHIP. 

1.  THE  internal  testimony  furnished  by  this  Epistle  to  its  Author 
being  the  same  with  the  Author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  is,  it  may  well  be 
thought,  incontrovertible.    To  maintain  a  diversity  of  Authorship  would 
betray  the  very  perverseness  and  exaggeration  of  that  school  of  criticism 
which  refuses  to  believe,  be  evidence  never  so  strong. 

2.  It  will  be  well  however  not  to  assume  this  identity,  but  to  proceed 
in  the  same  way  as  we   have   done  with  the  other  books  of  the  New 
Testament,  establishing  the  Authorship  by  external  ecclesiastical  testi- 
mony. 

Folycarp,  ad  Philipp.  c.  7,  p.  1012,  writes  :  Tras  yap  os  av  pq  opoXoyfj 

*Iiqcrow  xpLO-Toy  ev  crap/d  eA^Avtfevcu,  aimx/oicrTos  larnv.  Seeing  that  this 
contains  a  plain  allusion  to  1  John  iv.  3,  and  that  Polycarp  was  the 
disciple  of  St.  John,  it  has  ever  been  regarded  as  an  indirect  testimony 
to  the  genuineness,  and  so  to  the  Authorship  of  our  Epistle.  Liicke,  in 
his  Einleitung,  p.  3  f.,  has  dealt  with  and  defended  this  testimony  of 
Polycarp. 

3.  It  is  said  of  Papias  by  Eusebius,  EL  E.  iii.  39,  icexp^Tai  8*  6  avros 
/mapTVpLOLLS     0.7TO     T?75     'laXXVPOV     TTpOTCpaS     CTrtCTToX^g,    KOU.    T775     Il€TpOV     O/jWMCO?. 

And  be  it  remembered  that  Irenaeus  says  of  Papias  that  he  was  *Io>av- 
vov  /ACT/  aKorerr^s,  IIoX-u/capTrou  8*  Ircupos. 

4.  Irenaeus  frequently  quotes  this  Epistle,  as  Eusebius  asserts  of  him, 
H.  E.  v.  8.     In  his  work  against  heresies,  iii.  16.  5,  p.  206,  after  citing 
John  xx.  31,  with  "  quemadmodum  Joannes  Domini  discipulus  confirmat 
dicens,"  he  proceeds  "  propter  quod  et  in  Epistola  sua  sic  testificatus  est 
nobis  :  Filioli,  novissima  hora  est,"  &c.     1  John  ii.  18  ff.     In  iii.  16.  8, 
p.  207,  he  says,  "  quos  et  Dominus  nobis  cavere  prsedixit,  et  discipulus 
ejus  Johannes  in  praedicta  epistola  fugere  nos  prsecepit  dicens  Multi 

seductores  exierunt,  &c.  (2  John  7,  8 :  so  that  "  in  praedicta  epistola" 
seems  to  be  a  lapse  of  memory)  :  et  rursus  in  epistola  ait  Multi  pseudo- 

prophetae  exierunt,"  &c.  (1  John  iv.  1 — 3.) 
In  this  last  quotation  it  is  that  Irenaeus  supports  the  remarkable 

reading,  o  Xvei  TOV  'I^orow,  "  qui  solvit  Jesum." 
And  just  after,  he  proceeds,  Sib  TraXw  cv  rfi  cTrtcrroXp  fold  Has  o  TTIO-- 

T€va)v  ort  'I^crovs  xPLCrro5  *K  T0^  ̂ €01)  ycy^njrat,  1  John  v.  1. 
5.  Clement  of  Alexandria  repeatedly  refers  to  our  Epistle  as  written 

159] 
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by  St.  John.  Thus  in  his  Strom,  ii.  15  (66),  p.  464  P.,  <£a&W<u  Se  KOL 

I<i>avv?7S  cv  TQ  ̂ et£ovt  eTTLO'ToX.TJ  Ta<$  StcK^opas  Taiv  ctyxapTttoi'  €/c8tSacr/ccov  ef 
TOVTOIS*  lav  Tts  C&T}  TOI/  aScA-c^ov  a^roi)  d/Ltaprai/oi/ra,  K.r.A.,  1  John  v.  16. 

In  Strom,  iii.  4  (32),  p.  525  P.,  he  quotes  1  John  i.  6  f.  with  <pr)crlv 

6  'icocW-qs  cv  T»7  €7TLO"To\fj.  In  iii.  5  (42),  p.  530,  1  John  iii.  3,  with  cfrrja-Cv 
only.  In  iv.  16  (102),  p.  608,  1  John  iii.  18,  19,  iv.  16,  18,  v.  3,  with 

'icoawr/s,  TeAetofS  eii/at  StSacr/ccoi/  .... 
6.  Tertullian,  adv.  Marcion.   v.    16,   vol.  ii.  p.  511:  "  ut  Johannes 

apostolus,  qui  jam  antichristos  dicit  processisse  in  mundiim,  prsecursores 
antichrist!  spiritus,   negantes  Christum  in   carne  venisse  et  solventes 

Jesum  .  .  ."     (1  John  iv.  1  if.) 
Adv.  Praxean.  c.  15,  p.  173:  'Quod  vidimus,  inquit  Johannes,  quod 

auclivimus,"  &c.  (1  John  i.  1.) 
Ib.  c.  28,  p.  192  f . :  "  Johannes  autem  etiam  mendacem  notat  eum  qui 

negaverit  Jesum  esse  Christum,  contra  de  Deo  natum  omnem  qui  credi- 
derit  Jesum  esse  Christum  (1  John  ii.  22,  iv.  2  f.,  v.  1)  :  propter  quod  et 
hortatur  ut  credamus  nomini  filii  ejus  Jesu  Chris ti,  ut  s-cilicet  commnnio 
sit  nobis  cum  Patre  et  fiiio  ejus  Jesu  Christo"  (1  John  i.  7). 

See  also  adv.  Gnosticos,  12,  p.  147 :  and  other  places,  in  the  indices. 

7.  Cyprian    in  Ep.   25   (24  or  28),   p.  289,    writes:    "  Et  Joannes 
apostoius    mandati  memor  in  epistola  sua   postmodum  ponit :  In  hoc 

inquit,  intelligimus  quia  cognovimus  eum,  si  prsecepta  ejus  custodiamus," 
&c.  (1  John  ii.  3,  4.) 

And  de  orat.  dom.  ad  Demetr.  14,  p.  529,  "  in  epistola  sua  Joannes 
quoque  ad  faciendam  Dei  voluntatem  hortatur  et  instruit  dicens :  Nolite 

diligere  mundum,"  &c.  (1  John  ii.  15 — 17.) 
Also  de  opere  et  eleemos.  3,  p.  604 :  "  iterum  in  epistola  sua  Joannes 

ponat  et  dicat :  Si  dixerimus  quia  peccatum  non  habemus,"  &c.  (1  John i.  8.) 

De  bono  patientise,  9,  p.  628 :  "  per  Christi  exempla  gradiamur,  sicut 
Joannes  apostolus  instruit  dicens  :  Qui  dicit  se  in  Christo  manere,  debet 

quonaodo  ille  ambulavit  et  ipse  ambulare "  (1  John  ii.  6). 
8.  Muratori's  fragment  on  the  canon  states,  "  Joannis  duae  in  catho- 

lica  habentur." 
And  the  same  fragment  cites  1  John  i.  1,  4:  "quid  ergo  miram,  si 

Joannes  tarn  constanter  singula  etiam  in  epistolis  suis  proferat,  dicens 
in  semetipso  Quse  vidimus  oculis  nostris  et  auribus  audivinms  et  manus 

nostrse  palpaverunt  in  hsec  scripsimus."  Cf.  Routh,  reliq.  sacr.  i.  p.  395. 
9.  The  Epistle  is  found  in  the  Peschito,  whose  canon  in  the  catholic 

Epistles  is  so  short. 

10.  Origen  (in  Euseb,  vi.  25),  beginning  the  sentence  ri  Set  ?repl  TOT) 

dva7T€crovTO9  Acyctj/  €?rl  TO  CTT^^OS  TOV  'I^orov,  "Icoavi/ov  .    ,    .    .,  and  proceed- 
ing as  cited  in  the  Prolegg.  to  the  Apocalypse,   §  i.  par,  12,  says, 160] 
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KaraXeXoiTre  §€  /cat  erricrroX^v  iravv  oXtyoov  crrtxoov  ecrrco  B€  /cat  Sevrepav 

Kttl  rpiTrjv,  CTree  ou  Travrcs  <pacrl  yv^crtous  etvat  ra-uras"  TrX-ip  OUK  €tcri  crrt^coi/ 

a/^orepat  !/<arov.  And  he  continually  cites  the  Epistle  as  St.  John's  : 
e.  g.,  in  Ev.  Jo.  torn.  xiii.  21,  vol.  iv.,  p.  230,  6  0eos  TJ/J.(OV  irvp 

irapa  Se  T<5  'Iwcxv^  <£co9"  o  tfco?  yap,  i^crt,  ̂ >ws  ecrri  /cat 
Zv  avra>  OVK  IcTTtv  o£Se/u'a.  Numerous  other  places  may  he  found 

in  the  indices. 

11.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  the  scholar  of  Origen,  recognizes  the 

genuineness  of  the  Gospel  and  Epistle  as  heing  written  by  the  Apostle 

John,  by  the  very  form  of  his  argument  against  the  genuineness  of  the 

Apocalypse.  For  (see  his  reasoning  at  length  in  the  Prolegomena  to 

the  Revelation,  §  i.  par.  48)  he  tries  to  prove  that  it  was  not  written 

by  St.  John,  on  account  of  its  diversity  in  language  and  style  from  the 

Gospel  and  Epistle  ;  and  distinctly  cites  the  words  of  our  Epistle  as 

those  of  the  Evangelist  :  6  Se  ye  euayycXicrnys  ov$e  TT}S  Ka0oXtAoJs  CTTICTTO- 

y<s  Trpoeypoujsev  avrov  TO  oi/ojtta,  dXXa  aTreptrrcos  obr*  avrov  rov  ̂ vcmrjpiov 
'       o  rjv  O.TT  apxfa  &  a-KqKoapev,  o  eopa/ca/xev 

rots 

12.  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iii.  24,   says,  TOJV  Se  "luavvov  cr-uyypaft/xaTtdT/  ?rpos 

r<5  evayyeXtcx)  Kat   77  Trporepa  rcov   eTrtorroXwv  Trapa   re  TOLS  vw  Kat  rot?  er* 
apxatots  ava^L\€KTO<5  ca^oXoyTyrat.      And  in  iii.  25,  having  enumerated 

the  four  Gospels  and  Acts  and  the  Epistles  of  Paul,  he  says,  ats  1^75 

rrjv  cf>€pojA€vrjv  *Ia)a.wov  Trporepav   .    .   •    •    icvptoreoi/. 
13.  After  the   time   of  Eusebius,  general    consent    pronounced  the 

same  verdict.     We  may  terminate  the  series  of  testimonies  with  that 

of  Jerome,  who  in  his  catalogue  of  ecclesiastical  writers  (c.  9,  vol.  ii. 

p.  845)  says  of  St.  John,  "  Scripsit  autem  et  unam  epistolam,  cujus  exor- 

dium est,  Quod  fuit  ah  initio,  &c.,  quse  ab  universis   ecclesiasticis  et 

eruditis  viris  probatur." 
14.  The  first  remarkable  contradiction  to  this  combination  of  testimony 

is  found  in  the  writings  of  Cosmas  Inclicopleustes,  in  the  sixth  century. 

He  ventures  to  assert  (lib.  vii.  p.  292,  in  Migne,  Patr.,  vol.  Ixxxviii.1), 

that  none  of  the  earlier  Christian  writers  who  have  treated  of  the  canon, 

makes  any  mention  of  the  Catholic  Epistles  as  canonical  j  ov  yap  TO>J/ 

dTTOcrroXwi/  <£acrtv  avrovs  ol  TrXet'ovs,  <xXX'  Irepwv  nv&v  -rrpeor^vrlp^v  d^eXeo- 

repov.     He  then  proceeds  in  a  somewhat  confused  way  to   state  that 

Irenseus   does  mention  1   Peter  and  1  John,  as  apostolic,  Irepot  Sc  ovSe 

avras  Xeyovtrtv   etvat  aTrocrToXcov,  dXXa   rcov   ^peo-^Tepcor      wpo>T7j  yap    Kat 

Sevrepa  Kat  rptTiy  *Iudvvov  ye'ypaTrrai,  a>s  S-^Xor  £i/oc  Trpocruwov  eti/at  Tas  rpeZ?. 

But  it  is  evident  from  the  chain  of  testimonies  given  above,  that  Cosmas 

can  have  been  but  ill  informed  on  the  subject. 

15.  It  is  probable  that  the  Alogi  mentioned  by  Epiphanius  as  reject- 

i  See  the  passage  at  length,  with  Liicke's  remarks,  in  his  Einleittmg,  pp.  5,  6,  note. 161] 
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ing  the  Gospel  and  Apocalypse,  included  the  Epistles  in  this  rejection. 

Still  Epiphanius  does  not  assert  it  ;  he  only  says,  ra^a  Sc  Kal  ra$  CTTI- 

OToAa$,  crwaSouo't  yap  Kal  avrat  TO.)  evayyeXitp  KCLI  rfj  aTTOKaXvij/Gi.  User, 
li.  c.  34,  vol.  i,  p.  456.  But  their  repudiation  of  the  Epistle  would  be 
of  no  account. 

16.  Its   rejection  hy  Marcion  is  of  equally  little  consequence.     He 
excluded  from  the  canon  all  the  writings  of  St.  John,  as  not  suiting  his 
views. 

17.  Liicke   closes  his    review  of  ancient  authorities,  which  I  have 

followed  and  expanded,  by  saying,   "  Incontestably  then   our   Epistle 
must  be  numbered  among  those  canonical  books  which  are  most  strongly 

upheld  by  ecclesiastical  tradition." 
18.  But  the  genuineness  of  the  Epistle  rests  not,  as  already  observed, 

on  external  testimony  alone.     It  must  remain  an  acknowledged  fact, 

until  either  the  Gospel  is  proved  not  to  be  St.  John's,  or  the  similarity 
between  the  two  is  shewn  to  be  only  apparent.     Liicke  has  well  ob- 

served, that  neither  Gospel  nor  Epistle  can  be  said  to  be  an  imitation : 

both  are  original,  but  both  the  product  of  the  same  mind :  so  that  con- 
sidered only  in  this  point  of  view,   we  might  well  doubt  which  was 

written,  first. 

19.  However,  its  genuineness  has  been  controverted  in  modern  times. 

First  we  have  a  rash  and  characteristic  saying  of  Jos.  Scaliger's  :  "  tres 
epistolse  Joannis  non  stint  apostoli  Joannis."    The  first  who  deliberately 
and  on  assigned  grounds  took  the  same  side,  was  S.  Gottlieb  Lange  ;  who, 
strange  to  say,  receiving  the  Gospel  and  the  Apocalypse,  yet  rejected 
the  Epistle. 

20.  His  argument,  as  reported  by  Liicke,  is  as  follows :  The  entire 
failure  in  the  Epistle  of  any  individual,  personal,  and  local   notices, 
betrays  an  author  unacquainted  with  the  personal  circumstances  of  the 

Apostle,  and  those  of  the  churches  where  he  taught.     The  close  cor- 
respondence of  the  Epistle  with  the  Gospel  in  thought  and  expression 

begets   a    suspicion    that    some    careful    imitator    of    John  wrote  the 
Epistle.     Lastly,  the  Epistle,  as  compared  with  the  Gospel,  shews  such 
evident  signs  of  enfeebiement  of  spirit  by  old  age,  that  if  it  is  to  be 
ascribed  to  John,  it  must  have  been  written  at  the  extreme  end  of  his 

life,  after  the    destruction  of   Jerusalem;    whereas,  from  no  allusion 
being  made  to  that  event  even   in  such  a  passage   as  ch.  ii.  18,  the 
Epistle  makes  a  shew  of  having  been  written  before  it.     The  only  solu- 

tion in  Lange's  estimation  is  that  some  imitator  wrote  it,  as  St.  John's, 
it  may  be  a  century  after  his  time. 

21.  To  this  Liicke  replies  that  Lange  is  in  fourfold  error.     For  1, 
it  is  not  true  that  the  Epistle   contains    no    individual  and   personal 
notices.     These  it  is  true  are  rather  hinted  at  and  implied  than  brought 162] 
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to  the  surface :  a  characteristic,  not  only  of  a  catholic  epistle  as  dis- 
tinguished from  one  locally  addressed,  but  also  of  the  style  of  St.  John 

as  distinguished  from  that  of  St.  Paul.  As  to  the  fact,  the  Writer 
designates  himself  by  implication  as  an  apostle,  and  seems  to  allude  to 
his  Gospel  in  ch.  L  1 — 4:  in  ch.  ii.  1,  18,  he  implies  an  intimate  rela- 

tion between  himself  and  his  readers  :  in  ch.  ii.  12 — 14,  he  distinguishes 
his  readers  according  to  their  ages:  in  ch.  ii.  18,  19,  iv.  1 — 3>  the  false 
teachers  are  pointed  at  in  a  way  which  shews  that  both  Writer  and 
readers  knew  more  about  them:  and  the  warning,  ch.  v.  21,  has  a 
local  character,  and  reminds  the  readers  of  something  well  known  to 
them. 

22.  Secondly,  it  is  entirely  denied,  as  above  remarked,  that  there  is 
the  slightest  trace  of  slavish  imitation.     The  Epistle  is  in  no  respect 
the  work  of  an  imitator  of  the  Gospel.     Such   a  person  would  have 
elaborated  every  point  of  similarity,  and  omitted  no  notice  of  the  per- 

sonal and  local  circumstances  of  the   Apostle :  would  have  probably 

misunderstood  and  exaggerated   St.   John's   peculiarities  of  style  and 
thought.     All  such  attempts  to  put  off  one  man's  writing  for  that  of 
another  carry  in    them  the  elements  of  failure  as  against  a  searching 
criticism.    But  how   different  is  all  we  find  in  this  Epistle.     By  how 
wide    a  gap  is   it  separated  from  the    writings  of  Ignatius,    Clement, 
Barnabas,  Polycarp.     Apparently  close  as  it  is  upon  them  in  point   of 
time,    what  a  totally    different    spirit   breathes    in   it.      This  Epistle 
written  after  them,  written  among  them,  would  be  indeed  the  rarest  of 
exceptional  cases — an  unimaginable  anachronism,  a  veritable    vvrcpov 
irporcpov. 

23.  Thirdly :  it  is  certainly  the  strangest  criticism,  to  speak  of  the 
weakness  of  old  age  in  the  Epistle.     If  this  could  be  identified  as  really 
being   so,  it  would  be  the  strongest  proof  of  authenticity.     For  it  is 
altogether  inconceivable,  that  an  imitator  could   have  had  the  power 
or  the  purpose  to  write  as  John  might  have  written  in  his  old  age. 
But  where  are  the  traces  of  this  second  childishness  ?     We  are  told,  in 
the  repetitions,  in    the  want   of  order,   in   the  uniformity.     Certainly 
there  is  an  appearance  of  tautology  in  the  style :  more  perhaps  than  in 

the  Gospel.     Erasmus,  in  the  dedication  of  his  paraphrase  of  St.  John's 
Gospel,  characterizes  the  style  of  the  Gospel  as  a  "  dicendi  genus  ita 
velut  ansulis  ex   sese   cohserentibus  contexens,  nonnumquam  ex  con- 

trariis,  nonnumquam  ex  similibus,  nonnumquam  ex  iisdem  subinde  re- 

petitis, — ut  orationis  quodque  membrum  semper  excipiat  prius,  sic,  ut 

prioris  finis    initium  sit    sequentis."     The    same    style  prevails  in  the 
Epistle.     It  is  not  however  an  infirmity  of  age,  but  a  peculiarity,  which 

might  belong  to  extreme  youth  just  as  well. 

24.  The  greater  amount  of  repetition  in  the  Epistle  arises  from  its 163] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  1   JOHN.  [CH.  V. 

being  more  hortatory  and  tender  in  character.  And  it  may  also  be 
attributed  to  its  more  Hebraistic  form,  in  which  it  differs  from  the 
Grecian  and  dialectic  style  of  St.  Paul:  abounding  in  parallels  and 
apparent  arguings  in  a  circle.  The  epistolary  form  would  account  for 
the  want  of  strict  arrangement  in  order,  which  would  hardly  be  observed 

by  the  youngest  any  more  than  by  the  oldest  writer. 
25.  And  the  appearance  of  uniformity,  partly  accounted  for  by  the 

oneness  of  subject  and  simplicity  of  spirit,  is  often  produced  by  want  of 
deep  enough  exegesis  to  discover  the  real  differences  in  passages  which 
seem  to  express  the  same.     Besides,  even  granting  these  marks  of  old 
age,    what    argument    would    they    furnish   against   the    genuineness  ? 
St.  John  was  quite  old  enough  at  and  after  the  siege  of  Jerusalem  for 
such  to  have  shewn  themselves:  so  that  this  objection  must  be  dealt 
with  on  other  grounds,  and  does  not  affect  our  present  question. 

26.  Fourthly,  it  is  quite  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  if  the  Epistle  was 
written  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  that  event  must  necessarily 
have  been  intimated  in  ch.  ii.  18.     It  cannot  be  proved,  nor  does  it 
seem    likely    from  the    notices  of   the  Trapovcria   in   the   Gospel,   that 
St,  John  connected  the  lo^ar?;  <Spa  with  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 
It  does    not  seem   likely  that,    writing  to  Christians    of  Asia    Minor 

who  probably  from  the  first  had  a  wider  view  of  our  Lord's  prophecy  of 
the  end,  he  should  have  felt  bound  to  make  a  corrective  allusion  to  the 
event,  even  supposing  he  himself  had  once  identified  it  with  the  time  of 
the  end.    They  would  not  require  to  be  told,  why  the  universal  triumph 
of  Christianity  had  not  followed  it,  seeing  they  probably  never  expected 
it  to  do  so. 

27.  So  that  Lange's  objections,  which  I  have  reported  freely  from 
Liicke,  as  being  highly  illustrative  of  the  character  of  the  Epistle,  cer- 

tainly do  not   succeed  in  impugning  the  verdict  of  antiquity,  or  the 
evidence  furnished  by  the  Epistle  itself. 

28.  The  objections  brought  by  Bretschneider,  formed  on  the  doctrine 
of  the  logos  and  the  antidocetic  tendency  manifest  both  in  the  Epistle 
and  the  Gospel,  and  betraying  both  as  works  of  the  second  century, 
have  also  been  shewn  by  Liicke,  Einl.  pp.   16 — 20,  to  be  untenable. 
The  doctrine  of  the  logos,  though  formally  enounced  by  St.  John  only, 
is  in  fact  that  of  St.  Paul  in  Col.  i.  lo  if.,  and  that  of  the  author  of  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  i.  if.,   and  was  unquestionably  prepared  for 
Christian  use  long  before,  in  the  Alexandrine  Jewish  theology.     And 
though  Docetism  itself  may  have  been  the  growth  of  the  second  cen- 

tury, yet  the  germs  of  it,   which  are  opposed  in  this  Epistle,  were 
apparent  long  before.     A  groundless  assumption   of  Bretschneider  is, 
that  seeing  the  three  Epistles  are  by  the  same  hand,  and  the  writer  of 
the  second  and  third,  where  there  was  no  ground  for  concealing:  him- 
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self,  calls  "himself  6  Tr/oco-^Vcpos,  —  the  first  Epistle,  where,  wishing  to  be taken  for  the  Apostle,  he  does  not  name  himself,  is  also  by  John  the 
Presbyter.  The  answer  to  which  is,  that  we  can  by  no  means  consent  to 
the  assumption  that  the  so-called  Presbyter  John  was  the  author  of  the 
second  and  third  Epistles:  see  the  Prolegomena  to  2  John,  §  i.  2,  12  if. 

29.  The  objections  brought   against    our    Epistle    by  the    modern 
Tubingen  school  are  dealt  with  at  considerable  length  by  Diisterdieck, 
in  his  Eiuleitung,  pp.  xxxix  —  Ixxv.     It  is  not  my  purpose  to  enter  on 
them  here.     For  mere  English  readers,  it  would  require  an  introduc- 

tion far  longer   than  that  which  Diisterdieck  has  devoted  to  it,  at  all 
to  enable  them  to  appreciate  the  nature  of  those  objections    and   the 
postulates  from  which  they  spring.     And  when  I  inform  such  English 
readers  that  the  first  of  those  postulates  is  the  denial  of  a  personal 
God,  they  will  probably   not  feel   that  they  have  lost  much  by  not 
having  the  refutation  of  the  objections  laid  before  them.     Should  any 

regret  it,  they  may  find  some  of  them  briefly  noticed  in  Dr.  Davidson's 
Introduction,  vol.  iii,  pp.  454  if.  :  and  they  will  there  see  how  feeble  and 
futile  they  are. 

30.  Whether  then  we  approach  the  question  of  the  authorship  of  this 
Epistle  (and  its  consequent  canonicity)  from  the  side  of  external  testi- 

mony, or  of  internal  evidence,  we  are  alike  convinced  that  its  claim  to 
have  been  written  by  the  Evangelist  St.  John,  and  to  its  place  in  the 
canon  of  Scripture,  is  fully  substantiated. 

SECTION  II. 

FOB   WHAT    READERS    IT   WAS    WRITTEN". 

1.  This  question,  in  the  case  of  our  Epistle,  might  be  very  easily  and 

briefly  dealt  with,  were  it  not  for  one  apparent  mistake,  which  com- 
plicates it. 

In  Augustine's  Qusest.  Evang.  ii.  39,  vol.  iii.p.  1353,  we  read,  "secun- 
dum  sententiam  hanc  etiam  illud  est  quod  dictum  est  a  Joanne  in  epistola 

ad  Parthos;"  and  then  follows  1  John  iii.  2.  This  appears  to  be  the 

only  place  in  Augustine's  writings  where  he  thus  characterizes  it.
  The 

«  ad  Parthos  "  has  found  its  way  into  some  of  the  Benedictine  editions 

in  the  title  of  the  Tractates  on  the  Epistle:  but  it  seems  not  to  hav
e 

been  originally  there.  It  has  been  repeated  by  some  of  the 
 Latin 

fathers,  e.  g.  by  Vigilius  Tapsensis  (or  Idacius  Claras  ?)  in  t
he  5th 

century  in  his  treatise  against  Varimadus  the  Arian2 :  by  Cassiodorus  : 

2  Lib.  i.  c.  5,  p.  367  >  in  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  Ixii* 
3  De  institut.  divin.  Script,  c.  14,  vol.  ii.  p.  546. 165] 
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by  Bede,  who  in  a  prologue  to  the  seven  catholic  Epistles4,  says, 
*'  multi  scriptorum  ecclesiasticorum,  in  quibus  est  sanctus  Athanasius, 
Alcxandrinae  prsesul  ecclesise,  primam  ejus  (Joannis)  epistolam  scriptam 
ad  Parthos  esse  tostantur."  These  two  latter  notices  involve  the  matter 
in  more  obscurity  still.  For  Cassiodorus  thus  designates  not  only  the 
first,  but  also  the  second  and  third  Epistles;  and,  seeing  that  no  Greek 
writer  ever  seems  to  give  this  title,  it  is  hardly  conceivable  that  the 
statement  of  Bede  regarding  Athanasius  can  be  correct.  Diisterdieck 
suspects,  and  apparently  with  reason,  that  the  prologue  cannot  be  from 

Bede's  own  hand,  seeing  that  he  so  uniformly  keeps  to  Augustine. 
2.  Some,  but  very  few  writers,  have  assumed  as  a  fact  that  the  Epistle 

was  really  written  to  the  Parthians.     Paulus  and  Baur  made  use  of  the 
assumption  to  impugn  the  apostolicity  of  the  Epistle.    Grotius,  who  was 
followed  by  Hammond,  and  partially  by  Michaelis  and  Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius,  gives  a  curious  reason,  in  connexion  with  this  idea,  for  the  omission 
of  all  address  and  personal  notices:  "  vocata  olim  fuit  epistola  ad  Parthos, 
i.  e.  ad  Judaeos  Christum  professos,  qui  non  sub  Bornanorum,  sed  sub 
Parthorum  vivebant  imperio  in  locis  trans  Euphratem,  ubi  ingens  erat 
Judceorum  multitudo,  ut  Neardse,  Nisibi  et  aliis  in  locis.     Et  hanc  cau- 
sam  puto  cur  hsec  epistola  neque  in  fronte   nomen  titulumque  Apostoli, 
neque  in  fine  salutationes   apostolici  moris   contineat,  quia  nimirurn  in 
terras  hostiles  Romanis  hsec  epistola  per  mercatores  Ephesios  mittebatur, 
multumque    nocere   Christianis    poterat,   si    deprehensum   fuisset   hoc, 

quanquam  innocens,  litterarum  commercium."     This  is  absurd  enough, 
especially  as  the  Epistle  is  evidently  not  addressed  to  Jews  at  all  as  such, 
but  mainly  to  Gentile  readers:  see  below,  par  5.     And   ecclesiastical 
tradition  knows  of  no  mission  of  St.  John  to  the  Parthians,  St.  Thomas 
being  supposed  to  have  carried  the  Gospel  to  them. 

3.  This  being  so,  it  would  appear,  as  hinted  before,  that  the  supposed 
address  **  ad  Parthos "  rests  upon  some  mistake.  But  if  so,  on  what 
mistake  ?  A  conjecture  is  quoted  from  Serrarius  that  in  the  original 

text  of  Augustine  it  stood  "ad  Pathmios:"  another  from  Semler,  that 
"  adapertius  "  is  the  reading,  Augustine  wishing  to  contrast  St.  John's 
writings  with  those  of  St.  Paul,  as  the  plainer  and  more  explicit  of  the 
two  6.  A  more  probable  conjecture  has  been,  that  the  word  TraptfeVos 
has  some  concern  in  the  mistake:  not  however  in  the  manner  supposed 

by  Whiston6,  that  the  original  address  was  trpbs  TrapQevo-vs,  i.  e.  to  "young 

4  Vol.  iv.  p.  1,  Migne,  from  Cave,  Script,  eccles.  histor.  liter,  pp.  179,  296. 
5  Other    conjectures   have  derived   it    from    'ad  sparsos,' — *  ad  pantas?      "  A.d 

Spartos  "  is  asserted  by  Scholz  (biblische-kribische  Keise,  p.  67)  to  be  found  in  many Latin  rnss.,  but  Liicke  doubts  this. 

6  Comm.  on  the  3  catholic  Epistles  of  St.  John,  Lend.  1719,  p.  6:  cited  by  Lucke and  Dusterdieck. 166] 
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Christians  yet  uncorrupted  both  as  to  fleshly  and  spiritual  fornication." 
Hug  supposes  that  the  Trpos  vrapOovs  came  from  a  superscription  of  the 
second  Epistle,  found  in  the  cursive  mss.  89  (Cent,  xi.)  and  30  (Cent, 
xiii.)  of  Griesbach,  and  alluded  to  by  Clem.  Alex.,  in  a  fragment  of  his 
Adumbiations  on  2  John,  ed.  Potter,  p.  1011,  "  secunda  Joannis  epis- 
tola,  quas  ad  virgines  scripta,  simplicissima  est."  And.  this  is  very 
possib  le.  Another  supposition  is  that  of  Gieseler,  Kirchenge  schichte, 
i.  p.  139,  that  it  has  arisen  out  of  the  circumstance  of  the  name  Trap^evos 
being  given  to  the  Apostle  himself.  This  name  certainly  occurs  in  a 
superscription  of  the  Apocalypse  cited  by  Liicke  from  ms.  30  of  Gries- 
bach  (Cent,  xii.)  TOV  ayiov  evSo^orarov  aTrocrroXoi;  /cat  evayytXicrrov 

TrapO&vov  -rjyaTrrjjjiwov  cTricm^tov  'Icoawou  OeoXoyov.  Liicke  gives  various 
other  notices,  from  which  it  appears  that  this  character  was  attributed  to 
St.  John 7. 

4.  At  all  events  we  may  fairly  assume,  that  the  Epistle    was    not 
written  to  the  Parthians.     Nor  is  there  more  probability  in  the  notion 
of  Benson  that  it  was  addressed  to  the  Jewish  Christians  in  Judcea  and 

Galilee,  who  had  seen  the  Lord  in  the  flesh :  nor  in  that  of  Lightfoot, 
who  sends  it  to  the  Church  at  Corinth,  supposing  the  Gaius  to  whom  the 
third  Epistle  is  addressed,  identical  with  him  of  Acts  xix.  29  ;  1  Cor.  i. 
14,  and  the  eypaif/a  of  3  John  9  to  refer  to  this  first  Epistle. 

5.  Setting  aside  these,  and  falling  back  on  the  general  opinion,  we 
believe  the  Epistle  to  have  been  written  not  to  any  one  church,  but  to 
a  cycle  of  churches,  mainly  consisting  of  Gentile  converts.     This  last 
seems   shewn  by  the  warning  of  ch.  v.  21,  combined  with  the  circum- 

stance that  so  little  reference  is  made  to  O.  T.  sayings  or  history. 
6.  It  evidently  also  appears,  that  the  Apostle  is  the  spiritual  teacher 

of  those  to  whom  he  is  writing.     He  knows  their  circumstances  and 
various  advances  in  the  faith  :  the  whole  tone  is  that  of  their  father  in 

the  faith.     Such  a  relation,  following  as  we  surely  must  the  traces  fur- 
nished by  ancient  tradition,  can  only  be  found  in  the   case  of  St.  John, 

6y  believing  the  readers  to  have  been  members  of  the  churches  at  and 
round  Ephesus,  where  he  lived  and  taught. 

7.  The  character  of  the  Epistle  is  too  general  to  admit  a  comparison 
between  it  and  the  Ephesian  Epistle  in  the  Apocalypse,  which  some 
have   endeavoured   to   institute.     Our  Epistle  contains  absolutely  no 
materials  on  which  such  a  comparison  can  proceed. 

7  Seethe  (Ps.?)  Ignatius,  ad  PMlad.  c.  4,  p.  824;  Tertullian  de  monogam.  c.  17, 
vol.  ii.  p.  952 ;  Cyr.  Alex.  Orat.  de  Maria  virgine,  p.  380 
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SECTION  III. 

ITS   RELATION    TO    THE    GOSPEL    OF    ST.    JOHN. 

1.  As  introductory  to  this  enquiry,  it  will  be  well  to  give  an  account 
of  opinions  respecting  the  epistolary  form  of  this  canonical  book. 

2.  This  was  always  taken  for  granted,  seeing  that  definite  readers  and 
their  circumstances  are  continually  present,  and  that  the  first  and  second 

persons  plural  are  constantly  used 8, — until  Michaelis  °  maintained  that  it 
is  rather  a  treatise,  or  a  book,  than  a  letter  ;  and  only  so  far  a  letter,  as 

any  treatise  may  be  addressed  to  certain  readers,  e.  g.  the  Acts  to  Theo- 
philusa     Accordingly,  he  holds  this  to  be  a  second  part  of  the  Gospel. 

3.  As  Liicke  remarks,  it  is  of  great  importance  whether  we  consider 
the  writing  as  an  Epistle  or  not.     Our  decision  on  this  point  affects 
both  our  estimate  of  it,  and  our  exposition.     Surely,  however,  the  ques- 

tion is  not  difficult  to  decide.     We  may  fairly  reply  to  the  hypothesis 
which  supposes  the  Epistle  to  be  a  second  part  of  the  Gospel,  that  the 
Gospel  is  complete  in  itself  and  requires  no  such  supplement  ;  see  John 
xx.  30,  31,  where  the  practical  object  also  of  the  Gospel  is  too  plainly 
asserted,  for  us  to  suppose  this  to  be  its  practical  sequel. 

4.  To  view  it  again  as  a  preface  and  introduction  to  the  Gospel,  as 
Hug,  seems  not  to  be  borne  out  by  the  spirit  of  either  writing.     The 
Gospel  requires  no  such  introduction  :  the  Epistle  furnishes  none  such. 
They  do  not  in  a  word  stand  in  any  external  relation  to  one  another, 
such  as  is  imagined  by  every  one  of  these  hypotheses. 

5.  Hug  fancied  he  found  a  trace  of  the  Epistle  having  once  been 
attached  to   the  Gospel,  in  the  Latin  version  attached  to  the  Codex 
Bezae.     There,  on  the  back  of  the  leaf  on  which  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
begin,  the  copyist  has  written  the  last  column  of  3  John,  with  this  sub- 

scription :  "  Epistulae  Johanis  iii.  explicit  incipit  Actus  Apostolorum." 
But  first,  this  proves  too  much,  seeing  that  the  second  and  third  Epistles 
of  St.  John  (and  the  rest  of  the  catholic  epistles  ?)  are  included,  and 
surely  Hug  does  not  suppose  these  Epistles  to  have  been  also  sequels  to 
the  Gospel :  and  secondly,  this  very  circumstance,  the  inclusion  of  all 
three  Epistles,  shews  a  possible  reason  of  the  arrangement,  viz.  to  place 
together  the  writings  of  the  same  Apostle. 

6.  The  writing  then  is  to  be  regarded  as  an  Epistle,  as  it  usually  has 
been  :  and  no  closer  external  relation  to  the  Gospel  must  be  sought  for. 

But,  this  being  premised,  a  very  interesting  question  follows.     The 
two  writings  are  internally  related,  in  a  remarkable  manner.     Do  the 

*  Cf.  ch.ii.  1,  7,  13,  14,  18,  28;  iii,  18,  21  j  iv.  1,  7,  11,  &c. 
9  Introd.  to  N.  T.,  Marsh's  transl.,  vol.  iv.  p.  400. 168] 
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phenomena  of  this  relation  point  out  the  Gospel,  or  the   Epistle,    as 
having  been  first  written  ? 

7.  And  to  this  question  there  can  I  think  be  but  one  answer.     The 
Epistle  again  and  again  assumes,  on  the  part  of  its  readers,  an  acquaint- 

ance with  the  facts  of  the  Gospel  narrative.     Liicke  well  remarks,  that 

"  as  a  rule,  the  shorter,  more  concentrated  expression  of  one  and  the 
same  writer,  especially  when  ideas  peculiar  to  him  are  concerned,  is  the 
later,  while  the  more  explicit  one,  which  first  unfolds  and  puts  in  shape 

the  idea,  is  the  earlier  one."     And  he  finds  examples  of  this  in  the 
abbreviated  formulas  of  ch.  i.  1,  2,  as  compared  with  John  i.  1  ff. ;  iv.  2, 
compared  with  John  i.  14. 

8.  Other  considerations  connected  with  this  part  of  our  subject  will 
be  found  treated  in  the  next  section. 

SECTION   IV. 

TIME    AND   PLACE    OF   WRITING-. 

1.  On  both  of  these,   opinions  have  been  much   divided ;    no   sure 
indications  being  furnished  by  the  Epistle  itself.     If  however  we  have 
been  right  in  assigning  to  it  a  date  subsequent  to  that  of  the  Gospel, 
we  shall  bring  that  date,  by  what  has  been  said  in  the  Prolegomena  to 
Vol.  1.  ch.  v.  §  iv.  (where  fifteen  years,  A.D.  70 — 85,  are  shewn  to  have 
marked  the  probable  limits  of  the  time  of  the  writing  of  the  Gospel), 
within  a  time  not  earlier  than  perhaps  about  the  middle  of  the  eighth 
decade  of  the  first  century :  and  extending  as  late  as  the  traditional  age 
of  the  Apostle  himself. 

2.  Some  have  imagined  that  the  Epistle  betrays  marks  of  the  extreme 
old  age  of  the  writer.     But  such  inferences  are  veiy  fallacious.     Cer- 

tainly the  repeated  use  of  reKvia,  more  frequently  than  any  other  term 
of  endearing  address,  seems  to  point  to  an  aged  writer  :  but  even  this  is 
insecure. 

3.  Again  it  has   been  fancied  that  the  ecrxo^n)  <Spa  earw  of  ch.  ii.  18, 
furnishes  a  note  of  time ;  and  must  be  understood  of  the  approaching 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.     But  as  Liicke  replies,  this  expression  is  used 
simply  in  reference  to  the  appearance  of  antichristian  teachers,  and  the 
apprehension  thence  arising  that  the  coming  of  the  Lord  was  at  hand. 
So  that  we  have  no  more  right  to  infer  a  note  of  time  from  it,  than  from 
similar  expressions  in  St.  Paul,  e.  g.  1  Tim.  iv.  1;  2  Tim.  iii.  1 

4.  As  to  the  place  of  writing,  we  are  just  as  much  in  uncertainty. 
The  Gospel  (Vol.  I.  Prolegg.  ch.  v.  §  iv.)  is  said  by  Irenaeus  to  have  been 
written  at  Ephesus.     And  ancient  tradition,  if  at  least  represented  by 
the  subscriptions  to  the  Epistle,  seems  to  have  placed  the  writing  of  the 
Epistle  there  also.     Further,  it  is  impossible  to  say. 169] 
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SECTION   V. 

CONTENTS   AND    ARRANGEMENT. 

1.  This  Epistle,  from  its  aphoristic  and  apparently  tautological 
character,  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  arrange  as  a  continuous  contextual 
whole.  Some  indeed  from  this  have  been  induced  to  believe  that  there 
is  no  such  contextual  connexion  in  the  Epistle.  So  Calvin  \  Episco- 

pius2,  and  others.  And  this  seems,  up  to  the  beginning  of  the  last 
century,  to  have  been  the  prevailing  view.  About  that  time,  Sebastian 
Schmid,  in  his  commentary  on  the  Epistle,  maintained,  but  only  tenta- 

tively and  timidly,  that  there  is  a  logical  and  contextual  arrangement. 
The  same  side  was  taken  up  with  more  decision  by  Oporinus  of 

Gottingen,  in  a  treatise  entitled  "  De  constanter  tenenda  communione 
cum  Patre  et  Filio  ejus  Jesu  Chris  to,  L  e.  Joannis  Ep.  i.  nodis  inter- 

pretum  liberata  et  luci  vere  innectae  suas  restituta,  Goett,  1741." 
2.  But  the  principal  advocate  of  this  view  in  the  last  century  was 

Eengel.  In  his  note  in  the  Gnomon a  on  the  famous  passage,  eh.  v.  7, 
he  gives  his  contextual  system  of  the  Epistle,  as  cited  below4.  It  wifl 

1  **  Boctrmam  exhortationibus  misfcam  continet.     Disserit  enim  de  seterna  Chrisfci 
deitate,  simul  de  incomparabili  quam  mundo  patefactus  secum  attulit  gratia,  turn  de 
omnibus  in  genere  beneficiis  ac  prsesertim  insesthnabilein  divine  adoptionis  gratiam 
conimendat  atque  extollit.     Inde  sumit  exhortandi  inaterieui,,  et  nunc  quidem  in  genere 
pie  et  saucte  vivenduin  adrnonet,  nuac  de  carltafce  nominatina  praecipit.     Veruin  nihil 
horum  continua  serie  facit.     INana  sparsim  docendo  et  exhortando  varius  est,  praesertim 
veto  mulfcus  esfc  in  urgenda  caritate.     Alia  quoque  breviter  attingit,  ut  de  cavendis  im- 

postoribus,  et  siuiilia."     Argmn.  Bpist.  1  Job.  vol.  vii.  p.  107. 
2  "  Modus  tractandi  arbiti^arius  esfc,  neque  ad  artis  regulas  adstrictus  .  .  .  sine  rhe- 

torico  artificio  aut  logica  accurata  methodo  msbitutus."     Lectiones  sacrte  in  Ep.  Job. 
Amst,  1665,  ii.  p.  173. 

3  Vol.  ii.  p.  568,  ed.  Steudel.     Tubingen  and  London,  1850. 
4  "  Partes  suiit  tres : 

EXOBBIUM,  c.  i.  1 — 4. 
TE^OTATIO,  c.  i.  5 — v.  12. 
Co^ci/crsio,  c.  v.  13 — 21. 

ft  In  EXOBDIO  apostolus  ab  apparitione  verbi  vitse  constituifc  auctoritatem  prsedi- 
cationi  etscriptioni  suse,  et  scopuin  ('//'a,  ut,  ver.  3)  exserte  indicat:  exordio  respondet 
coN-oiitrsio,  eundem  scopum  amplius  explanans,   instituta  gnorisniatum  illoruin   re- capitmlans  per  triplex  nommus,  c.  v.  18,  19,  20. 

"  TRACTATIO  habet  duas  partes,  ageiis 
"  I.  speciatim 

a)  de  conmunione  cnni  DEO  in  luce,  c.  i.  5 — 10. 
£)  de  communione  cuni  FILIO  in  luce,  c.  ii.  1  f.  7  f.,  subjuncta  applicatione  pro- 

pria  ad  patres,  juvenes,  puerulos,  vv.  13—27.     Innectitur  hie  adhortatio  ad 
manendum  in  eo,  c.  ii.  28 — iir.  24,  ufc  fructus  ex  manifestatione  ejus  In  carne 
se  porrigat  ad  manifestationem  gloriosam. 170J 
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be  observed  that  this  arrangement  is  made  in  the  interest  of  the  dis- 
puted verse,  and  tends  to  give  it  an  important  place  in  the  context  of 

the  Epistle.  It  is  moreover  highly  artificial,  and  the  Trinitarian 
character,  which  is  made  to  predominate,  is  certainly  far  from  the 
obvious  key  to  the  real  arrangement,  as  given  us  by  the  Epistle 
itself5. 

3.  Nearer  to   our   own    time,  differing  arrangements  of  the  Epistle 
have   been  proposed,  by  Liicke,  De  Wette,  and  Diisterdieck.    I  shall 
take  these  three  in  order. 

4.  Liicke  professes  to  have  gained  much,  in  drawing  up  his  arrange- 
ment, from  the  previous  labours  of  Knapp 6  and  Rickli 7.     He  holds  the 

proper  theme  of  the  Epistle,  the  object,  ground,  and  binding  together  of 
all  its  doctrinal  and  practical  sayings,  to  be  this  proposition  :  "As  the 
ground  and  root  of  all  Christian  fellowship  is,  the  fellowship  which  each 
individual  has  with  the  Father  and  the  Son  in  faith  and  in  love,  so  this 
latter  necessarily  unfolds  and  exhibits  itself  in  that  former,  viz.  in  the 
fellowship  with  the  brethren."     Having  laid  this  down,  he  divides  the 
Epistle  into  many  sections,  all  unfolding  in  various  ways  this  central 
truth.     Thus,  e.  g.,  ch.  i.  5 — ii.  2,  speaks  of  fellowship  with  God  through 
Jesus  Christ.     God  is  light :  fellowship  with  Him  is  walking  in  light  : 
all  pretence  to  it  without  such  walking,  is  falsehood.     And  striving 
after  such  purity  is  the  condition  under  which  only  Christian  fellowship 
subsists,  and  under  which  the  blood  of  Christ  cleanses  from  sin.     For 
even  the  Christian  state  is  a  striving,  and  not  free  from  sin,  but  pro- 

ceeding ever  in  more  detection  and  confession  of  it :  which  leads  not  to 
a  compromise  with  sin,  but  to  its  entire  annihilation. 

5.  This  may  serve  for  a  specimen  of  Liicke's  setting  forth  of  the  con- 
nexion of  the  Epistle  :  in  which,  as  Diisterdieck  observes,  he  does  not 

attempt  to  grasp  the  master  thoughts  which  account  for  the  develop- 
ment, but  merely  follows  it  step  by  step.     For  this,  however,  Liicke 

does  not  deserve  the  blame  which  Diisterdieck  imputes  to  him.     His  is 
obviously  the  right  way  to    proceed,    though  it  may  not   have    been 
carried  far  enough  in  his  hands  :  far  better  than  the  a  priori  assump- 

tion of  a  Trinitarian  arrangement  by  Bengel.     He  has  well  given  the 

7)  de  corroboratione  ot  fructu  mansionis  illius  per  SPIBITTTM,  capite  iv.  toto,  ad 
quod  aditum  parat  c.  iii.  ver.  24  conferendus  ad  c.  iv.  12. 

<(  II.  Per  Symperasma  sive  Congeriem,  de  Testimonio  Patris  et  Filii  et  Spiritus,  cui 
fides  in  Jesuni  Christum,  generatio  ex  Deo,  amor  erga  Deum  et  filios  ejus,  observatio 

prseceptorum,  et  victoria  mundi  innititur,  e.  v.  1 — 12. " 
5  Bengel's  arrangement  has  been  adopted  in  the  main  by  Sander,  in  his  Commentary 

on  the  Epistle. 

6  Script,  var.  argum.  p.  177  f. 
*  Johannis  er?ter  Brief  erklart  und  angewendet  in  Predigten,  Lnzern  1828. 171] 
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sequence  of  thought,  as  it  stands:  but  he  has  not  accounted  for  it. 
The  complete  statement  of  the  disposition  of  the  matter  of  the  Epistle 
must  tell  us  not  only  how  the  train  of  thought  proceeds,  but  why  it  thus 
proceeds. 

6.  A  nearer  approximation  to  this  has  been  made  by  De  Wette  \ 
His  plan  may  be  thus  described.  The  great  design  of  the  Epistle  is  to 
comfirm  the  readers  in  the  Christian  life  as  consisting  in  purity  (love) 
and  faith,  and  to  this  end  to  waken  and  sharpen  the  moral  conscience 
by  reminding  them  of  the  great  moral  axioms  of  the  Gospel,  by  remind- 

ing them  also  of  the  inseparableness  of  morality  and  faith,  to  keep  them 
from  the  influence  of  those  false  teachers  who  denied  the  reality  of  the 
manifestation  of  Jesus  Christ  in  the  flesh,  and  to  convince  them  of  the 
reality  of  that  manifestation.  The  Epistle  he  arranges  under  l.Au 
introduction,  ch.  L  1 — 4:  2.  Three  exhortations  $  a)  i.  5 — ii.  28,  begins 
with  reminding  them  of  the  nature  of  Christian  fellowship,  as  consisting 

in  walking  in  light,  in  purity  from  sin  and  keeping  of  God's  command- 
ments (i.  5 — ii.  11)  :  then  proceeds  by  an  earnest  address  to  the 

readers  (ii.  12 — 14),  a  warning  against  the  love  of  the  world  (ii. 
15 — 17),  against  false  teachers,  and  an  exhortation  to  keep  fast  hold  of 
Christ  (ii.  18 — 57),  and  concludes  with  a  promise  of  confidence  in  the 
day  of  judgment. 

/?)  He  again  reminds  them  of  the  fundamental  moral  axioms  of  the 
Gospel.  The  state  of  a  child  of  God  rests  on  the  conditions  of  righteous- 

ness and  purity  from  sin :  he  who  commits  sin  belongs  to  the  devil. 
Especially  is  the  distinction  made  between  those  who  belong  to  God 
and  those  who  belong  to  the  devil,  by  Love  and  Hate :  and  therefore 
must  we  ever  love  in  deed  and  in  truth  (ii.  29 — iii.  18).  The  Apostle 
adds  a  promise  of  confidence  towards  God  and  answer  to  prayer,  and 
exhorts  them  to  add  to  love,  faith  in  the  Son  of  God  (iii.  19 — 24) : 
which  leads  him  to  a  second  express  warning  against  the  false  teachers 
(iv.  1—6). 

y)  In  this  third  exhortation,  the  Apostle  sets  out  with  the  simple 
principle  of  Love,  which,  constituting  the  essence  of  God  Himself,  and 
being  revealed  in  the  mission  of  Christ,  is  the  condition  of  all  adoption 

into  God's  family  and  all  confidence  towards  God  (iv.  7 — 21).  But  a 
co-ordinate  condition  is  faith  in  the  Son  of  God,  as  including  in  itself 
Love,  and  the  keeping  of  God's  commandments,  and  the  strength 
requisite  thereto.  And  the  voucher  for  this  faith  is  found  in  the 
historical  facts  and  testimonies  of  baptism,  of  the  death  of  Christ,  and 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  in  eternal  life  which  He  gives  (v.  1 — 13).  At 

8  Handbuch,  vol.  i.  ed.  Bruckner,  Leipz.  1846.  The  Gospel  and  Epistles  of  St.  John 
are  treated  together. 172] 
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the  conclusion  of  the  exhortation,  we  have  the  repeated  promise  of 
confidence  towards  God  and  the  hearing  of  prayer,  in  this  case 
intercessory  prayer  for  a  sinning  brother,  yet  with  a  limitation,  and  a 
reminding  that  strictly  speaking,  Christians  may  not  sin:  ending  with  a 
warning  against  idolatry  (v.  14 — 21). 

7.  To  this  division  Diisterdieck  objects  that  the  terms  exhortation, 
reminding,  &c.,  are  of  too  superficial  a  kind  to  suffice  for  designating 
the  various  portions  of  the  Epistle,  and  that  De  Wette  is  in  error  in 
supposing  a  new  train  of  thought  to  be  begun  in  ch.  iv.  7 — 21 :  rather 
does  the  leading  axiom  of  ch.  ii.  29  proceed  through  that  portion,  and 
in  fact  even  farther  than  that. 

8.  His  own  division,  which  has  been  in  the  main  followed  in  my 

Commentary,  is  as  follows.     Regarding,  as  the  others,  ch.  i.  1 — 4  as  the 
Introduction,  in  which  the  writer  lays  down  the  great  object  of  apostolic 
preaching,  asserts  of  himself  full  apostolicity,  and  announces  the  purpose 
of  his  writing, — he  makes  two  great  divisions  of  the  Epistles:  the  first, 
i.  5 — ii.  28,  the  second,  ii.   29 — v.  5:  on  which  follows  the  conclusion, 
v.  6—21. 

9.  Each  of  these  great  divisions  is  ruled  and  pervaded  by  one  master 
thought,  announced  clearly  in  its  outset;  which  we  may  call  its  theme. 
These  themes  are  impressed  on  the  readers  both  by  positive  and  nega- 

tive unfolding,  and  by  polemical  defence  against  erroneous  teachers: 

and,  this  being  done,  each  principal  portion  is  concluded  with  a  cor- 
responding promise.     And  both  principal  portions  tend   throughout  to 

throw  light  on  the  great  subject  of  the  whole,  viz.  FELLOWSHIP  WITH 
GOD  THE  FATHER  AND  THE  LORD  JESUS  CHRIST. 

10.  The  theme  of  the  first  portion  is  given  ch.  i.  5,  "  God  is  Light, 
and  in  Him  is  no  darkness.'*     Consequently,  fellowship  with  Him,  on 
which  depends   our  joy  in  Christ  (i.   3,  4),  belongs  only  to  him  who 
walks  in  light  (i.  6).     To  walk  thus  in  light  as  God  is  light  (i.  6  IF., 
ii.  8  ff.),  and  to  flee  from  darkness,  in  which  there  can  be  no  fellowship 

with  God  (ii.  1 1  ff.),  forms  the  first  subject  of  the  Apostle's  Exhortation. 
To  this  end,  after  shewing  the  relation  which  this  proposition,  "  God  is 

light,"  has  to  us  in  regard  of  our  fellowship  with  God  and  with  one 
another   through   Jesus    Christ  (i.    6,   7),  he    unfolds    first  positively 

(i.  8   ii.  11)  wherein  our  walking  in  light  consists:  viz.  in  free  recogni- 
tion and  humble  confession  of  our  own  sinfulness  :  the  knowledge  and 

confession  of  our  own  darkness  being  in  fact  the  first  breaking  in  on  us 

of  the  light,  in  which  we  must  walk:  viz.  fellowship  with  God  through 

Christ,  whose  blood  is  to  cleanse  us  from  all  our  sin. 
11.  This  our  walking  in  light,  whose  first  steps  are  the  recognition, 

confession,  and  cleansing  of  sin,  further  consists  in  keeping  the  com- 

mandments of  God,  which  are  all  summed  up  in  one  great  command- 173] 
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ment  of  Love  (ii.  3 — 11).  Hence  only  we  know  that  we  know  God 
(ii.  3),  that  we  love  Him  (ii.  5),  that  we  are  and  abide  in  Him  (ii.  6), 
in  a  word  that  we  have  fellowship  with  Him  (cf.  i.  3,  5  ff.),  when  we 

keep  His  commandments,  when  we  walk  (ii.  6,  cf.  i.  6)  as  "  He/5  i,  e. 
Christ,  walked. 

12.  This  summing  up  of  all  God's  commands  in  love  hy  the  example 
of  Christ  as  perfect  love  (John  xiii.  34)  brings  in  the  negative  side  of 

the  illustration  of  the  proposition   "  God  is  light."     Hate  is  darkness: 
is  separation  from  God:  is  fellowship  with  the  world.      So  begins  then 
a  polemical  designation  of  and  warning  against  the  love  of  and  fellow- 

ship with  the  world   (ii.   15 — 17),  and  against  those  false  teachers  (ii. 
18 — 26),  who  would  bring  them  into  this  condition:  and  an  exhortation 
to  abide  in  Christ  (ii.  24 — 28).     All  this  is  grounded  on  the  present 
state  and  progress  of  the  various  classes  a^aong  them  in  fellowship  with 
God  in  Christ  (ii,  12 — 14,  27).     See  each  of  these  subdivisions  more 
fully  specified  in  the  Commentary. 

13.  The  second  great  portion  of  the  Epistle  (ii.  29 — v.  5)  opens,  as 
the  other,   with   the  announcement  of  its   theme:  "  God  is  righteous** 
(ii.  29),  and  "  he  who  doeth  righteousness,  is  born,  of  Him."     And  as 
before,  "  God  is  Light "  made  the  condition  of  fellowship  with  God  to 
be,  walking  in  light  as  "He"  walked  in  light,  so  now  "God  is  righte- 

ous "  makes  the  condition  of  "  sonship  "  on  our  part  to  be  that  we  be 
righteous,  as  "  He,"  Christ,  was  holy.     And  as  before  also,  so  now:  it 
must  be  shewn  wherein  this  righteousness  of  God's  children  consists,  in. 
contrast  to  the  unrighteousness  of  the  children  of  the  world  and  of  the 
devil.     And  so  we  have  in  this  second  part  also  a  twofold  exhortation, 
&  positive  and  a  negative:  the  middle  point  of  which  is  the  fundamental 

axiom  "  God  is  righteousness,  and  therefore  we  His  children  must  be 
righteous:"  and  thus  it  also  serves  the  purpose  of  the  Epistle  announced 
in  i.  3  f.  to  confirm  the  readers  in  fellowship  with  the  Father  and  the 

Son,  and  so  to  complete  their  joy:  for  this  fellowship  is  the  state  of  God's 
children. 

14.  This  however,  as  on  the  one  side  it  brings  in  all  blessed  hope  and 
our  glorious  inheritance  (iii.  2,  3),  so  on  the  other  it  induces  the  moral 
necessity  of  that  righteousness  on  which  our  fellowship  with  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  our  abiding  in  Him,  rests,  grounded  on  His  Love  (iii.  8,  9, 
10  ff.:  iv.  7ff.  &c.)«     Both  sides  of  the  birth  from  God,   that  which 
looks  forward  and  that  which  looks  backward,  are  treated  together  by 
the  Apostle.     Because  we  are  born  of  God,  not  of  the  world,  because  we 

are  God's  children,  not  the  devil's  (because  we  know  Him, — because  we 
are  of  the  truth, — because  His   Spirit   is    in  us, — ^which   are  merely 
parallel   enunciations  of  the  same   moral  fact),  therefore   we  sin  not, 
therefore  we  practise  righteousness,  as  God  our  Father  is  just  and  holy: 174] 
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and  thus  sanctifying  ourselves,  thus  doing  righteousness,  thus  abiding  in 
Him  and  in  His  love,  as  His  children,  even  thus  we  may  comfort  our- 

selves in  the  blessed  hope  of  God's  children  to  which  we  are  called,  even thus  we  overcome  the  world. 

15.  It  will  be  well  to  examine  more  in  detail  the  order  in  which  the 
exhortation  proceeds  in  this  second  portion  of  the  Epistle. 

16.  First  after  the  enunciation  of  the  theme  in  ii.  29,  the  Apostle 
takes  up  the  forward  side  of  the  state  of  God's  children,  that  hope  which 
is  full  of  promise  (iii.  1,  2) ,-  then  proceeds  to  the  condition  of  this  hope, 
purifying   ourselves    even  as  "He"  is  pure  (iii.  3).       This  purifying 
consists  in  fleeing  from  sin,   which  is  against  God's  command  (iii.  4), 
and  presupposes  abiding  in  Him  who  has  taken  away  our  sins  (iii.  5, 
6)  :  the  Apostle  thus  grounding  sanctification  in  its  condition,  justifica- 
tion. 

17.  Having  laid  down  (iii.    7)  the  positive  axiom,    "He  that  doeth 

righteousness  is  righteous  even  as   'He'  is  righteous,"  he  turns  to  the 
other  and  negative  side  (iii.  8  if.),  contrasting  the  children  of  God  and 
the  children  of  the  devil.     And  this  leads  us  to  an  explanation  how  the 
abiding  in  the  love  of  God  necessarily  puts  itself  forth  in  the  love  of  the 

brethren  (iii.  11. — 18).     Hate  is  the  sure  sign  of  not  being  from  God 
(iii.  10) ;  love  to  the  brethren  a  token  of  being  from  Him  (iii.  18,  19)  : 
and  being  of  the  truth  (ib.)  :    and  is  a  ground  of  confidence  towards 
God  (iii.  20,  21),  and  of  the  certainty  of  an  answer  to  our  prayers 
(iii.  22). 

18.  This  confidence  towards  Him  is  summed  up  in  one  central  and 

decisive  pledge — the  Spirit  which  He  has  given  us  (iii.  24)  :  and  thus 
the  Apostle  is  led  on  to  warn  us  against  false  spirits  which  are  not  of 
God  (iv.  1  flf.),  and  to  give  us  a  certain  test  whereby  we  may  know  the 

true  from  the  false.     He  sets  the  two  in  direct  opposition  (iv.  1 — 6), 
and  designates  the  false  spirit  as  that  of  antichrist :  making  its  main 
characteristic  the  denial  of  Christ  having  come  in  the  flesh.     This  he 
concludes  with   a   formula  parallel  to  that  in  the  first  part,  iii.    10 : 

"  Hereby  know  we  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  the  spirit  of  error" 
19.  After  this  (iv.  7  ff.)  follows  a  fuller  positive  description  of  that 

which  is  born  of  God.     Its  very  essence  is  love:    for  God  is  Love: 

Love  to  God  grounded  on  His  previous  love  to  us  (iv.  7 — 21)  in  send- 
ing His   Son  :  love  to  one  another,  resting  on  the  same  motive,  and 

moreover  (v.  1 — 5)  because  our  brethren,  like  ourselves,  are  born  of  Him. 
And  seeing  that  our  love  to  God  and  to  one  another  is  grounded  on  God 

having  given  us  His  Son,  we  come  to  this,  that  faith  in  the  Son  of  God 

is  the  deepest  ground  and  spring  of  our  love  in  both  its  aspects :  and  is 

the  true  test  of  being  born  of  God  as  distinguished  from  being  of  the 

World  (iv.  1 — 6),  the  true  condition  of  life  (iv.  9:  cf.  v.  13,  i.  3,  4),  of 
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blessed  confidence  (iv.  14  ff.),  of  victory  over  the  world  (iv.  4,  v.  4  f.). 

And  thus  the  Apostle's  exhortation  converges  gradually  to  the  one  point 

against  which  the  lie  of  antichrist  is  directed,  viz,  true  faith  in  the  Lord 

Jesus  Christ  manifested  in  the  flesh  (v.  5).  On  this  faith  rests  the 

righteousness  of  those  who  are  born  of  God,  as  on  the  other  hand  th'e antichristian  character  of  the  children  of  the  world  consists  in  the  denial 

of  Christ  having  come  in  the  flesh.  For  this  faith  works  by  righteous- 
ness and  sanctification,  as  God  the  Father,  and  as  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 

is  righteous  and  holy  :  seeing  that  we,  who  are  born  of  and  abide  in  the 

love  with  which  God  in  Christ  hath  first  loved  us,  keep  His  command- 

ments, viz.  to  practise  love  towards  God  and  towards  the  brethren. 

20.  So  that  we  see  on  the  one  side  the  simple  parallelism  of  both 

parts,  suggested  by  the  nature  of  the  subject:  and  on  the  other,  how 

both  parts  serve  the  general  purpose  of  the  whole  work.     The  righte- 
ousness of  those  that  are  born  of  God,  who  is  righteous,  is  simply  the 

walking  in  light  as  God  is  light:  the  keeping  God's  commandments 
which  all  converge  into  one,  the  commandment  of  love.     And  this  love 

has  its  ground  and  its  source  in  a  right  faith  in  the  Son  of  God  manifested 

in  the  flesh.     On  our  fellowship  therefore  with  this  our  Lord,  depends 

our  fellowship  with  the  Father  and  with  one  another  (i.  3,  7,  ii.  23,  iii. 

23,  iv.  7  ff.),  and  consequently  our  joy  (i.  4),  our  confidence  (ii.  28),  our 

hope  (iii.  3),  our  life  (iii.  15,  v.  13;  cf.  1.  2),  our  victory  over  the  world 

(ii.  15  if.,  iii.  7  ff.,  v.  5). 
21.  The  CONCLUSION  of  the  Epistle  begins  with  v.  6.     It  is  in  two 

portions,  v.  6—12  and  v.  13—21.     Both  of  these  serve  to  bring  the 

subject  of  the  whole  to  its  full  completion,  and,  so  to  speak,  to  set  it  at 

rest.     "  Jesus  is  the  Son  of  God."     This  is  the  sum  and  substance  of  the 

apostolic  testimony  and  exhortation.     In  the  opening  of  the  Epistle  it 
was  rested  on  the  testimony  of  eye  and  ear  witnesses  :  now,  it  is   rested 

on  witness  no  less  secure,  viz.  on  the  religious  life  and  experience  of 

the  readers  themselves.     Between  these  two  testimonies  comes  in  the 

Epistle  itself  with  all  its  teaching,  exhortation,  and  warning.     This  last 

testimony  that  Jesus  is  the  Son  of  God  is  threefold:    the   water   of 

baptism,  the  blood  of  reconciliation,  the  Spirit  of  sanctification  (v.  6 — 8). 

These,  in  threefold  unity,   form  God's  own  witness  for  H-is  Son  (v.  9). 
Only  in  faith  on  the  Son  of  God  (v.  10)  do  we  receive  and  possess  this 
witness  of  God,  the  true  substance  of  which  is  eternal  life,  bestowed  on 

us  in  Christ  through  water,  blood,  and  the  Spirit.     So  that  he  that  hath 
the  Son  hath  life. 

22.  And  thus  we  have  reached  the  true  goal  of  all  the  Apostle's  ex- 
hortation:  the  ravra  eypa^a  (v.  13)  answering  to  the  ravra  ypi$>op.€v  of 

i.  4.     And  it  is  this — that  our  fellowship  with  the  Father,  and  with  one 
another,  rests  on  our  fellowship  with  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  Son  of 176] 
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God ;  on  which  also  depends  our  confidence,  our  hope,  our  joy,  seeing 
that  we  have  eternal  life  in  faith  in  the  Son  of  God.  As  in  ch.  iii.  22, 
so  here  again,  he  illustrates  this  confidence  by  its  exercise  with  regard 
to  the  answer  of  our  prayers.  And  of  this  he  takes  occasion  to  adduce 
one  particular  example,  viz.  intercession  for  a  sinning  brother ;  and  to 
place  it  in  its  true  moral  light,  viz.  as  then  availing  when  the  sin  in 
question  has  not  excluded  him  totally  from  the  family  of  life  and  from 
holy  fellowship  with  God.  Then  follow  a  few  solemn  sentences,  gather- 

ing up  the  whole  instruction  of  the  Epistle :  the  living  contrast  between 
the  sinner  and  the  child  of  God :  between  the  family  of  God  and  the 
world:  the  consciousness  on  the  part  of  God's  children  of  their  stand- 

ing and  dignity  in  Christ,  the  true  God  and  life  eternal.  And  he  ends 
by  summing  up  in  one  word  all  his  warnings  against  falsehood  in  doc- 

trine and  practice,  "Little  children,  keep  yourselves  from  idols" 
23.  Such  is  a  free  rendering  of  the  account  given  by  Diisterdieck  of 

his  division  of  the  Epistle :  which,  for  the  reason  stated  above,  I  have 
inserted  here  almost  at  length.     The  points  wherein  I  have  differed  from 
it  will  be  easily  recognized  in  the  Commentary. 

24.  It  has  this  decided  advantage  over  the  others,  that  it  not  only 
arranges,  but  accounts  for  the  arrangement  given:    and    without  any 
straining   of  the  material  of  the  Epistle  to  suit  a  preconceived  view, 
brings  to  light  its  inner  structure  and  parallelisms  in  a  way  which  leaves 
on  the  mind  a  view  of  it  as  an  intelligently  constructed  and  interdepen- 

dent whole. 

SECTION  VI. 

LANGUAGE  AND  STYLE. 

1.  The  questions  of  language  and  style,  which  in  other  sections  of  the 
Prolegomena  have  required  independent  treatment,  have  in  this   case 
been  already  discussed  by  implication  under  other  heads.     Still  it  will 
be  well  to  devote  a  few  paragraphs  to  the  separate   consideration  of 
these. 

2.  The  style  of  the  Epistle  has  been  often  truly  described  as  apho- 
ristic and  repetitive.     And  in  this  is  shewn  the  characteristic  peculiarity 

of  St.   John's   mode    of  thought.     The    connexion    of  sentence    with 
sentence  is  slightly,  if  at  all,  pointed  out.     It  depends,  so  to  speak,  on 

roots  struck  in  at  the  bottom  of  the  stream,  hidden  from  the  casual  ob- 

server, to  whom  the  aphorisms  appear  unconnected,  and  idly  floating  on 

the  surface.     Liicke  well  describes  this  style  as  indicating  a  contem- 

plative spirit,  which  is  ever  given  to  pass  from  the  particular  to  the 

general,  from  differences  to  the  unity  which  underlies  them,  from  the 177] 
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outer  to  the  Inner  side  of  Christian  life.  Thus  the  Writer  is  ever  work- 

ing upon  certain  fundamental  themes  and  axioms,  to  which  he  willingly 

returns  again  and  again,  sometimes  unfolding  and  applying  them,  some- 
times repeating  and  concentrating  them :  so  that  we  have  side  by  side 

the  simplest  and  clearest,  and  the  most  condensed  and  difficult  sayings: 
the  reader  who  seeks  merely  for  edification  is  attracted  by  the  one,  and 

the  "scribe  learned  in  the  Scriptures"  is  satisfied,  and  his  understanding 
surpassed  and  deepened  by  the  other. 

3.  The  logical  connexion  is  not  as  in  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  in- 
dicated by  the  whole  superficial  aspect  of  the  writing,  nor  does  it  bear 

onward  the   thoughts  till  the  conclusion  is  reached.     The  logic  of  St. 
John  moves,  as   Diisterdieck  has  expressed  it,   rather  in  circles  than 

straight  onward.     The  same  thought  is  repeated  as  seen  from  different 
sides :  is  transformed  into  cognate  thoughts  and    thus   put  into   new 
lights,  is  unfolded  into  assertion  and  negation,  and  the  negation  again 
closed  up  by  the  repeated  assertion  (ch.  i.  6  f.,  8£,  ii.  9  f.,  &c.).     Thus 
there  arise  numerous  smaller  groups  of  ideas,  all,  so  to  speak,  revolving 

round   some    central   point,  all  regarding  some  principal  theme  ,•    all 
serving  it,  and  circumscribed  by  the  same  bounding  line.     Thus  the 
Writer  is  ever  close  to  his  main  subject,  and  is  able  to  be  ever  reiterating 
it  without  any  unnatural  forcing  of  his  context :  the  train  of  thought  is 
ever  reverting  back  to  its  central  point. 

4.  Now  if  we  regard  the  actual  process  of  the  Epistle  with  reference 
to  these  characteristics,  we  find  that  there  is  one  great  main  idea  or 
theme,  which  binds  together  the  whole  and  gives  character  to  its  con- 

tents and  aim  ;  viz.  that  fellowship  with  God  the  Father  and  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  in  which  our  joy  is  complete  ;  in  other  words,  that  right 
faith  in  the  Son  of  God  manifest  in  the  flesh,  in  which  we  overcome  the 
world,  in  which  we  have  confidence  in  God,  and  eternal  life. 

5.  This  idea,  which  pervades  the  whole  Epistle,  is  set  forth  in  two 
great  circles  of  thought,  which  have  been  already  described  as  the  two 
portions  of  the  Epistle.     These  two,  both  revolving  round  the  one  great 
theme,  are  also,  in  their  inner  construction,  closely  related  to  each  other. 

God  is  light : — then  our  fellowship  with  Him  depends  on  our  walking  in 
the  light :  God  is  righteous  : — then  we  are  only  manifested  as  children 
of  God,  abiding  in  His  love  and  in  Himself,  if  we  do  righteousness. 
But  for  both — our  walking  in  light,  and  our  doing  righteousness,  there 
is  one  common  term, — Love:  even  as  God  is  Love,  as  Christ  walked  in 
Love,  out  of  Love  became  manifest  in  the  flesh,  out  of  Love  gave  Him- 

self for  us.     On  the  other  side, — as  the  darkness  of  the  world,  which 
can  have  no  fellowship  with  God,  who  is  Light,  denies  the  Son  of  God 
and  repudiates  Love, — so  the  unrighteousness  of  the  children  of  the 
world  manifests  itself  in  that  hatred  which  slays  brethren,  because  love 178] 
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to  brethren  cannot  be  where  the  love  of  God  in  Christ  is  unknown  and 
eternal  Life  un  tasted. 

6.  Such  a  style  and  character  of  the  Epistle,  not  bound  by  strict  dialectic 
rules,  not  hurrying  onward  to  a  logical  conclusion,  but  loving  to  tarry, 
and  to  repeat,  and  to  limit  itself  in  smaller  circles  of  thought,  shews  us 
the  simple  heart  of  a  child,  or  rather  the  deep  spirit  of  a  man  who,  in 
the  richest  significance  of  the  expression,  has  entered  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  as  a  little  child,   and,    being   blessed  in  it  himself,  yearns  to 
introduce  his  brethren  further  and  further  into  it,  that  they  may  rejoice 
with  him.     In  his  Epistle  Christian  truth,  which  is  not  dialectic  only 
but  essentially  moral  and  living,  is  made  to  live  and  move  and  feel  and 
act.     When  he  speaks  of  knowledge  and  faith,  it  is  of  a  moral  existence 
and  possession :  it  is  of  love,  peace,  joy,  confidence,  eternal  life.     Fel- 

lowship with  God  and  Christ,  and  fellowship  of  Christians  with  one 
another  in  faith  and  love,  each  of  these  is  personal,  real;  so  to  speak, 
incarnate  and  embodied. 

7.  And  this  is  the  reason  why  our  Epistle  appears  on  the  one  hand 
easy  intelligible  to   the  simplest  reader,  if  only  his  heart  has  any  ex- 

perience of  the  truth  of  Christ's  salvation, — and  on  the  other  hand  un- 
fathomable even  to  the  deepest  Christian  thinker  :  but  at  the  same  time 

equally  precious  and  edifying  to  both  classes  of  readers.     It  is  the  most 
notable  example  of  the  foolishness   of  God  putting  to  shame  all  the 
wisdom  of  the  world. 

8.  But  as  the  matter  of  our  Epistle  is  rich  and  sublime,  so  is  it  fitted, 
by  its  mildness  and  consolatory  character,  to  attract  our  hearts.     Such 
is  the  power  of  that  holy  love,  so  humble  and  so  gentle,  which  John  had 
learned  from  Him  in  whom  the  Father's  love  was  manifested.     He  ad- 

dresses all  his  readers,  young  and  old,  as  his  little  children :  he  calls 
them  to  him,  and  with  him  to  the  Lord :  he  exhorts  them  ever  as  his 
brothers,  as  his  beloved,  to  that  love  which  is  from  God.     The  Epistle 
itself  is  in  fact  nothing  else  than  an  act  of  this  holy  love.     Hence  the 
loving,  attracting  tone  of  the  language ;  hence  the  friendly  character 
and  winning  sound  of  the  whole.     For  the  Love  which  wrote  the  Epistle 
is  but  the  echo,  out  of  the  heart  of  a  man,  and  that  man  an  Apostle,  of 
that  Love  of  God  which  is  manifested  to  us  in  Christ,  that  it  may  lead 
us  to  the  everlasting  Fount  of  Love,  of  joy  and  of  life. 

9.  I  may  conclude  this  description,  so  admirably  worked  out  by  Diis- 
terdieck,  with  the  very  beautiful  words  of  Ewald,  which  he  also  cites : 

speaking  of  the  "  unruffled  and  heavenly  repose  "  which  is  the  spirit  of 
the  Epistle,  he  says,  "  it  appears  to  be  the  tone,  not  so  much  of  a  father 
talking  with  his  beloved  children,  as  of  a  glorified  saint,  speaking  to 
mankind  from  a  higher  world.     Never  in  any  writing  has  the  doctrine 
of  heavenly  Love,  of  a  love  working  in  stillness,  a  love  ever  unwearied, 179] 
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never  exhausted,  so  thoroughly  proved  aud  approved  itself,  as  in  this 

Epistle." 

SECTION"  VII 
OCCASION  AND   OBJECT. 

1.  The  Apostle  himself  has  given  us  an  account  of  the  object  of  his 
Epistle  :  ravra  ypa<£oju,ei>  fyuv,  tva  17  xaPa  fytcov  $  TTeTrXrjpwfAwrj,  ch.  i,  4  :   and 
again  at  the  close,   v.  13  :  ravra  eypaifsa  V/JLLV,   Iva  ciSrjre  on  farjv  c^erc 
ai<kvioV)  rots  Triorre.vovo'w  cis-  TO  ovo/Aa  rov  viov  rov  Beov,     In  almost  the  same 
words  does  he  sum  up  the  main  purpose  of  his  Gospel,  John  xx.  31- 
He  assumes  readers  who  believe  on  the  Son  of  God :  he  writes  to  them 

to  certify  them  of  the  truth   and  reality  of  the  things  in  which  they 
believe,  and  to  advance  them  in  the  carrying  out  of  their  practical  con- 

sequences, in  order  that  they  may  gain  from  them  confidence,  peace,  joy, 
life  eternal. 

2.  This,  and  no  polemical  aim,  is  to  be  assigned  as  the  main  object  of 
the  Epistle.     As  subservient  to  this  main  object,  comes  in  the  warning 
against  those  persons  who,  by  denying  that  Jesus  Christ  was  come  in  the 
flesh,  imperilled  all  these  blessed  consequences,  by  seducing  men  from 
the  faith  on  which  they  rested. 

3.  The  fact  of  these  false  teachers  having  come  forward  in  the  church 
was  most  probably  the  occasion  which  suggested  the  writing  of  the 
Epistle.     Such  seems  to  be  the  reference,  hinted  at  in  the  background  by 

the  repeated  ore  in  ch.  ii.  12 — 14.    The  previous  instruction,  settlement, 
and  achievements  in  the  faith  of  the  various  classes  of  his  readers,  fur- 

nished him  with  a  reason  for  writing  to  each  of  them :  it  being  under- 
stood, that  some  circumstances  had  arisen,  which  made  such  writing 

desirable.    And  what  those  circumstances  were,  is  not  obscurely  pointed 

at  in  the  verses  following,  ii.  18 — 25 :  c£  especially  ver.  21. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

2  &  3  JOHN. 

SECTION    L 

AUTHORSHIP. 

1.  THE  question  of  the  authorship  of  both  Epistles  is  one  which  will 
require  some  discussion.      On  one  point  however  there  never  has  been 
the  slightest  doubt :  viz.,  that  both  were  written  by  one  and  the  same 
person.     They  are,  as  it  has  been  said,  like  twin  sisters:  their  style  and 
spirit  is  the  same  :  their  conclusions  agree  almost  word  for  word.     I 
shall  therefore  treat  of  them  together  in  all  matters  which  they  have  in 
common. 

2.  Were  the  two  Epistles  written  by  the  author   of  the  former   and 
larger  jEpistle  ?      This  has  been  answered  in  the  affirmative  by  some 
critics  who  do  not  believe  St.  John  to  have  written  the  first  Epistle : 
e.  g.  by  Bretschneider  and  Paulus.      Their  arguments  for  the  identity 
of  the  writer  of  the  three  will  serve,  for  us  who  believe  the  apostolicity 

of  the  former,  a  different  purpose  fi^om  that  which  they  intended.     But 
the  usual  opinion  of  those  who  have  any  doubts  on  the  Authorship  has 
taken  a  different  fonn.     Ascribing  the  first  Epistle  to  St.  John,  they 
have   given  the  two  smaller   ones  to  another  writer  ;    either   to   the 

Presbyter  John°3  or  to   some  other  Christian  teacher   of  this  nam^, 
otherwise  unknown  to  us.     Another  exception  is  found  to  this  in  the 
modern  critics  of  the  Tubingen  school,  Baur  and  Schwegler,  whose 
method  of  proceeding  I  have  briefly  noticed  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the 
former  Epistle  (§  i.  par.  29),  and  need  not  further  characterize. 

3.  It  will  now  be  my  object  to  enumerate  the  ancient  authorities,  and 
to  ascertain  on  which  side  they  preponderate :  whether  for,  or  against, 
the  authorship  by  the  Apostle  John. 

Irenseus,  adv.  Hasr.  i.  16.  3,  p.  83,  says  :  'Ivawys  Sc  6  rov  wpiov 

fJLa&yjTrjs  en-crew^  ?yv  KaraSt/c^v  avrtiv,  fwySe  x^pctv  avrots  £<£'  yp&v  XeyecrQai 
fiovXrjfak*  o  yap  Xcycov  avrots,  (frycri,  xafa€w>  Kowwvei  /c.r.X.  (2  John  10,1 1.) 

And  in  iii.  16.  8,  p.  207 :  "  Et  discipulus  ejus  Joannes  in  prsedicta 

epistola  fugere  eos  praecepit  dicens  Multi  seductores,"  &c. 
It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  this  latter  citation  Irenaeus  has  fallen 

into  the  mistake  of  supposing  it  to  be  taken  from  the  first  Epistle  :  but 

this  very  circumstance  shews  him  to  have  had  no  suspicion  that  the  two 
were  written  by  different  persons. 

4.  Clement  of  Alexandria,  in  a  passage  already  cited  above  (ch.  v.  §  L 

9  So  Erasmus,  Grotius,  Dodwell,  Harenberg,  Beck. 181] 
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par.  5),  cites  the  first  Epistle  thus,  'Iwavi^s  &>  T 
thereby  showing  that  he  knew  of  more  Epistles  by  that  Apostle. 

And  again  in  the  fragments  of  the  Adumbrations,  p.  1001  P.,  he  says, 

"Secunda  Joannis  Epistola,  quae  ad  virgines  scripta  simplicissima  est: 

scripta  vero  est  ad  quandam  Babyloniam  Electara  nomine,  significat 
autem  electionem  ecclesise  sanctae. 

5.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  in  a  passage  (Bus.  H.  E.  vii.  25)  quoted 

at  length  below  in  the  Prolegg.  to  the  Apocalypse  (§  i.  par.^  48),^  noting 

that  John  never  names   himself  in  his  writings,  says,  dAA*  o£Sc  €v  777 

Sevrepa  fapofjL&v  'lowxwov   KO!  rpirrj,  JCCU'TOI  ̂ pa^Cais  o&rcus  iTrwrroXafe,  6 

Icoav^s    ovopavrl     *rpo*cew<u,    dXAa    dvw^cos    6    irpeo-fMrepos    yfypairrai. 

Whence  it  appears  that  Dionysius  found  no  offence  in  the  appellation 

£  irpco-ptrepos,  but  rather  a  trace  of  St.  John's  manner  not  to  name 

himself.  ISTo  argument  can  be  raised  on-  the  expression  fapopivri  'luxlwov, 
that  Dionysius  doubted  the  genuineness  of  the  two  Epistles.     Eusebius 

calls  the  first  Epistle  rrjv  fapopfrqit  Tfoawov  irpoTtpcw.      All  we  can  say 

of  the  expression  is,  that  it  gives  the  general  sense  of  tradition. 

Alexander  of  Alexandria  cites  2  John  10,  11  with  o>s  TrapyyytiXev  o 

/jLaKdpios  laxtyrqs.  (Socrates,  H.  E.  i.  6.)  And  the  subsequent  Alexan- 
drian writers  shew  no  doubt  on  the  subject. 

Cyprian,  de  hasr.  baptiz.,  in  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.,  vol.  iii.  p.  1099, 

in  relating  the  opinions  of  the  various  bishops  in  the  council  at  Carthage, 

has:  "Aurelius  a  Chullabi  dixit  :  Joannes  Apostolus  in  epistola  sua 

posuit  dicens,  Si  quis  ad  vos  venit,"  &c.  2  John  10. 
He  does  not  in  his  own  writings  cite  either  Epistle,  nor  does  Tertul- 

lian.  But  the  above  testimony  shews  that  they  were  received  as  apos- 
tolic and  canonical  in  the  North  African  church. 

6.  The  Muratorian  fragment  on  the  canon  speaks  enigmatically,  owing 

partly  to  some  words  in  the  sentence  being  corrupt:  "Epistola  sane  Jude 
et  superscript!  Johannis  duas  in  catholica  habentur  et  sapientia  ab  amicis 

Salomonis  in  honoi*em  ipsius  scripta."     Houth,  Rel.  Sacr.  i.  p.  396. 
Liicke,  Huther,  aL,  find  here  a  testimony  for  the  Epistles  :  Diisterdieck 

on  the  contrary  understands  the  sentence  (reading  ut  sapientia)  as 

meaning  that  they  were  not  written  by  John,  just  as  the  Wisdom  was 
not  written  by  Solomon. 

Most  probably  the  Peschito  did  not  contain  either  Epistle.  Cosmas 

Indicopleustes  (Cent,  vi.)  says  (lib.  vii,  p,  292,  in  Migne,  Patr.,  vol. 
Ixxxviii.)  that  in  his  time  the  Syrian  church  acknowledged  but  three 
catholic  Epistles,  1  Peter,  1  John,  and  James.  Still  Ephrem  Syrus 
quotes  the  second  Epistle,  as  also  2  Peter  (see  Prolegg.  to  2  Pet.  §  iv. 
13)  and  Jude  :  possessing  them  probably,  as  he  did  not  understand 
Greek,  in  another  Syriac  version. 

7.  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iii.  25,  reckons  both  Epistles  among  the  antilego- 182] 
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mena  :    saying,  TW  8*  avTiXeyoptvoyv  .   .  .  •§  ovo/jta^o/xev^  Scvrepa  Kal 
'leoavi/ov,    cire    rov    evayyeXtoTov    Tvy^avoucrai,    ctrc    Kal    eripov 

Still,  Eusebius's  own  opinion  may  be  gathered  from  his  Demonstratio 
Evangelica,  iii.  5,  vol.  iv.  p.  120,  where  he  says  of  St.  John,  ez>  /i,€i>  rats 

€7riOToXcus  avrov  ouSe  p,vrnJM)v  TT}S  oi/cctas  irpoo"r)yopias  Troicmu,  07  Trpccr/J-urcpoi/ 
€<II?TW  o^o/x,a£et,  ovSafAov  Se  aTrocrroXoi'  oi;Se  evayycXccrr^.  Whence  it 
would  appear  that  he  received  the  two  smaller  Epistles  as  genuine. 

8.  Origen  mentions  them  with  a  similar  expression  of  doubt  (Eus. 

H,  E.  vi.  25):   fcaroXeXoiTre  ('Icoai/i/^s)  Se  /ecu  l-TTKjToX^v  Trai/v  oXiycov  o"Ti^cov 
Icrrco  oe  /cat  Sevrepav  KOL  rpiTrjv   ITT^L  ov  TTCC^TCS  <^>acrl  yv7y<r/ovs  clVai  rauras* 

TrX-^v  OVK  etcrt  crrt^coi/  a/x-c^orepai  e/caro^. 
9.  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  if  we  are  thus  to  interpret  Leontius  of 

Byzantium  (see  above,  ch.  iii.  §   i.  11),  rejected  these  in  common,  with 
the  other  catholic  Epistles. 

10.  Theodoret  makes  no  mention  of  them. 

11.  In  a  Homily  on  Matt.  xxi.  23   ascribed  to  Chrysostom,  but 
written  probably  by  some  Antiochene   contemporary  of  his,  we  read 
TYJV  ScvTGpav  KCU  Tpirrjv  ol  Trarepe?  aTTOKavovL^ovTCU. 

12.  Jerome  (Yir.  Illustr.  c.  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  845)  says,  "  Scripsit  Joannes 
et  unam  epistolam,  .  .  .  quae  ab  universis  ecclesiasticis  et  eruditis  viris 

probatur:  reliquae  autem  duse,  quarum  principium  ...  *  Senior,'    .    .    . 
Joannis  presbyter  i  asseruntur,  cujus  et  hodie  alterum  sepulchrum  apud 

Ephesios  ostenditur." 
13.  In  the  middle  ages  there  seems  to  have  been  no  doubt  on  the 

authenticity  of  the  Epistles,  till  Erasmus  revived  the  idea  of  their  being 
the  work  of  John  the  Presbyter.     This  view,  grounded  on  the  fact  that 

the  Writer  names  himself  irp€o-(3uTepos,  has  been  often  maintained  since  : 

e.  g.  by  Grotius,  Beck,  Fritzsche,"  al. 
14.  If  we  take  into  strict  account  the  import  of  this  appellation,  it 

will  appear,  as  Liicke,  Huther,  and  Diisterdieck  have  maintained,  to 
make  rather  for  than  against  the  authorship  by  St.  John.     For  in  the 
first   place,  assuming,  which  is  very  doubtful,  the  existence  of  such 
a  person  as  John  the  Presbyter,  this  name  could  only  have  been  given 
him   by  those  who  wished  to  distinguish  him  from  the  Apostle,  and 
would  never  have  been  assumed  by  himself  as  a  personal  one,  seeing 

that  he  bore  it  in  common  with  many  others  his  co-presbyters. 
15.  Again,  such  an  appellation  is  not  without  example  as  used  of 

Apostles,  and  might  bear  two  possible  senses,  either  of  which  would 
here  be  preferable  to  the  one  just  impugned.     In  the  very  fragment  of 

Papias  (Eus.  H.  E.  iii.  39),  from  which  the  existence  of  the  presbyter 

John  is  inferred,  he  several  times  uses  the  term  -H-pccr/Si/repos  of  Apostles 
and  apostolic  men  as  a  class.      He  tells  ocra  Trapa  roiv  7rpecr/3i;r€pa>v 183] 
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he  says  that  if  he  met  with  any  one  who  had  conversed  with  rots 

7rp€o-/3uTepot?5  he  enquired  about  rovs  rtov  vrptorfivTepuv  Aoyous.  Here  it  is 

certain  that  Trpccr/Svrepos  must  not  be  taken  officially,  but  of  priority  in  time 

and  dignity:  it  bears  that  meaning  from  which  its  official  sense  was 

derived,  not  that  official  sense  itself1. 
16.  And  this  leads  us  to  the  other  meaning,  that  of  the  old  age  of  the 

writer 2.    St.  Paul  in  Philem.  9,  calls  himself  IlaOXos  6  TrptcrfivTTjs  in  this 

sense:  and  7rpea-/3vrepo<5  is  but  another  form  of  the  same  word,  though  a 

form  carrying  a  different  possible  meaning.  * 
17.  It  is  impossible  to  decide  for  which  of  these  reasons  the  Apostle 

might  choose  thus  to  designate  himself,  or  whether  any  other  existed  of 
which  we  are  not  aware.     But  we  may  safely  say  that  inasmuch  as   St. 

Peter   (1  Pet.   v.    1),  writing  to    the  irpza-fivTcpoL,    calls    himself  their 

(rvfjLirpcvftvTcpos,  there  was  no  reason  why  St.  John  might  not  thus  have 

designated  himself.     And  we  may  hence  lay  down  that  the  occurrence 

of  such  a  word,  as  pointing  out  the  Writer  of  these  Epistles,  is  no 

reason  against  their  having  been  written  by  that  Apostle. 
18.  On  the  whole  then  we  infer  from  the  testimony  of  the  ancient 

Fathers,  and  from  the  absence  of  sufficient  reason  for  understanding  the 

title  Trpco/Wrepos,  of  any  other  person  than  the  Apostle  himself,  that 

these   two   smaller   Epistles   were  written  by    St.  John   the   Apostle 
and  Evangelist. 

SECTION   II. 

FOR    WHAT    READERS    WRITTEN. 

1.  The  third  Epistle  leaves  no  doubt  on  this  question.  It  is  ad- 
dressed to  one  r<uo9  (Caius).  Whether  this  Caius  is  identical  with  Gaius 

of  Macedonia  (Acts  xix.  29),  with  Gaius  of  Corinth  (1  Cor.  L  14; 

Rom.  xvi.  23),  or  with  Gaius  of  Derbe  (Acts  xx.  4),  it  is  impossible  to 

say.  The  name  was  one  of  the  commonest :  and  it  is  possible,  as  Liicke 

remarks,  that  the  persons  of  St.  John's  period  of  apostolic  work  in 

Asia  may  have  been  altogether  different  from  those  of  St.  Paul's  period. 
A  Caius  is  mentioned  in  the  Apostolic  Constitutions,  vii.  46,  Migne, 

Pair.  Gr.,  Tol.  i.  p.  1052,  as  bishop  of  Pergamus  :  and  Mill  and 

Whiston  believe  this  person  to  be  addressed  in  our  Epistle. 

1  Cognate  to  this  sense  is  that  taken  by  Lyra  :  "  qui  tune  regebant  ecclesias  senes 
vel  seniores  dicebantur  ratione  discretions  vel  maturitatis  in  moribus :  inter  rectores 

vero  ecclesiarum  qui  tune  erant  in  Asia,  Joannes  erat  principalior  i"  by  Bartholomseus 

Petrus,  understanding  that  John  designates  himself  as  Bishop,  and  Primate  of  Asia: 

by  Corn.-a-lapide,  taking  the  word  as  equivalent  to  Senior,  Seigneur,  Signore  :  by  Beza, 

Whitby,  Mill,  Bertholdt,  Baumgarten-Crusius,  Liicke,  Huther,  &c. 

2  This  is  taken  by  Piscator,  Erasm.-Schmid,  Hermann,  G.  C.  Lange,  Wolf,  Rosen- 

miiller,  Benson,  Carpzov,  Augusti,  al.     Some  of  the  above,  and  Aretius  and  Guericke, 
unite  the  two. 184] 
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2.  It  is  not  so  plain  to  whom  the  second  Epistle  was  written.     The 

address   is   e/cXc/criJ  Kvpiq.  /cat  rocs  repots  a-u-nj? :  ra  re/cva  <rov  are  men- 
tioned in  ver.  4  :  Kvpia  in  the  vocative  occurs  ver.  5 :  ra  reeva  rijs  dSeX- 

<£•>}$  cro-u  rfjs  €K\€KTrj<s  are  mentioned  as  sending  greeting,  ver.  13. 
3.  On  these  data  the  following  doubts  arise.     Is  it  an  individual  lady 

who  is  addressed  ?     And  if  so,  is  either  of  the  two  words  a  proper  name 

€KXeKT?7  or  Kvpta,  and  which  ?     Or  is  it  a  church,  thus  called  figuratively  ? 

And   if  so,  is  it  some  particular  body  of  Christians,  or  the   Church 
universal  ? 

4.  These  questions  were  variously  answered   even  in  ancient  times. 

The  Scholiast   (ii.)  says,  ?)  Trpos  €.KK\y]o-Lav  y  Trpos  nva  yvvcuKa  Sta  ro>v 
€vnyy€\LKS>v    €VToXa)i>    TTJV    laimys    OLKLOLV    olKovo/Aovo'av    Tn/ev/x-aTt/cco?.      We 
have  also  in  CEcumenius  and  Theophylact,  as  a  comment  on  the  last 

verse  of  the  Epistle,  fBovXovrai  rives  Sta  TOVTO  (Be/Saiovv  a>s  ou  TT/OOS  yvvaiKa 

LVTr],     ClXXa    TTpOS    €KK\7)<TiaV  7T€pt   OV    OV&ZV  T<3  /8ovXo/X,€VO)    St€V€^- 

The  individual  hypothesis  was  held  in  its  various  forms  by 

Lyra,  Cappellus,  Wetstein,  Grotius,  Middleton  (taking  "E/cXeKry}  for  the 
proper  name) ;  Benson,  Heumann,  Beiigel,  G-.  C.  Lange,  C.  F.  Fritzsche, 
Carpzov,  Jachmann,  Paulus,  De  Wette,  Liicke,  al.  (taking  Kvpfa  as 

the  proper  name8);  by  Luther,  Piscator,  Beza,  Aretius,  Heidegger, 
Bart.-Petrus,  Corn.-a-lap.,  Joachim  Lange,  Wolf,  Baumg.-Crusius, 

Sander,  al.  (taking  neither  word  as  a  proper  name, — "to  the  elect 

Woman,  a  lady"):  Corn.-a-lap.  giving  a  tradition  that  she  was  named 
Drusia  or  Drusiana :  Carpzov,  a  conjecture  that  she  was  Martha  the 

sister  of  Lazarus  and  Mary.  Another  conjecture  has  been,  that  she 

was  Mary,  the  mother  of  our  Lord  *. 
5.  On  the  other  hand,  the  ecclesiastical  hypothesis  has  been  held  by 

Jerome,  Ep.   123   ad  Ageruchiam,  vol.  i.  p.  909,  taking  the  words  as 

meaning  the  whole  Christian  church :  so  also  perhaps  Clem.-Alex.,  as 
cited  above,    §    i.  par.  4.     The   Scholiast  i.  in  Matthias  says,  l/cXc/cr^v 

Xeyet  rrjv  €is  TLVL  TOTTOJ  eKKhxjcrLav,  o>9  rrjv  TOT)  Kvpiov  StSacr/coXta^ 

<f>v\aTTovo"av.  And  so  Cassiodorus,  Calov.,  Hammond,  Michaelis, 

Hofmann 6,  Mayer,  Huther,  al.  Some  have  carried  conjecture  so  far  as 
to  designate  the  particular  church ;  e.  g.  Serrarius,  supposing  the  Caius 

of  the  third  Epistle  to  have  belonged  to  this  church,  and  that  it  conse- 
quently was  at  Corinth  :  Whiston,  arguing  for  Philadelphia :  Whitby, 

for  Jerusalem,  as  being  /o>pux,  the  mother  of  all  churches  :  Augusti,  for 

the  same,  as  being  Kvpia,  founded  by  our  Lord  Himself. 

6.  In  now  proceeding  to  examine  these  various  opinions,  we  will  first 

dispose  of  a  grammatical  point.     It  has  been  insisted  by  Huther  and 

3  So  too  Athanasius  apparently,  ypdtyet  Kvpiq  Kal  rots  TGKVOIS 
<  Kraner,  in  the  Stud.  u.  Krit.  for  1833,  part  2,  pp.  452  ff. 
5  Schriftbeweis,  i.  301. 185] 
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others,  that  were  Ktyu'a  a  proper  name,  St.  John  would  have  written 

not  &cXcKTtt  Kvpi&  but  Kvpia  rfi  IK\£KT§,  as  Taty  r<3  fyampQ,  3  John  1. 

But  this  argument  seems  to  me  not  to  hold :  and  that  principally  on 

account  of  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  name.  Kvpia,  like  Kvptos,  often 

in  the  LXX  and  N.  T.,  is  really  an  anarthrous  appellation,  abbreviated 

from  77  iwpwt,  as  that  from  6  icvpios.  This  being  so,  it  follows,  even  when 

used  as  a  proper  name,  the  rules  of  anarthrous  nouns  in  general.  Thus 

we  have  1  Cor.  x.  21,  -jrorripiov  Kvpwv,  rpcaregqs  Kvptov,  whereas  in  1  Cor, 

xi.  27.  we  have  TO  irorripiov  rov  KvpCov,  rov  at/mros  rov  Kvp[ov  :  cf.  also  ib. 

xvi,  19 ;  2  Cor.  iii.  18  bis,  and  the  expression  Kvpios  TravroKp&rwp,  2  Cor. 

vi.  18,  whereas  when  6  0eos  follows  it  is  Kvpios  6  dcos  6  Trcu/ro/cparcop, 

Kev.  iv.  8,  xv.  3  aL  So  that  no  argument  can  be  fairly  founded  on 

this.  If  Kvpta  was  a  proper  name,  it  still  retained  in  the  mind  of  the 

Writer  its  power  as  an  anarthrous  substantive,  and  caused  the  adjective 

following  to  drop  its  distinctive  article. 

7.  In  weighing  the   probability  of  either  hypothesis,  the   following 

considerations  are   of  importance.     It  would  seem,  as  I  have  remarked 

in  my  note  in  loc.,  as  if  the  salutation  in  ver.  13  rather  favoured  the  idea 

of  a  church  being  addressed,  because  we  have  no  mention  there  of  the 

elect  sister  herself,  but  only  of  her  children.     But  then  we  must  set 

against  this  the  fact,  that  in  the  process  of  the  Epistle  itself,  the  Kvpia 

herself  does   distinctly  appear  and   is  personally  addressed.     It  would 

be,  to  say  the  least,  strange,  to  address  the  whole  church  in  the  one 

case,  and  not  to  send  greeting  from  the  whole  church  in  the  other. 

8.  Again,  would  it  have  been  likely  that  the  salutation  should  have 

run  dcnra&W  <r€  TO.  rc'/a/a  rqs  dSeX^s  o-ou,  if  the  KvpCa  had  been  a  mere 
abstraction  ?     Does  not  this  personal  address,  as  well  as  that  in  ver.  5, 

KCU  vvv  epurcb  <T€,  Kvpia,  imply  personal  reality  of  existence  ? 

9.  Let  us,  again,   compare   the  address   of  this  Epistle  with  that  of 

the  third,  confessedly  by  the  same  Writer.     The  one  runs  6  Trpcvfivrcpo? 

(Taitp   r<3   ayaTr^rw)  ov  eya>  ayaTrai  Iv  aXyQcia.      The   other   6   Trpevfivrcpos 

(CK/U/CTT/   Kvpta   Kal   rots  reKVOis   avrfjs)    oft?   eya>   aya,7ra>   €i/   aXrj&tLa.      Can 

toy   one  persuade   us   that  the   well-known    simplicity  of   St.   John's 
character  and  style  would  allow  him  thus  to  write  these  two  addresses, 

word  for  word  the  same,   and  not  to  have  in  the  words  enclosed  in 

brackets  a  like  reference  to  existing  persons  in  both  cases  ? 

10.  Besides,  as  Liicke  has  well  observed,  we  are  not  justified  in  thus 

attributing  to  St.  John  a  mystic  and  unaccountable  mode  of  expression, 

not  found  in  any  other  writer  of  the  apostolic  age,  nor  indeed  even  in 

the  apocryphal  writings  which  followed  it. 

11.  St.  Peter's   expression,  rj  Iv   BaflvX&m  crvveKXeKriq,  1  Pet*  v.  13, 
even    if  understood   of  a    church,   which   I   have    questioned    in   my 

note    in  loc.,  would  not  justify  a   like   interpretation  of  Kvpia  here  : 186] 
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though  in  the  use  of  l/cXc/cn?  the  passages  are  closely  connected.  If 
a  person  be  addressed  here,  it  is  highly  probable  that  we  must  under- 

stand a  person  there  also :  if  a  church  be  conceded  to  be  addressed 
there,  we  have  still  the  strange  and  unaccountable  Kvpia  to  deal  with 
here  °. 

12.  On   all  these  grounds  I  believe  that  an  individual  and  not  a 
church  is  addressed.     And  if  so,  first,  is  either  of  the  words  e/cAc/m?  or 
Kvpia  a  proper  name  ?     We  may  safely  answer  this  in  the  affirmative, 
on  account  of  the  anarthrousness  of  Kvpia  and  e/cXe/crTj  in  ver.  1,  which 
I  submit  could  only  be  occasioned  by  one  or  other  of  the  words  being  a 
proper  name. 

13.  Then  if  so,  which  of  the  two  words  is  the  proper  name  ?     Here 
again  there  can  be  little  doubt,  if  we  compare  licAc/cri)  icvpla  with  7% 
dSeA.<jk??s  <rov  T)}S  e^Ae/cr?}?.      Both  sisters  were  e/cAe/crat :  but  both  had  not 
the  same  name.     Hence  it  would  appear,  unless  we  are  to  understand 
r^s  €K\€KT7J<s  in  ver.  13  to  be  a  mere  play  on  the  name  of  the  person 
addressed,  that  l/cAe/cnJ  is  not  the  name,  but  an  epithet.     And  if  so,  then 
Kvpfa  is  the  name,  and  ought  perhaps  to  be  substituted  for  the  rendering 

"  lady,"   in  the   notes.     The  name  is  elsewhere  found :   so  in  Gruter, 
inscriptt.  p.  1127,  No.  xL,  <£ei/t7T7ros  KCLL  fj  yw)  avrov  Kvpia:  and  in  other 
examples  given  by  Liicke,  p.  351,  note  2. 

14.  This  Kyria  then  appears  to  have  been  a  Christian  matron  gene- 
rally known  and  beloved  among  the  brethren,  having  children,  some  of 

whom  the  Apostle  had  found  (at  a  previous  visit  to  her  ?)  walking  in 
the  truth.     She  had  a   sister,  also  a  Christian  matron,  whose  children 
seem  to  have  been  with  the  Apostle  when  he  wrote  this  Epistle. 

15.  In  the  third  Epistle,  mention  is  made  of  Demetrius  with  praise, 
and  of  Diotrephes  with  blame,  as  a  turbulent  person,  and  a  withstander 

of  the  Apostle's  authority.     But  it  is  quite  in  vain  to  enquire  further 
into  the  facts  connected  with  these  names.     We  know  nothing  of  them, 
and  conjectures  are  idle. 

16.  Of  the  occasion  and  object  of  these  Epistles,  it  is  hardly  needful 
to  remark.     Both  are  too  plainly  declared  in  the  letters  themselves,  to 
require  further  elucidation. 

SECTION  III. 

TIME    AND   PLACE    OF   WRITING. 

1.  It  is  impossible  to  lay  down  either  of  these  with  any  degree  of 
certainty.  From  the  similarity  in  style  of  both  Epistles,  it  is  probable 

6  It  appears  certain  that  Clem.-Alex.  must  have  confused  the  two  passages  in  hia 

memory,  when  he  stated  (see  above,  §  i.  par.  4)  that  this  Epistle  was  written  "  ad 

quandam  Babylomani  Electam  nomine." 
187] 
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that  the  times  of  writing  were  not  far  apart.  The  journeys  mentioned 

in  2  John  12  and  3  John  10, 14,  may  be  one  and  the  same.  Eusebi
us, 

H.  E.  iii.  23,  relates  that  the  Apostles,  airo  r^s  KO.TO  rrjv  vr,<rov  /^TO  jV 

eurV  liraveXO&v  jvyfjt  .  •  a*T7«  7rapaKaX«J/*o«os  icai  brl  r& 

,  •«"  ldv>Sv'  57ro"  ̂   eVtorK°irot)s  Kvraarfaar,  5*-ov  Se  oXas 

e  dp/u&w,  &rov  S*  *H*J>  I™  ye  -nva.  icXijpArw  T<3v  fad  TOV  TT
VCU- 

uaros  <™«Hv0/x^a>v.  It  may  have  been  in  prospect  of  this  journey  th
at 

he  threatens  Diotrephes  in  2  John  10.  If  so,  both  Epistles  belong  
to 

a  very  late  period  of  the  Apostle's  life :  and  are  probably  subsequen
t  to 

the  writing  of  the  Apocalypse.  See  below  in  the  Prolegomena  to  
that 

book,  §  ii.  par.  7. 

2  With  regard  to  the  place  of  writing,  probability  points  to  Ephesus : 

especially  if  we  adopt  the  view  suggested  by  the  passage  of  Eusebiu
s 

just  cited. 

CHAPTER  VII. 

JUDE. 

SECTION  T. 

ITS   AUTHORSHIP. 

1.  THE  author  of  this  Epistle  calls  himself  in  ver.  1,  'L?cro£ 
SoSAos,  and  dScX^os  'LucefySov.     The  former  of  these  appellations  is  never 
thus  barely  used,  in  an  address  of  an  epistle,  to  designate  an  Apostle. 
It  is  true  that  in  Phil.  i.  1  we  have  HavXos  /cat  Ti/^otfeos  SovAot  xPtcrro^ 

*Ivj(rov :  but  a  designation  common  to  two  persons  necessarily  sinks  to 
the  rank  of  the  inferior  one.     In  every  other  case  where  an  Apostle 

names  himself  SovAos,  it  is  in  conjunction  with  aTrooroAos  ;  see  Bom.  i.  1 ; 

Tit.  L  1  j  2  Pet.  L  1 7.     That  I  see  no  exception  to  this  in  James  L  1,  is 
plain  to  the  readers  of  my  Prolegomena  to  that  Epistle. 

2.  That  an  Apostle  may  have  thus  designated  himself,  we  of  course 

cannot  deny;  but  we  deal  with  analogy  and  probability  in  discussing 
evidence  of  this  kind. 

3.  The  second  designation,  dScA^os  'la/cco^ov,  still  further  confirms  the 

view  that  the  Writer  is  not  an  Apostle.     Whoever  this  *IaKxo/3os  may  be, 
it  is  extremely  improbable,  that  au  Apostle  of  the  Lord  should  have  put 

forward  in  the  opening  of  an  Epistle  of  solemn  warning  and  exhortation, 

1  Sfc.  Paul  in  Philein.  1  calls  himself  merely  SeVptos  XP1*™"  'tycroDj  but  obviously 
both  the  name  and  the  circumstances  are  widely  different. 188] 
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not  his  exalted  commission  from  Christ  himself,  but  his  mere  earthly 
relationship  to  one  who  was  better  known  than  himself. 

4.  But  this  is  met  by  some  with  the  allegation,  that  we  have  elsewhere 

the  Apostle  Judas  called  the  brother  of  James,  'louSas  'Ia/cc6/3oi>,  Luke  vi. 
16 ;  Acts  i.  13.     Even  were  this  so  (and  it  is  uncertain  whether  we  are 
making  the  right  supplement,  see  note  on  Matt.  x.  2  ff.),  that  designa- 

tion must  stand  on  its  own  independent  ground,  and  being  mere  matter 
of  conjecture,  cannot  claim  to  enter  as  evidence  here.     If  the  considera- 

tions arising  from  this  Epistle  itself  tend  to  shew  that  the  Jude  who 
wrote  it  was  not  an  Apostle,  then  either  we  must  1)  otherwise  fill  up 

the  ellipsis  in  that  *IovSas  *IaKa>/3ov,  or  2)  leave  that  difficult  appellation 
in  entire  uncertainty.     From  the  nature  of  the  case,  this  must  rule  that 
other,  not  that  other,  this. 

5.  The  question  for  us  is,  How  would  the  probability  arise,  that  any 

one  should  call  himself  "  brother  of  James  ?"  and  the  reply  to  this  will 
depend  somewhat  on  the  personal  dignity  of  the  James  here  mentioned. 
If  this  person  be  assumed  to  be  the  well-known  bishop  of  the  church  at 
Jesusalem,  then  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  the  Writer  of  this  Epistle 
thus  designating  himself. 

6.  And  this  has  been  the  general  supposition.     Those  who  see  in  that 
James,  the  Apostle  James,   son  of  Alphaeus,  regard  our  Writer  as  the 

Apostle   Jude,  also  the  son  of  Alphseus :  the   "  Judas  not  Iscariot "  of 
John  xiv.  22.     Those,  on  the  other  hand,  who  see  in  that  James,  not  one 
of  the  Twelve,  but  the  actual  (maternal)  brother  of  our  Lord,  the  son  of 
Joseph  and  Mary,  regard  our  Writer  as  the  Judas  of  Matt.  xiii.  55, 
another  brother  of  our  Lord,  and  a  younger  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary. 

7.  The  reader  will  at  once  gather  from  what  has   been  said  in  the 
Prolegomena  to  the  Epistle  of  James,  that  this  latter  is  the  view  here 
taken.     The  other  seems  to  me  to  be  beset  with  insuperable  difficulties: 
involving  us  as  it  does  in  the  wholly  unjustifiable  hypothesis,  that  those 
who  are  called  in  Scripture  the  brethren  of  our  Lord  were  not  his 
brethren,  but  his  cousins,  sons  of  Alpliaeus  (Clopas). 

8.  It  may  be  asked,  if  this  Writer  were  indeed  the  brother  of  James, 
and  thus  the  brother  of  the  Lord  Himself,  should  we  not  rather  expect 
that  he  would  give  himself  this  high  character,  stating  his  relationship 
to  Jesus,  rather  than  that  to  James  ?    But  surely  such  a  question  would 

shew  great  ignorance  of  the  true  spirit  of  the  apostolic  writers.     It 
would  be  the  last  thing  I  should  expect,  to  find  one  of  the  brethren  of 

the  Lord  asserting  this  relationship  as  a  ground  of  reception  for  an 

Epistle.     Almost  all  agree  that  the  Writer  of  the  Epistle  of  James  was 

the  person  known  as  the  brother  of  the  Lord.      Yet  there  we  have  no 

such  designation.      It  would  have  been  in  fact  altogether  inconsistent 
with  the  true  spirit   of  Christ  (see  Luke  xi.   27,  28),  and  in  harmony 189] 
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with  those  later  and  superstitious  feelings  with  which  the  next  and  fol- 

lowing ages  regarded  His  earthly  relatives.  Had  such  a  designation  as 

dScA<£o<?  rov  KVP'LOV  been  found  in  the  address  of  an^Epistle,  it  would  have 

formed  a  strong  a  priori  objection  to  its  authenticity. 

9.  I  have  before  remarked  in  the  Prolegomena  to  2  Peter  that  such 

expressions  as  that  in  our  ver.  17,  fwycrforre  r&v  prjpdrw  rw  irpoeipij- 

fteW  virb  r&v  dTToo-roAcoy  rov  xvpiov  faw  'Irjcrov  xpurrov,  cannot  be  fairly 

alleged  as  evidence  of  the  apostolicity  or  non-apostolicity  of  a  writer8. 

10.  Of  this  Judas,  one  of  the  Lord's  brethren,  we  know  nothing  from 

early  ecclesiastical  tradition.      The  only  trace  of  him  is  found  in  an  in- 

teresting story  which  Eusebius  gives  from  Hegesippus  (H.  E.  iii.  20)  of 

Domitian,  in  jealousy  of  the  survivors  of  the  family  of  David,  sending 

for  and  examining  two  grandsons   of  this  Judas  (cbro  y&ovs  rov   Kvpiov 

viwol  'lovSa,  rov  Kara   crapfca  Aeyo/^eVov   CLVTOV   aSeA<£o£)3    and   dismissing 

them,  on  finding  that  they  were  poor  working  men,  and  hearing  that  the 

kingdom  of  Christ  which  they  expected  was  not  to  be  in  this  present 
world. 

11.  In  this  defect  of  our  knowledge  of  the  personal  history  of  the 

Writer,  we  can  only  say  that  he,  like  his  greater  brother  St.  James,  did 

not  believe  on  our  Lord  during  His  ministry,  but  became  a  convert  after 

the  resurrection,  and,  as    in  Acts  i.   14,   consorted   usually   with  the 

Apostles  and  followers  of  Jesus.      All  else  respecting  him  is  left  to  be 

gathered  from  the   spirit  and  style  of  this  Epistle :  and  will  be  found 
treated  in  the  section  devoted  to  that  part  of  our  subject. 

SECTION  II. 

AUTHENTICITY. 

1.  Eusebius  reckons  our  Epistle,  as  indeed  all  the  Catholic  Epistles 

except  1  John  and  1  Peter,  among  the  dvnAeyo/xeva.  T&v  8*  dh/nAeyo- 

jLtcvwv,  yvwpt/xcuv  8"  ovv  O/AO>S  rots  TroAAois,  rj  Acyo/Aei/T?  "laKoS/Jou  <£epeTcu  /ecu 
fj  *Iov8a  .  .  .  H.  E.  iii.  25* 
And  again,  H.  E.  ii.  23,  ov  TroAAot  yovv  r&v  TraXaL&v  avTtjs  C/AT/^O- 

V€V<rav,  o)5  01)8*  T^s  Acyo/xevT/s  *Ioi;8a,  /Atas  KOU  avrrjs  ovcrrjs  r&v  €7rra  Acyo 
uifviffv  Ka#oAt/ca)i>*  O/ACOS  8e  tcryncv  /cat  rat/ras  /x-cra  ra>v  AoiTrwv  ev 

2.  Tertullian  however  cites  it  as  authentic,  and  attributes  it  to  the 

apostle  Jude:  "Enoch  apud  Judam  apostolum  testimonhrm  possidet." .  .  .  De  cultu  fsemin.  i.  3,  vol.  i.  1308. 
3.  Clement  of  Alexandria  gives  citations  from  it  as  from  Scripture  : 

s  See  above,  Prolegg.  to  2  Pet.  §  iv.  22  :  also  the  notes,  in  loc.,  and  on  2  Pefc.  Hi.  2. 190] 



§  ii.]  AUTHENTICITY.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

(H/ACU   Kttt  TO>V  6/AOUOJ/  atpeCT€C01>    TTpOC/^TtKCOS  *Iov$O,V   Iv   TTJ 

.  .  (citing  our  vv.  8,  17)  Strom,  iii.  2  (11),  p.  515  Potter. 

And  again:  etSeVat  yap  fytas,  ̂ crtv  6  louSas,  fiovXo/jLai,  ort  6  0€0?  cbra£  e/c 

yf]<s  AlyvTTTov  TOV  Xabv  crwo*a9,  K.r.A.  (ver.  5,  6)  Paed.  iii.  8  (44  ),  p.  280  P. 
And  Eusebius  says  of  Clement,  H.  E.  vi.  14,  <b/  S£  rats 

s,  ju/^Se  ra$  avrtAcyo/xevas  TrapeX^wv,  TT)V  "louSa  Aeyco  /cat  ras 
Tio-roAas,  r^  re  Bap^a/?a  /cat  r^v  Tltrpov  Acyo  fJL€vr]v  d-T 

4.  The  Muratorian  fragment  speaks  of  tne  Epistle  as  genuine  and 

canonical:     "Epistola    sane   Judae,    et    superscript!  Johannis   duas  in 

catholica  habentur."     Routh,  Rel.  Sacr.  i.  p.  396. 
5.  Origen,  Comm.  on  Matt.  xiii.  55,  torn.  x.  17,  vol.  iii.  p.  463,  says: 

"lovSas     %ypa\[fev     eTrtcrroA^v    oAtyocrrc^ov    ftev,    7r€7rA7;pa)/x€V^i/    Se 
ovpavLov  ^aptros   4ppco/x€T/a)i/  Aoyov,    osrts    Iv    r<3    TTpoot/xia)    ctpT/KCv 

'l^croG  XPLO*TOU  SouXoSj  dSe\4>6s  Be  MaKOjpou. 
And  again,  on  Matt.  xxii.  23,  torn.  xvii.   30,   p.  814  :  el  Se  /cat  XT/I/ 

*Iot;Sa  Trposoiro  rts  eTrtorroAT/v,  oparca  rt  eVerai  rw  Acjyci)  Sta  TO  dyyeXous  re  TOUS 

And  again,  on  Matt,  xviii.  10,  torn.  xiii.  27,  p.  607  :  /cat  Iv  777  'lovSa 
eTrtcrroATy,  TOIS  1^  0ew  iraTpl  ̂ Y01711!!1^01^  f-T.A. 

See  also  pp.  692  f.,  where  he  argues  on  Jude,  ver.  6  :  ana  several 
other  places  in  the  Latin  remains  of  his  works,  cited  in  Davidson, 
Introd.  vol.  iii.  p.  498.  In  two  of  these  latter  he  calls  the  Writer  of  the 

Epistle  "Judas  apostolus." 
6.  Jerome,  Catalog,  script,  eccles.  4,  vol.  ii.  p.  834  f.,  says:  "Judas 

frater  Jacobi  parvam  quidem  quae  de  septem  catholicis  est  epistolam 
reliquit.     Et  quia  de  libro  Enoch,  qui  apocryphus  est,  in  ea  assumit 
testimonium,  a  plerisque  rejicitur  :  tamen  auctoritatem  vetustate  jam  et 

usu  meruit,  ut  inter  sacras  Scripturas  computetur." 
7.  In  the  older  copies  of  the  Peschito  the  Epistle  is  wanting  :  but 

Ephrem  Syrus  recognized  its  authenticity. 
8.  In  later  times,  the  Epistle  has  been  generally  received  as  authentic. 

The  circumstance  that  the  Writer  does  not  call  himself  an.  Apostle,  has 
ensured  for  it  a  more  favourable  reception  than  some  other  books  of  the 
1ST.  T.,  with  those  who  are  fond  of  questioning  the  genuineness  of  the 
Epistles.     Even  De  Wette  thinks  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
suspect  it  to  be  spurious.     He  is  willing  to  pass  over  the  phenomena  iu 
it  which,  have  appeared  stumbling-blocks  to  others  :  its  citation  of  the 
book    of  Enoch,   its  probable   acquaintance   with   the  Epistle  to  the 
Romans,  its  difficult  but  apparently  Greek  style. 

9.  Schwegler,   on   the  other  hand,  though  acknowledging  its  very 
simple  and  undeveloped  character  in  point  of  doctrine,  yet  draws  from 

vv.  17,  18  a  proof  that  it  belongs  to  the  post-apostolic  times.     He  thinks 191] 
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that  the  forger  prefixed  the  name  of  elude,  brother  of  James,  in  order  to 
give  his  writing  the  weight  of  connexion,  in  point  of  doctrine  and  spirit, 
with  this  latter  great  name. 

10.  But  as  Huther  well  remarks,  had  this  "been  so  ; — in  other  words, 
for  so  the  hypothesis  seems  to  imply,  had  the  Epistle  been  written  in 
the  interests  of  Judaizing  Christianity  against  Pauline,  we  should  surely 
have  found  more  indications  of  this  in  it  :  and  as  to  the  superscription 
we  may  reply,  that  a  forger  would  hardly  have  attributed  his  composi- 

tion to  a  man  otherwise  so  enth^ely  unknown  as  Jude  was 
11.  The  fact  that  doubts  were  entertained  respecting  the  authenticity 

of  the  Epistle  in  early  times,  and  that  we  do  not  find  many  traces  of  its 

use  in  the  primitive  Fathers,  may  easily  be  accounted  for  fi^om  its  short- 
ness, from  its  special  character,  from  its  presumed  reference  to  apo- 

cryphal sources  from  its  apparently  not  being  written  by  an  Apostle. 

SECTION  III. 

FOR   WHAT    READERS    AND   WITH   WHAT    OBJECT    WRITTEN. 

1.  The  readers  are  addressed  merely  as  Christians  :  perhaps,  as  De 
Wette  suggests,  because  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  Epistle  are  little 
to  their  credit.     The  evil  persons  stigmatized  in  it  do  not  seem  to  have 

been  heretical  teachers,  as  commonly  supposed9,  but  rather  libertines, 
practical   unbelievers   (vv.  4,  8),  scoffers   (ver.   18),   whose   pride   and 
wantonness   (vv.  8,  10,  12  f.),  whose  murmuring,  and  refractory  and 
party  spirit  (vv.  11,  16,  19),  threatened  to  bring  about  the  destruction 
of  the  church.     In  2  Peter,  as  I  have  already  observed  above,  ch.  iv. 
§  iii.  4,  these  persons  are  developed  into  false  teachers :  one  of  the 
circumstances    from  which   I   have  inferred   the   posteriority  of  that 

Epistle. 
2.  It  is  mainly  to  warn  his  readers  against  these,  that  St.  Jude 

writes  the  Epistle :  "  to  exhort  them  that  they  should  contend  earnestly 
for  the  faith  once,"  and  once  for  all,  "  delivered  to  the  saints." 

3.  When  we  come  to  ask  whether  the  readers  formed  a  circumscribed 
circle  of  Christians,  and  if  so,  where,  we  find  ourselves  left  to  mere 
speculation   for  an   answer.       There    does   certainly  appear    to   be    a 
speciality  about  the  circumstances  of  those  addressed,  but  it  is  difficult 
exactly  to  define  it.     They  seem  to  have  been  Jews,  from  the  fact  of 
the  altogether  Judaic  spirit  of  the  Epistle :  from  its  appeal  to  Jewish 
traditions,  and  perhaps  to  Jewish  books.     They  evidently  dwelt  among 

9  Even  by  Dorner,  Lehre  v.  der  Person  Christ!  i.  104 ;  arid  Huther,  Einleit.  §  2. 192] 
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an  abundant  and  a  wicked  population,  probably  of  a  commercial 
character.  Hence  some  have  thought  of  Corinth  as  their  abode  :  some 
of  Egypt,  to  which  land  it  is  said  the  physical  phenomena  are  suitable 
(vv.  12  if.)  :  some  of  a  commercial  city  in  Syria,  seeing  that  Palestine, 
where  St.  Jude  dwelt,  must  at  the  time  of  writing  the  Epistle  have 
been  in  a  state  of  commotion,  to  which  there  is  no  allusion  in  it. 

SECTION  IV. 

TIME   AND    PLACE    OF    WRITING. 

1.  On  the  former  of  these  it  is  impossible  to  speak  with  any  degree 
of  certainty.     Our  principal  indications   are,  the  state   of  the   church 
which  may  be  inferred  from  the  Epistle,  the  apparent  use  made  in  it  of 
the  apocryphal  book  of  Enoch,  and  the  reference  made  to  the  previous 
teaching  of  the  Apostles. 

2.  The  state  of  the  church  indicated  is  one  not  far  advanced  in  his- 
torical development.       Those  errors  which  afterwards  expanded  into 

heresies  were  as   yet  in  their  first  stage.     The  evil  men  were  as  yet 
mixed  with  the  church,  rocks  of  danger  in  their  feasts  of  love.     They 
had  not  yet  been  marked  off  and  stigmatized  :  for  this  very  purpose  the 
Epistle  is  written,  that  they  might  no  longer  be  latent  in  the  bosom  of 
the  church.     All  this  points  to  an  early  date. 

3.  The  datum  furnished  by  the  apparent  allusion  to  the  apocryphal 
book  of  Enoch,  guides  us  to  no  certain  result.     It  is  even  yet  matter  of 

uncertainty,  when  that  book  was  written 1.     So  that  this  consideration 
brings  us  no  nearer  to  our  desired  result. 

4.  The  fact  that  St.  Jude  (ver.  17)  refers  his  readers  to  previous 
teaching  by  the  Apostles,  is  hardly  of  more  value  for  our  purpose.     On 
the  one  hand  the  imperfect  tense  eXe-yw  (ver.  18)  seems  to  speak  of  the 
Apostles  as  if  their  work  was  done  and  they  were  passed  away, — "they 
used  to  tell  you:"  on  the  other  hand,  it  might  fairly  be  used  of  men  who 
were  dispersed  and  carrying  on  their  work  in  ofcher  parts.     Then  again, 
the  language  seems  necessarily  to  imply  that  the  readers  had  for  them- 

selves heard  the  Apostles.     No  safe  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the 
words  that  they  were  written  after  the  apostolic  age  :  nay,  the  natural 
inference  is  rather  the  other  way.     They  appear  to  point  to  a  time  when 
the  agency  of  the  Apostles  themselves  had  passed  away  from  the  readers, 
but  the  impress   of  their  warning  words   had   not   faded  from   their 
memories. 

5.  Another  note  of  time  has  been  imagined  to  lie  in  the  circumstance, 

1  See  below,  §  v.  par.  8. 193] 
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that  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Epistle.  It 
has  been  replied,  that  there  was  no  reason  why  any  allusion  should 
have  heen  made  to  that  event,  as  the  immediate  subject  before  the 
Writer  did  not  lead  him  to  it.  Still  J.  cannot  help  feeling  that  the 
reply  is  not  wholly  satisfactory.  Considering  that  St.  Jude  was  writing 
to  Jews,  and  citing  signal  instances  of  divine  vengeance,  though  he  may 
not  have  been  led  to  mention  the  judgment  of  the  Flood, — I  can  hardly 
conceive  that  he  would  have  omitted  that  which  uprooted  the  Jewish 
people  and  polity. 

6.  So  that  on  the  whole,  as  De  Wette,  himself  often  sceptical  on  the 

question  of  the  genuineness  and  antiquity  of  the  ~N\  T.  writings,  con- fesses, there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  place  our  Epistle  later  than  the 
limit  of  the  apostolic  age.     That  it  was  anterior  to  the  second  Epistle 
of  Peter,  I   have  already  endeavoured  to  prove    (see  above,    ch.    iv. 
§  iii.  3  if.). 

7.  Of  the  place  where  this  Epistle  was  written,  absolutely  nothing  Is 
known.     From  its  tone  and  references,  we  should  conjecture  that  the 
Writer  lived  in  Palestine  :  but  even  thus  much  must  be  uncertain. 

SECTION  V. 

ON   THE    APOCRYPHAL    WRITINGS    APPARENTLY   REFERRED    TO    IN    THIS 

EPISTLE. 

1.  In  ver.  14  we  have  a  reference  to  a  prophecy  of  Enoch,  the  seventh 
from  Adam.     This  has  by  many  been  supposed  to  indicate  an  acquaint- 

ance on  the  part  of  the  Writer  with  the  existing  apocryphal  "  book  of 
Enoch."     It  becomes  desirable  therefore  that  we  should  briefly  put  the 
student  in  possession  of  the  history  and  nature  of  that  document.      In 

so  doing  I  shall  take  my  matter  partly  from  Mr.  Westcott's  article  in 
Dr.  Smith's  Biblical  Dictionary,  partly  from  a  notice  by  Prof.  Volkraar 
(see  below)  :  to  which  sources  the  reader  is  referred  for  further  details. 

2.  The  book  appears  to  have  been  known  to  the  early  fathers,  Justin, 
Irenaeus,  Clem.  Alex.,  and  Origen,  and  we  have  numerous  references  to 

it  in  the  "  Testaments  of  the  Twelve  Patriarchs."     Tertullian  (de  Cult. 
Fsem.  i.  3,  vol.  i.  p.  1308 ;  a  passage  well  worth  the  reader's  perusal) 
quotes  it  as  a  book  not  admitted  into  the  Jewish  canon,  but  profitable, 

and  indeed  to  be  received  by  Christians  on  the  ground  that  "  nihil  omnino 
rejiciendum  est  quod  pertineat  ad  iios "  and   that   "  legimus,    omnem 
scripturam  aadificationi  habilem   divinitus   mspirari."     Augustine  was 
acquainted  with  it,  as  also  was  an  anonymous  writer  whose  work  is 
printed  among  those  of  Jerome:  but  during  the  middle  ages  it  was  known 
to  the  Western  Church  only  through  the  (presumed)  quotations  in  our 194] 
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Epistle.     The  Eastern  Church  possessed  considerable  fragments  of  it, 
incorporated  into  the  Chronographia  of  Georgius  SjnceHus  (cir.  792). 

3.  About  the  close  of  the  last  century,  the  traveller  Bruce  brought 
from  Abyssinia  the  JEthiopic  translation  of  the  entire  book.     An  Eng- 

lish version  of  this  translation  was  published  by  Archbishop  Lawrence 
in  1821  ;  and  the  JEthiopic  itself  in  1838.     Since  then  a  more  complete 
edition  has  been  published  in  Germany  (Das  Buch  Henoch,  von  Dr.  A. 
Dilmann,  Leipzig,- 1853),  which  is  now  the  standard  one,  and  has  given 

rise  to  the  Essays,  among  others,  of  Ewald  and  Hilgenfeld2. 
4.  The  -ZEthiopic  version  appears  to  have  been  made  from  the  Greek; 

as,  though  wanting  a  considerable  passage  quoted  by  Syncellus,  it  yet 
agrees  in  the  main  with  the  citations  found  in  the  early  Fathers.     But 
it  is  probable  that  the  Greek  itself  is  but  a  version  of  a  Hebrew  original. 
The  names  of  the  angels  and  of  the  winds  betray  an  Aramaic  origin : 
and  a  Hebrew  book  of  Enoch  was  known  and  used  by  the  Jews  as  late 
as  the  thirteenth  century. 

5.  The  book  consists  of  revelations  purporting  to  have  been  given  to 
Enoch  and  to  Noah :  and  its  object  is,  to  vindicate  the  ways  of  Divine 
Providence :  to  set  forth  the  terrible  retribution  reserved  for  sinners, 

whether  angelic  or  human  :  and  to  "repeat  in  every  form  the  great  prin- 
ciple that  the  world,  natural,  moral  and  spiritual,  is  under  the  immediate 

government  of  God." 
6.  "In  doctrine,"  says  Mr.  Westcott  in  the  article  above  mentioned, 

"  the  book  of  Enoch  exhibits  a  great  advance  of  thought  within  the 
limits   of  revelation  in  each  of  the  great  divisions  of  knowledge.      The 
teaching  on  nature  is  a  curious  attempt  to  reduce  the  scattered  images 
of  the  O.  T.  to  a  physical  system.     The  view  of  society  and  man,  of  the 

temporary  triumph  and  final  discomfiture  of  the  oppressors   of  God's 
people,  carries  out  into  elaborate  detail  the  pregnant  images  of  Daniel. 

The  figure  of  the  Messiah  is  invested  with  majestic  dignity,  as  'the  Son 
of  God,'  '  whose  name  was  named  before  the  sun  was  made,'  and  who 
existed  *  aforetime  in  the  presence  of  God.'      And  at  the  same  time  his 
human  attributes  as  the   '  son  of  man,'  * the  son  of  woman/  <  the  elect 

one,'  *  the  righteous  one,'  *  the  anointed,'  are  brought  into  conspicuous 
notice.     The  mysteries  of  the  spiritual  world,  the  connexion  of  angels 
and  men,  the  classes  and  ministries  of  the  hosts  of  heaven,  the  power  of 

Satan,  and  the  legions  of  darkness,  the  doctrines  of  resurrection,  retri- 
bution, and  eternal  punishment,  are  dwelt  upon  with  growing  earnestness 

as  the  horizon  of  speculation  was  extended  by  intercourse  with  Greece, 

But  the  message  of  the  book  is  emphatically  one  of  faith  and  truth : 
and  while  the  Writer  combines  and  repeats  the  thoughts  of  Scripture, 

2  See  however  its  merits  discussed  in  an  article  referred  to  below,  par.  8. 195] 
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he  adds  no  new  element  to  the  teaching  of  the  prophets.  His  errors 
spring  from  an  undisciplined  attempt  to  explain  their  words,  and  from  a 
prond  exultation  in  present  success.  For  the  great  characteristic  by 
which  the  hook  is  distinguished  from  the  latter  apocalypse  of  Esdras  is 

the  tone  of  triumphant  expectation  by  which  it  is  pervaded.'* 
7.  The  date  of  the  book  has  been  matter  of  great  uncertainty.     Abp. 

Lawrence,  and  Hofmann,  suppose  it  to  have  been  compiled  in  the  reign 
of  Herod  the  Great :  and  with  this  view  Gfroaer,  Wieseler,  and  Gieseler 

agi^ee.     Liicke  (Einl.  in  d.  OfFenb.  Joh.  pp.  89  ff.)  goes  very  fully  into 
the  question,  and  determines  that  it  consists  of  an  earlier  and  a  later 
portion :  the  former  written  early  in  the  Maceabsean  period,  the  latter 
in  the  time  of  Herod  the  Great.     It  is  from  the  former  of  these  that  the 

quotation  in  "our  Epistle  is  taken. 
8.  But  the  whole  question  of  the  date  has  been  recently  discussed  by 

Prof.  Volkmar,  of  Zurich,  in  the  "  Zeitschrift  der  Deutschen  morgen- 
landischen  Gesellschaft  "  for  1860.     He  undertakes  to  prove  the  book  a 
production  of  the  time  of  the  sedition  of  Barchochebas  (AJX  civ.  132), 
and  to  have  been  written  by  one  of  the   followers  of  Rabbi  Akiba, 
the  great  upholder  of  that  impostor.      And   certainly,  as  far  as  I  can 
see,  his  proof  seems  not  easy  to  overthrow.     In  that  case,  as  he  remarks 
(p.  991),  the  book  of  Enoch  was  not  only  of  Jewish,  but  of  distinctly 
antichristian  origin.     But  this  one  point  in  the  progress  of  his  argument 
seems  to  me  debateable.   He  assumes  that  the  words  cited  in  our  Epistle 
as  a  prophecy  of  Enoch  are  of  necessity  taken  from  the  apocryphal 
book,  and  regards  it  as  an  inevitable  sequence,  that  if  the  book  of  Enoch 
is  proved  to  be  of  the  first  half  of  the  second  century,  the  Epistle  of  Jude 
must  be  even  later.     ID  order  however  for  this  to  be  accepted,  we  need 
one  link  supplied,  which,  it  seems  to  me,  Prof.  Volkmar  has  not  given 
us.     We  want  it  shewn,  that  the  passage  cited  is  so  interwoven  into  the 
apocryphal  book  as  necessarily  to  form  a  part  of  it,  and  that  it  may  not 
itself  have  been  taken  from  primitive  tradition,  or  even  from  the  report 
of  that  tradition  contained  in  our  Epistle. 

9.  The  account  of  the  matter  hence  deduced  would  be,  that  the  book, 
in  its  original  groundwork,  is  of  purely  Jewish  origin,  but  that  it  has 

received  Christian  interpolations  and  additions.     *'  It  may  be  regarded," 
remarks  Mr.  Westcott,  "as  describing  an  important  phase  of  Jewish 
opinion  shortly  before  the  coming  of  Christ."     If  we  accept  the  later 
date,  this  must  of  course  be  modified  accordingly. 

There  never  has  been  in  the  church  the  slightest  doubt  of  the  apocry- 
phal character  of  the  book  of  Enoch.  The  sole  maintainer  of  its  autho- 

rity seems  to  have  been  Tertuliian3:  it  is  plainly  described  as  apocryphal 
3  1.  c.  above ;  cf.  also  de  Idololatr.  c.  4,  vol.  i.  p.  665,  where,  after  quoting  the  second 

commandment,  he  adds,  "  Antecesserat  prsedieens  Enoch  .  . . :"  and  id.  c.  15,  p.  684, 196] 



§  v.]  THE  APOCRYPHAL  WHITINGS.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

by  Origen4,  Augustine8,  and  Jerome0,  and  is  enumerated  among  the 
apociyplial  books  in  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  (vL  16,  Migne  Patr. 
Gr.  vol.  i.  p.  953) 7. 

10.  The  other  passage  in  our  Epistle  which  has  been  supposed  to  come 
from  an  apocryphal  source,  viz.  the  reference  to  the  dispute  between  the 
archangel  Michael  and  the  devil  concerning  the  body  of  Moses  (ver.  9), 
has  been  discussed  in  the  notes  ad  loc.,  and  held  more  likely  to  have  been 
a  fragment  of  primitive  tradition. 

11.  But  it  yet  remains,  that  something  should  be  said  concerning  the 
fall  of  the  angels  spoken  of  vv.  6,  7.     In  the  notes  on  those  verses,  I  have 
mentioned  the  probability,  in  my  view,  that  the  narrative  in  Gen.  vi.  2 
is  alluded  to.     This  impression. has  been  since  then  much  strengthened 
by  a  very  able  polemical  tract  by  Dr.  Kurtz,  the  author  of  the  "  Ge- 
schichte  des  alten  Bundes,"  in  which  he  has  maintained  against  Heng- 
stenberg  the  view  taken  by  himself  in  that  work.     It  seems  to  me  that 
Dr.  Kurtz  has  gone  far  to  decide   the  interpretation    as  against  any 
reference  of  Gen.  vi.  2  to  the  Sethites,  or  of  our  vv.  6,  7  to  the  fall  of  the 
devil  and  his  angels.     The  exegesis  of  Hengstenberg  and  those  who 
think  with  him  depends  on  the  spiritual  acceptation,  in  this  case,  of  the 
word  €K7ropv€v(raoraL,  which  Kurtz  completely  disproves.     The  facts  of  the 
history  of  the  catastrophe  of  the  cities  of  the  plain  render  it  quite  out 
of  the  question :  and  LXX  usage,  which  Hengstenberg  cites  as  decisive 

on  his  side,  is  really  against  him8.       And  this  point  being  disposed  of, 

**  Hsee  igitur  ab  initio  prsevidens  spirit  us  sanctus  ....  prsececinit  per  antiquissimum 
prophetam  Enoch."  In  Apolog.  c.  22  (vol.  i.  p.  405;  but  the  reference  may  be  to  the 
citation  by  St.  Jude,  not  to  the  original  from  which  it  was  taken)  he  speaks  even  more 
definitely,  apparently  numbering  the  book  among  the  litterEe  sanctse. 

4  Cont,    Cels.  v.  54;  vol.  i.  p.  619  :  awb  r&v  ey  ry  "Ev&x  yeypafA.ju.evcw,  &TIVCL  ouS* 
avra,  Qaivzrai  a.va.yvov<st  ou5e  yvcopl<ras  6rt  £v  rats  £KK\r)crlais  ov  itdvv  ̂ eperai  cos  Beta  TO, 

*Triyi~ypa(jifA€va  rov  *Ei>&x  £«£*•«*•    Cf.  also  Horn,  xxviii.  in  Numeros,  §  2,  vol.  ii.  p.  384  : 
and  Spencer's  note  on  1.  c. 

5  De  Civ.  Dei,  xv.  23.  4,  vol.  vii.  p.  470 :  "  Omittamus   igitur  earum  scripturaruin 
fabulas,  quse  apocryphse  nuncupantur,  eo  quod  earum  occulta  origo  non  claruit  patribus, 
a  quibus  usque  ad  nos  auctoritas  veterum  Scripturaruin  certissima  et  notissiina  suc- 

cessione  pervenit   Scripsisse  qui'dem  nonnulla  divina  Enoch  ilium  septimran  ab 
Adam  negare  non  possumus,  cum  hoc  in  epistola  canonica  Judas  apostolus  dicat.     Sed 
non  frustra  non  sunt  in  eo  canone  Scripturaruin  qui  servabatur  in  templo  Hebrsei  populi 
succedentium  diligeiitia  sacerdotum,  nisi  quia  ob  antiquitatem  suspectse  ndei  judicata 
sunt,  nee  utrum  hsec  essent  quae  ille  scripsisset,  poterat  inveniri,  non  talibus  proferen- 

tibus,  qui  ea  per  seriem  successionis  reperientur  rite  servasse." 
6  In  the  catalogue  of  ecclesiastical  writers  i  see  the  passage  cited  above,  §  ii.  par.  6. 
7  For  more,  and  very  interesting  information  on  the  book  of  Enoch,  see  the  article 

of  Volkmar's  above  alluded  to. 
8  He  alleges  that  Gen.  xxxviii.  24  is  the  only  place  where  e/nropj'eueif  is  used  of  car* 

nal  fornication:  whereas  there  are  at  least  six  other  places,  viz.  Lev.  xxi.  9;  xix.  29 
(bis);  Num.  xxv.  1;  Deut.    xxii.  21;  Ezek.  xvi.  33.     See  these  discussed,  and  the 
meaning  established,  in  Kurtz,  Die  Sohne  Gottes,  u..s.  w.p.  47. 197] 
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the  whole  fabric  falls  with  it:  Hengstenberg  himself  confessing  that 

To-urots,  in  ver.  7,  must  refer  to  ayyeAcu  above. 
12.  That  the  particulars  related  in  2  Pet.  and  our  Epistle  of  the  fallen 

angels  are  found  also  in  the  book  of  Enoch0,  is  again  no  proof  that  the 
Writers  of  these  Epistles  took  them  from  that  book.  Three  other  solu- 

tions are  possible:  1,  that  the  apocryphal  Writer  took  them  from  our 
Epistles :  2,  that  their  source  in  each  case  was  ancient  tradition : 
3,  that  the  book  of  Enoch  itself  consists  of  separate  portions  written  at 
different  times. 

CHAPTER   VIII. 

REVELATION. 

SECTION  I. 

AUTHORSHIP,    AND    CANONICITY. 

1.  THE  Author  of  this  book  calls  himself  in  more  places  than  one  by 
the  name  John,  ch.  i.  1,  4,  9,  xxii.  8.     The  general  view  has  been,  that 
this  name  represents   St.  John  the  son  of  Zebedee,  the  Writer  of  the 
Gospel  and  the  three  Epistles,  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved. 

2.  This  view  rests  on  external,  and  on  internal   evidence.      I   shall 
first  specify  both  these,  and  then  pass  on  to  other  views  respecting  the 

authorship.     And  in  so  doing,  I  shall  at  present  cite  merely  those  testi- 
monies which  bear  more  or  less  directly  on  the  authorship.     The  most 

ancient  are  the  foil  owing  : 
3.  Justin  Martyr,  Dial.  81,  p.  179  (written  between  AJD.  139  and  161)  : 

ical  .   .   .  Trap*   ri^iv  avrjp   rts,   c5    6Vo//,a    'looavKtys,    ets    TCOI/    dTrocrroAcoi/    TOV 

XpicrTov,    lv    aTro/caAu^ct  yevo^ivri  avT&  ^'Aia  <Smq  ironjoruv  cv  'lepovcraXy  JJL 
TOUS     T<5    r}/JL€T€p<$    ̂ plOTTO)     TTtCTTCl/CraVTaS     7TpO€<j!>^T€VCr€,     KOI     JU-CTOI     T<XVT(X    TTp 

Kal   crvveXovri   tpdvai  alwviav  ofjLO&v/JiaSov  ajma  rravTow  avdcrracnv 
i  Kal  Kpicriv. 

We  may  mention  by  the  way,  that  this  testimony  of  Justin  is  doubly 
important,  as  referred  to  by  Eusebius,  himself  no  believer  in  the 
apostolic  authorship:  JL  E.  iv.  18:  /jtc/xv^rat  Se  Kal  T^S  Icoavi/ov  aTro- 
icaAvi^ca)?  <ra<£a>s  TOU  aTrocrroAoi;  avrrjv  elvai  Aeya)j>. 

The  authenticity  and  value  of  the  passage  of  Justin  has  been  dis- 
cussed at  considerable  length  and  with  much  candour  by  Liicke,  Einl. 

9  Cf.  Kurtz,  ibid.  pp.  51,  52. 198] 
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pp.  548  —  56.       He,  himself  a  disbeliever  in  St.  John's  authorship,  con- 
fesses that  it  is  a  genuine  and  decided  testimony  in  its  favour. 

4.  Melito,  bishop  of  Sardis  (+  cir.  171),  is  said  by  Euseb.   H.  E. 
iv.  26,  to   have  written  treatises  (or  a  treatise,  but  the  plural  is  more 

likely  :  and  so  Jer.  Catal.  24,  vol.  ii.  p.  867  :  "  de  diabolo  librum  unum, 

de  Apocalypsi  Joannis  librum  unum  ")  on  the  devil,  and  on  the  Apoca- 
lypse of  John  :  /cat  ra  Trept  rov  Sta/SoAov,  /cat  T?}s  aTroAcaXvi^cws  'loodV  vov.     It 

is  fairly  reasoned  that  Eusebius  would  hardly  have  failed  to  notice,  sup- 

posing him  to  have  seen  Melito's  work,  any  view  of  his  which  doubted 
the  apostolic  origin  :  and  that  this  may  therefore  be  legitimately  taken 
as  an  indirect  testimony  in  its  favour.      See  Liicke,  p.  564  ;  Stuart,  p. 
258  ;  Davidson,  Introd.  iii.  540. 

5.  Of   a    similar    indirect   nature    are    the   two   next    testimonies. 

Theophilus,  bishop  of  Antioch  (+    cir.    180),   whose  Libri   ad  Auto- 
lycum  are  still  extant,  is  said  by  Euseb.  iv.  24  to  have  written  a  book 

?rpos   rrjv    alpecnv   "Epju,oyei/oi>s  rrjv  €7Tiypa<J>r]v  c^ov,  Iv  <S  e/c  T?}S 

6.  And    similarly    Eusebius,   H.  E.  v.  18,    says  of  Apollonius    (of 
Ephesus  ?  so  in  the  treatise  Prasdestinatus,  cent.  v.  :  see  Liicke,  p.  567), 
who  flourished  in  Asia  Minor  at  the  end  of  cent,  ii.,  and  wrote  against 
the  Montanists,  thereby  making  his  testimony  more  important  : 

B€  /cat  fcapruptats  euro  TT)S  'ItodVvou  aTro/caX-ui^ews*  KOL  vc/cpov  Se 
$eta  Trpos  avrov  'IcodVvou  ei/  rrj  'Ec/>eo-a>  zyrfyepOai,  icrropei.  From  this  latter 
sentence  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Apollonius  regarded  the  Apocalypse 
as  the  work  of  John  the  Apostle. 

7.  We  now  come  to  the  principal  second  century  witness,  Irenaeus 
(+  cir.  180).     Respecting  the  value  of  his  testimony,  it  may  suffice  to 

rem'nd  the  student  that  he  had  been  a  hearer  of  Polycarp,  the  disciple 
of  St.  John.     And  this  testimony  occurs  up  and  down  his  writings  in 

great  abundance,   and  in  the  most  decisive  terms.     "Joannes  domini 

discipulus  "  is  stated  to  have  written  the  Apocalypse  in  Haer.  iv.  20. 
11;  30.  4;  v.  26.  I;  35.  2,  pp.  256,  268,  323,  336:  and  "Joannes"  in 
iv.  21.  3;  v.  36.  3,  pp.  258,  337.     And  this  John  can  be  no  other  than 

the  Apostle:  for  he  says,  iii.  1.  1,  p.  174,  "Icoawqs  6  fjLadrjrrj^s  rov  tcvpiov 
(in  the  Latin,    as   above)    6   KOLL   ITTC  TO   a~T7j6o<s  avrov  dVaTreo-cov,  /cat  avros 

e^e'Soo/cc   TO    cvayyeAcof,    iv  *E<^€O"a)   TT}?   *Ao"tas    StaTptyScoi'.      But  the   most 
remarkable  testimony,  and  one  which  will  come  before  us  again  and  again 

during  the  course  of  these  Prolegomena,  is  in  v.  30.  1  —  3,  pp.  328  flf. 

There,  having  given  certain  reasons  for  the  number  of  Antichrist's  name 
being  666,  he  proceeds,  TOTJTCDV  Sc  OVTCOS  I^OVTCOV,  /cat  Iv  TraVi  Tots 

/cat  dp^atots  avrisypd<f)Ois  rov  aptOfiov  rovrov  /cetyu.€i/ou,  /cat  ju,aprvpowTa)v 

€K€w<ji>v  TCOV  KOLT*  oif/iv  Tov  *loxivv7jv  ecopa/coTcov.  .  .  .  Xhen,  after  some  remarks, 
and  stating  two  names  current  as  suiting  the  number,  he  concludes,  ̂ cts 199] 
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oSi/  OVK  a,7roKivovv€VQ/Ji€v  irepl  TOV  oi/o/*.aTos  rou  avrt^ptcTTOiJ,  a7ro<£aivo/x€voi 

^€y8ata>TiKcos'  e!  "X^-P  ̂Sfit  di/a^aT/Soy  r<3  i/Ov  /ccupa>  K?]pvTT€(T0aL  rowo/xa  avTOV 
8C  IKGLVOV  av  eppt&y  TOV  Ko.1  rrjv  aTroKaXvtyiv  eoopaKoros.  ouSe  yap  irpo 

TroXXou  XP°KOU  cwpd0Tj,  dXXd  axeSov  em  rJ}s  ̂ fierepas  Yeveas,  Trpos  TW 

reXet  rfjs  AojxeTiaKoG  apX^S- 

Tliis  is  beyond  question  the  most  important  evidence  which  has  yet 
come  before  us.  And  we  may  observe  that  it  is  in  no  way  affected  by 

any  opinion  which  we  may  have  formed  respecting  Irenseus's  exegetical 
merits,  nor  by  any  of  his  peculiar  opinions.  He  here  merely  asserts 
what,  if  he  were  a  man  of  ordinary  power  of  collecting  and  retaining 
facts,  he  must  very  well  have  known  for  certain. 

8.  Keeping  at  present  to  the  direct  witnesses  for  the  authorship  by 
St.  John,  we  next  come  to  Tertullian  (+   cir.  220).     His  testimonies 
are  many  and  decisive. 

Adv.  Marcion.  iii.  14,  vol.  ii.  p.  340:  "Nam  et  apostolus  Johannes  in 

apocalypsi  ensem  describit  ex  ore  Domini  prodeuntem.  .  .  ." 
Ib.  24,  p.  356:  "Hanc  (coelestem  civitatem)  et  Ezekiel  novit,  et 

apostolus  Joannes  vidit." 
De  Pudicitia  19,  p.  1017:  "  Sed  quoniam  usque  tie  Paulo,  quando 

etiam  Joannes  nescio  quid  diverse  parti  supplaudere  videatur,  quasi  in 
apocalypsi  manifesto  fornication!  posuerit  poenitentise  auxilium,  ubi  ad 

angelum  Thyatirenorum,"  &c. 
See  also  de  Restzrr.  27,  p.  834;  de  Anima,  8,  p.  658 ;  adv.  Judseos,  99 

p.  620;  de  Cor.  Militis,  13,  p.  96;  adv.  Gnosticos,  12,  p.  147. 
9.  The  fragment  on  the  Canon  called  by  the  name  of  Muratori,  and 

written  cir.   200,  says,  "et  Joannes  enim  in  Apocalypsi  licet  septem 
ecclesiis  scribat,  tamen  omnibus  dicit  .  .  .  ,"  where  the  context  shews 
that  the  Apostle  John  must  be  intended. 

10.  Hippoiytus,  bishop  of  Ostia  (Porttis  Romanus),  cir.  240,  in  his 
writings  very  frequently  quotes  the  Apocalypse,  and  almost  always  with 

'Iwdvv7]<>  Aeyet.     Whom  he  meant  by  "Iwai/i/T/s  is  evident  from  one  pas- 
sage, De  antichristo,  c.  36,  Migne,  Patr.  Gr,,  vol.  x.  p.  756:  Xe'yc  /JUH, 

/xa/ca/ote  'Icoaw^,   a-TrocrroXc  KCU  /xa^ra  TOV  Kvpiov,  rl  eTSe?  /cat  r/KOVcra?  Trcpt 
Ba/3vX&vo5.    And  then  he  proceeds  to  quote  ch.  xvii.  1 — 18.    Multitudes 

of  other  citations  will  be  found  by  consulting  the  index  to  Lagarde's 
edition1.       And  one  of  his  principal  works,  as  specified  in  the  catalogue 
found  inscribed  on  his  statue,  was  a.?roXoyta  (or  ra,  for  the  word  has 

become  obliterated,   only  A  being  now  legible)  virep  TOV  /cara  'Iwdwqv 
cvayyeXiov  KCU  aTro/caXvi^ccos :  mentioned  also  by  Jerome,  Catal.  61,  vol.  ii. 

p.  901. 
11.  Clement  of  Alexandria  (cir.  200),  in  his  Strom,  vi.  13   (106),  p. 

1  See  also  Ms  lately-discovered  Keftitatio  omnium  hseresium,  lib.  vii.  §  36,  p.  408, 
ed.  Duncker. 200] 
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793  P.,  says  of  the  faithful  presbyter,  ovros  irpevfivTcpos  .  .  .  Iv  rots  et/cocrt 

KOU  recrcrapo-i  KaOefelrai  Opovois,  ws  <f>iqcrLv  Iv  rrj  aTroKaXvif/ei  'Icoaw??.  And 
elsewhere  he  fixes  this  name  as  meaning  the  Apostle,  by  saying  in  his 

Quis  dives  salv.  §  42,  p.  959  :  &KOVQ-OV  jjuvOov,  ov  pWov  aXX*  ovra  Xoyoi/, 

Trepi  *Iwdvvov  rov  aTroo-ToXov  TrapaSeSo^eVof  .  .  .  en-eiS?)  yap  rov  rvpdvvov 

TeXctrT^cravTO?  airo  rrjs  Hdr^ov  rJJs  vqcrov  fj.tr  rj\&€v  zirl  rrjv  "E^eo-ov.  .  .  *  : 
and  then  he  proceeds  to  tell  the  well-known  story  of  St.  John  and  the 

young  robber. 

12.  Origen,  the  scholar  of  Clement  (+  cir.  233),  who  so  diligently 

enquired  into  and  reported  any  doubts  or  disputes  about  the  canonicity 

and  genuineness  of  the  books  of  the  N.  T.,  appears  not  to  have  known 

of  any  which  regarded  the  Apocalypse.  In  a  passage  of  his  Commentary 

on  St.  Matt,  preserved  by  Euseb.  H.  E.  vL  25,  be  says,  ri  Sei  Kepi  rov 

Xeyeu/  CTT!  TO  crrf)9o<s  rov  l^croi),  *Iwawov,  os  cuayyeXtoi^  cv 
v,  6/u,oXoycoi/  SvvacrQai  rocraDra  TrorfcrtLV  a  ovSe  o  /cocr^tos 

;  eypa^e  Se  KCU  tty  a7TOKa\vif/w,  /ceXcucr^ets  uL^TT^crai  /cat  ̂ ,77 

TOLS  TCUJ/  ITTTO.  fipovr&v  <^coras. 

We  have  also   this    remarkable   testimony    in   his    Commentary  on 

Matt.  torn.  xvi.  6,  vol.  v.  p.  719  f.  :   KCU  TO  iSd-rrTLo-^a  ̂ airrio-Brjcrav  ol  rov 

'H/otoS^s  /A€V  a-rr€KT€iv€v  "la/cco^ov  Tor  sla>aw>u  /xaxatpa, 

paprvpovvra   SLO.  rov  r^5   dXTy^e^as  Xoyov  ct5  IIctT/Ltov  r^v  i/ijcrov.      StSacr/cet 

rot  Trcpt  rov  paprvpiov  avrov  laxxi/i^s,  /x-i)  Xcycoy  rts  avrov  KareSfWcre,  ̂ acr/cc 

'Eyco  'Jojavi/T/s  .   .    .  TOT)    0eoi)    (Rev.  i.  9),   /cat  ra 
. 

And  Origen  again  repeatedly  cites  the  Apocalypse  without  the  least 
indication  of  doubt  as  to  its  author  :  as  may  be  seen  by  consulting  any 

of  the  indices  to  the  editions.  His  procedure  in  this  case  forms  a 

striking  contrast  to  that  in  the  case  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  :  see 

Prolegg.  to  this  vol.  ch.  i.  §  i.  16  —  23. 
13.  Still  keeping  to  those  Fathers  who  give  definite  testimony  as  to 

the  authorship,  we  come  to  Victorinus,  bishop  of  Pettau  In  Pannonia, 

who  suffered  martyrdom  under  Diocletian  in  303.  His  is  the  earliest 

extant  commentary  on  the  Apocalypse.  On  ch.  x.  4,  he  says  (see  Migne, 

Patr.  Lat.,  vol.  v.  p.  333),  "  Sed  quia  dicitse  scripturum  fuisse  (  Joannes) 

quanta  locuta  fuissent  tonitrua,  id  est,  qugecunque  in  veteri  testarnento 

erant  obscura  praedicata,  vetatur  ea  scribere  sed  relinquere  ea  signata, 

quia  est  Apostolus  .....  " 

And  afterwards,  on  "  oportet  autem  te  iterum  prophetare,"  "  Hoc  est, 

propterea  quod  quando  hsec  Joannes  vidit,  erat  in  insula  Pathmos,  in 
metallo  damnatus  a  Domitiano  Ccesare.  Ibi  ergo  vidit  Apocalypsin  :  et 

cum  jam  senior  putaret  se  per  passlonem  accepturum  receptionem,  inter- 
fecto  Domitiano  ornnia  judicia  ejus  soluta  sunt,  et  Joannes  de  metallo 501  ] 
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dimissus,    sic    postea   tradidit   hanc    eandem    quam   acceperat   a    Deo 

Apocalypsin." 
14.  Ephrem   Syrus  (+  cir.  378),  tlie  greatest  Father  in  the   Syrian 

church,  repeatedly  in  his  numerous  writings  cites  the  Apocalypse  as 

canonical,  and  ascribes   it  to  John :  see  the  reff.  in  Stuart's  Introduc- 
tion, p.  271.     In  the  Greek  translation   of  his  works,  we  read  in  the 

second  Homily  on  the  Second  Advent  of  the  Lord,   /caftos  aKovo^v  rov 

ttTroo-To'Aov  Xeyovros,  and  then  he  quotes  Rev.  xxi,  4,  5 :  vol.  ii.  p.  248, 
ed.  Assem.     See  Liicke,  Einl.  p.  598,  note. 

Now  these  citations  are  the  more  remarkable,  because  the  old  Syriac 

or  Peschito  version  does  not  contain  the  Apocalypse :  as  neither  indeed 

apparently  did  the  later  or  Philoxenian  version  originally,  nor  its  re- 
publicatioD  by  Thomas  of  Harkel  (see  Liicke,  p.  598).  It  may  fairly 

be  asked  then,  How  came  Ephrem  by  his  Syriac  version  of  the  Apoca- 

lypse (for  he  seems  not  to  have  been  acquainted  with  Greek)  ?  And* 
How  came  the  Peschito  to  want  the  Apocalypse,  if  it  was  held  to  be 

written  by  the  Apostle  ? 
1 5.  It  would  exceed  the  limits  of  these  Prolegomena  to  enter  into 

the  answers  to  these  questions,  which  have  been  variously  given :  by 

Hug  and  Thiersch,  that  the  Peschito  originally  contained  the  book,  and 

that  it  only  became  excluded  in  the  fourth  century  through  the  influence 
of  the  schools  of  Antioch  and  Nisibis  :   by  Walton  and  Wichelhaus,  that 

the  Peschito  was  made  in  the  first  century,  when  as  yet  the  Apocalypse 

had  not  won  its  way  among  the  canonical  books  :  by  Hengstenberg,  that 
the  Peschito  was  not  made  till  the  end  of  the  third  century,  after  the 

objections   against  the    apostolicity  of  the   book    had  been    raised   by 

Dionysius  of  Alexandria 2. 
16.  These  answers  are  all  discussed  by  Liicke,  Einl.  pp.  597 — 605,  and 

severally  rejected.     His  own  solution  is  by  no  means  satisfactory  as  to 
the  former  of  the  two  questions, — how  Ephrem  came  by  his    Syriac 
version.     The  latter  he  answers  by  postponing  the  date  of  the  recep- 

tion of  the  Apocalypse  into  the   canon  till  after  the  publication  of  the 
Peschito,  i.  e.  as  now  generally  acknowledged,  the  end  of  the  second 
century. 

17.  Epiphanius,  bishop  of  Salamis  in  Cyprus  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 

century,  cites  the  Apocalypse  as  written  by  the  Apostle.     In  combating 

the  Alogi,  who  rejected  the  gospel  of  John  and  the  Apocalypse,  he 
speaks  much  and  warmly  of  that  book,  and  says  among  other  things 
(Hser.   li.   35,   p.   457),   ot  re  ayioi  irpcxpvjrai  Kal  ol  ofytoi  aTrocrroAoi,  ev  ots 

ica!  o  aytos  'IcoavvT/s  Sta  rov  cvayycAioi;  /cat  TCOV  cTrtcrroAw  Kal  r^s  aTTOfcaXv- 
«^€(os  c/c  TOT;  avrov  -^apCo"fJ.aro^  rov  OLJLOV  .acraSeScoKC  :  and  ib,  32,  p.  455, 

2  See  below,  parr.  47  ff. 202] 
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having  cited  1  Cor.  xv.  52,  he  proceeds,  crwaSoi/ros  roivvv  TOV  aTrocrrdXov 

TC£  aytco  aTrocrroXo)  'Icoaw^  ̂ v  TV  a-Tro/cccA-w^ei,  TTOIO,  ns  uTroXetTrerat  ai/rtXoyta  ; 

*  18.  'Basil  the'  Great'  (+  378),  adv.  Eunomium  ii.  14,  vol.  i.  p.  249, 
says,  TO.  Trapa  TOV  ayiov  TrveiJ/Aaros  SLOL  TOV  fj,aKapt.ov  Icoavvoi;  XaX^- 

OevTa  yjuv,  OTL  ei/  apxt)  W  °  Xoyos  /c.r.X.,  and  afterwards,  dXX'  auros  yjuv 
o  e{JayyeXtcrT77s  *v  crepco  Xoyw,  TOV  TOLOVTOV  r\v  TO  crrjfMawofAWOV  eSet^o/, 

ei-srajv,  6  a>v  KCU  6  r}V  KOL  6  TravTOKpc'irwp,  Rev.  i.  8. 
19.  Hilary  of  Poictiers  (+  368),  in  his  Prologue  to  the  Psalms,  says 

(c.  6,  vol.  i.  p.  o),  "  ita  beati  Johannis  Apocalypsi  docemur:  et  angelo 

Philadelphia  Ecclesice  scribe."      So  also  in  his  Enarratio  in  Ps.  i.  12, 

p.  26,  "  sanctus  Joannes   in  Apocalypsi  testatur,  dicens,  Kev.  xxii.  2." 
Stuart  cites  from  p.  891  of  the  Paris  edn.  of  1693,  —  "  et  ex  familiaritate 
Domini  revelatione  co3lestium  mysteriorum  dignus  Johannes  V 

20.  Athanasins  (+  373)  in  his  Oat.  i.  contra  Arianos,  §  i.  11,  vol.  i. 

(ii.  Migne)  p.  327,  cites  John  i.  1,  and  then  says,  KOI  kv  diroKaXvifsei  raSe 

Xeyei,  6  wi/  KOL  6  -YJV  KOL  o  Ip^o/xevo?. 
21.  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  brother  of  Basil  the  Great  (+  395),  in  his 

discourse,  "In  suam  ordinationem,"  vol.  iii.  p.  546,  Migne,  says,  ̂ /co-ucra 

rov  euayycXtcTTOi;   'laxxvvou   Iv  d7roKpv<f>OL<>   ?rpos  roi;?  TOLOVTOVS  $L  ati/ty/^aros 
Xeyovros    ws    Scoi/   aKptfi&s    &€W   p*v   Trai/ro?  r<3  Tri/ev/iart,  KaT€\pvx@aL  ̂   ̂  

apapTia'  o^eXov  yap   rjvQd  ̂ crt  ifaxpos  fj  ̂ecrros,  K.r.X.  Rev.  ill.  15.      Of 
course^his  cannot  mean  that  the  Revelation  is  what  we  now  commonly 

know  as  an  apociyphal  book,  or,  as  I/ucke  remarks,  the  sentence  would 

contradict  itself:  but  d-rroKpv^a  here  is  equivalent  to  /xucrrt/ca  or  TTPO^TLKO.  : 

in  the  same  way  as  Dion.  Areop.  De  Eccl.  Hierarch.  iii.  4,  vol.  5.  p.  287, 

calls  the  book  r^i/  Kpvcf>iav  Kal  (JLVO-TIK^V  €7roij/Cav  TOV  T&V 
. 

22.  Didymus  (+  394)  in  Ms  Enarr.   in  Epist.  i.  Joann.  iv.  1,  2,  p. 

1795,  says,  "Et  in  apocalypsi  frequenter  Joannes  (the  writer  of  the 

Epistle)  propheta  vocatur." 
23.  Ambrose  (  -h  397)  constantly  cites  the  Apocalypse  as  the  work 

of  the  Apostle  John:   e.  g.  De  virginitate  14  (86),  vol.   iii.  p.  234: 

"  Quomodo  igitur  adscendamus  ad  coelum,  docet  Evangelista  qui  dicit 

Et  duxit  me  Spiritus  in  montem  magnum,  &c."  Rev.  xxi.  10  ;  and  De 

Spiritu  Sancto  iii.  20  (153),  p.  697,  "Sic  enim  habes,  dicente  Johanna 

evangelista  Et  ostendit  mihi  flumen  aqu^  vivae,  &c."  Rev.  xxii.  1  ff. 
24^  Augustine  (4-  430)  uses  every  where  the  Apocalypse  as  a 

genuine  production  of  the  Apostle  and  Evangelist  John.  Thus  we 

have,  Ep.  Iv.  (cxix.)  6  (10),  vol.  ii.  p.  209,  «  Joannes  apostolus  in 

apocalypsi  :"  De  Civ.  Dei  xx.  7.  1,  vol.  vii.  p.  666,  "Joannes  Evangelista 

in  libro  qui  dicitur  apocalypsis."  In  Joan.  Tract,  xxxvi.  5,  vol.  iii. 

s  I  have  sought  in  vain  for  this  citation  in  tlie  Paris  edition  of  1631,  and  in  its  index 
and  have  not  access  to  the  edn.  of  1693. 203] 
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p.  1665, — "in  Apocalypsi  ipsius  Joannis  cujus  est  hoc  evangelium  : "  seo 
also  Tract,  xiii.  2,  p.  1493;  De  peccat.  mer.  ii.  7  (8),  vol.  x.  p.  156; 

de  Trinit.  ii.  6  (11),  vol.  via.  p.  852,  &c.4 
25.  Jerome  (+  420),  adv.  Jovin.  i.  26,  vol.  ii.  p.  280,  speaks  of  the 

Apostle  John  as  also  being  a  prophet,  "  vidit  enim  in  Pathmos  insula,  in 

qua  fuerat.a  Dornitiauo  principe  ob  Domini  martyrium  relegatus,  apoca- 

lypsin,  infinita  futurorum  mysteria  continentem."     And  then  follows,  as 

also  in  his  Catai.  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  845,  see  below,   §  ii.  par.   12,  Irenaeus's 
account  of  the  place  and  time  of  writing  the  book. 

We  shall  have  to  adduce  Jerome  again  in  treating  of  the  canonicity. 

And  now  that  we  have  arrived  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  the 

latter  question  becomes  historically  the  more  important  of  the  two,  and 
indeed  the  two  are  henceforth  hardly  capable  of  being  treated  apart. 

26.  Before  we  pass  to  the  testimonies  against  the  authorship  by  the 

Apostle  and  Evangelist  St.  John,  let  us  briefly  review  the  course  of 
evidence  which  we  have  adduced  in  its  favour.     It  will  be  very  instruc- 

tive to  compare  its  character  with  that  of  the  evidence  for  the  Pauline 

authorship  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  as  collected  in  the  Prolego- 
mena to  that  Epistle. 

27.  There  we  found  that,  while  there  prevailed  in  the  great  majority 

of  the  more  ancient  Fathers  a  habit,  when  they  are  speaking  loosely,  or 

ad  populum,  of  citing  the  Epistle  as  the  work  of  St.  Paul, — on  the  one 
hand,  all  attempts  fail  to  discover  any  general  ecclesiastical  tradition  to 
this  effect:  and  on  the   other,  the  greatest  and  ablest  of  these  writers 

themselves,    when    speaking  guardedly,   throw  doubt   on  the  Pauline 

authorship,  while  some  of  them  set  it  aside  altogether.     In  course  of 

time,  we  there  also  found,  the  habit  of  citing  the  Epistle  as  St.  Paul's 
became  more  general :  then  sprung  up  assertion,  more  and  more  strong, 

that  it  veritably  was  his :  till  at  last  it  was  made  an  article  of  faith  to 
believe  it  to  be  so.     So  that  the  history  of  opinion  in  that  case  may  be 

described  as  the  gradual  growing  up  of  a  belief  which  was  entirely  void 

of  general  reception  in  the  ancient  church. 

28.  We  are  not  yet  prepared  to  enter  on  the  whole  of  the   corre- 
sponding history  of  opinion   in  this  case :  but  as  far  as  we  have  gone, 

it  may  be  described  as  the  very  converse  of  the  other.     The  apostolic 

authorship  rests  on  the  firmest  traditional  ground.     We  have  it  assured 

to  us  by  onfc  who  had  companied  with  men  that  had  known  St.  John 
himself:  we  have  it  held  in   continuous  succession,  by  Fathers  in  all 

4  It  hardly  appears  fair  in  Liicke  to  lay  a  stress  on  such,  expressions  as  this  (e  ipsius 
Joannis  cujus  est,"  as  implying  that  Augustine  thought  ifc  necessary  to  protest  by 

implication  against  the  opposite  view.  There  is  nothing  in  the  expression  which  he 

might  not  very  well  have  said  in  speaking  of  the  Acts  as  related  to  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Luke :  in  which  case  there  was  no  doubt. 204] 
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parts  of  the  church.  Nowhere,  in  primitive  times,  does  there  appear 

any  counter-tradition  on  the  subject.  We  have  nothing  corresponding 

to  the  plain  testimonies  of  Tertullian  in  favour  of  Barnabas,  or  of 

Origen  that  there  was  an  la-ropta.  come  down  that  Clement  of  Rome  or 
St.  Luke  had  written  the  Epistle.  In  subsequent  paragraphs  we  shall 

see  how  variation  of  opinion  was  first  introduced,  and  why. 

29.  But  before  doing  so,  it  will  be  well  to  complete  this  portion  of 

our  enquiry,  by  mentioning  those  early  writings  and  Fathers  which, 

though  they  do  not  expressly  state  who  was  the  author  of  the  book,  yet 
cite  it  as  canonical,  or  at  all  events  shew  that  they  were  acquainted  with 

and  approved  it. 

30.  Among  these  the  very  earliest  have  been  matter  of  considerable 

question.      The  supposed  allusions  in  Polycarp,  for  instance,   though 

strongly  maintained  by  Hengstenberg,   are  really  so  faint  and  distant, 

that  none  but  an  advocate  would  ever  have  perceived  them.     Such  are, 

e.  g.  the  expression  in  Polyc.  ad  Phil.  c.  1,  p.  1005,  Migne,  eXeos  fyttv  K* 

eipyvy  Trapa  Oeov  Travrofcparopos,  seeing  that  6  TravTOKpdrap   is  as  a  N.  T, 

word  confined  to  the  Apocalypse,  being  in  2  Cor.  vi.  18  cited  from  the 

O.  T.:  —  in  p.  1012,  c.  8,  fw/^rai  ovv  ytv&peda  rrjs  vTrofJiovrjs  avrov,  because 

in  Rev.  we  find  $  v-n-opovy  [Tfyo-ov],  (i.  9,  rec.)  iii.  10.     But  so  do  we  in 
2  Thess.  iii.  5:  indeed  it  need  not  be  an  allusion  at  all,  being  a  very 

•obvious  expression.     And  Hengstenberg's  next  instance,  which  he  calls 
as  good  as  an  express  citation  of  the  Apocalypse  as  an  inspired  writing, 

C.  6,  p.   1012,  ovrcos  ovv  SoTAeuo-ayxev  avroJ  /mera  <f>6fiov  /cat  7racn?s  evAa/Seca?, 
KaOws    CLVTOS    li/<-T€iX.aTO,    KOL    ot    €vayy€\icrap.€.voi    v^as    aTroWoAcx,    /cat    ol 

•n-pOffyrJTOLi    ol   7rpoKrjpv£avTe<>    rr}V  cXeucriv  TOV   Kvptov   yfj.&v,  is  in  reality  no 

instance  at  all,  the  citation  being  from  Heb.  xii.  28,  and  the  following 

words  being  just  as  applicable  to  St.  James  and  St.  Jude,  as  to  St.  John. 

Nay,  Hengstenberg's  argument  has  two  edges:  for  if  the  allusion  here  be 
to  the  Apocalypse,  then  we  have  a  most  important  early  witness  to  its 

not  having  been  written  by  an  Apostle. 

31.  The  passages  which  Hengstenberg  brings  from  the  Epistle  of  the 

Church  of   Smyrna    on   the  martyrdom   of  Polycarp,   are  even  more 

uncertain  and  far-fetched  5.     Such  advocacy  is  much  to  be  lamented  :  it 

tends  to  weaken  instead  of  strengthening  the  real  evidence. 

5  They  are  these  :   in  c.  2,  p.  1032,    Migne,  we  read,  7r/>o<r<x°"T65'  r$  r°v 

X^fLTt  T&V  tcocrniKai>  Kar€<$>p6vovv  fiaffdvuv,  dta  fjitas  &pas 

<rrvp     v  aiiroTs     vv,         <ru>v  own^a?*'     a(ravi<rTv,  -rrpb 
, 

evoi  vYelv  rb  al&viov  teal  fjL^evorc  trpcwfyevov  <irvp,  supposed  to  be  an  allusion  to 

Rev.  xiv.  9—11.  But  why  not  to  Mark  ix.  44  if.  and  parallels  ?  In  c.  17,  p.  1041, 

&  te&vrt&i\os  teal  pdwavos  feat  irovr)P6s,  6  toriKetfuvos  r$  yfrti  rSfr  Sucalw,  IS&v  rb 

ptyrtos  tt^roD  TT}?  ̂ aprvpia,^  «al  vty  aTr1  apx^  w^i^rov  TroXirefav,  icrTec^aj/w/teVo^ 

re  r$  rris  b$>Qap<rias  arc^y  .  .  .,  supposed  to  refer  to  Rev.  iu  10,  but  why  not  to 

1  Cor.  ix.  25  ?  There  might  be  a  reference*,  which  H.  ha*  not  noticed,  in  6 205] 
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32.  The  next  testimony  produced  is  however  of  a  very  different  kind. 

It  is  that  of  Papias,  of  whom  Iren.,  User.  v.  33.  4,  p.  333,  in  adducing 

the  traditional  words  of  our  Lord  respecting  the  millennial  abundance  of 

the   earth,    says,  ravra   Se  /cat   IlaTrm?  'Itoai/TOi;  p,GV   aKQva-rrjs,  TLoXvKapTrov 
Se  eratpos  yeyovcos,  a/c^atos  avrjp,  €yy/oa</>co5   €.7rip.aprvpa,  iv  rfj  r^rdprrj  TOJV 

O.VTOV    /3i/3Xw   ecrrt    yap    a£ra>    7rei/T€    fii/SXia    crwreray/xei/a.      It    is   well 
known  that  Eusebius,  in  his  famous  chapter,  H.  E.  iii.  39,  attempts  to 

set  aside  this  'IcodVvo-u  aKovcrrrjs  by  citing  from  Papias  himself  his  asser- 
tion that  he  set  down  in  his  work  what  he  had  heard  as  the  sayings 

of  the  Apostles,  naming  St.  John  among  them.     But  there  is  nothing 

to  prevent  his  having  united  both  characters,  —  that  of  a  hearer,  and  that 
of  a  collector  of  sayings  :    and  Irenseus,   the  scholar  of  Polycarp,  is 

hardly  likely  to  have  been  mistaken  on  such  a  point.      Now  regarding 

Papias,  as  a  witness  for  the  Apocalypse,  we  have  a  scholium  of  Andreas, 

of  Cappadocia,  at  the   end  of  the   fifth    century  (see  Llicke,  p.  525 

note),  printed  in  substance  in  Cramer's  Catena,  p.   176,  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  commentaries  on  the  Apocalypse  :  -Ttepl  p.ev  rov  QeoTrveva-Tov 

rrj<s  j3if3Xov  TrzpiTTQV  [JiyKvveiv  rov  Xoyov  -^yo-u/xeftx,  TCOV  juaKo/nW  Tpijyopiov 
jii  TOV  0eoXoyoi>  Kal  KvpiXXov,  TTposen  T€  KOL  rcov  ap^atorepwv 

ibv,  Me0oSu>u  /cat  'iTTTroXurov  Tavrrj  Trpo^^aprvpovvr^v  TO  a 

Trap*  &v  KOI  rj/JL€i$  TroAXas  Xa^oVr^s  ac/)Op/x.a9  ct5  rovro  eXyXvOajmcv,  Ka^cas  Iv 
TL<rl  TOTTOIS  xPW€L<5  TOVTWV  7rap€0€fjieOa.  And  accordingly,  on  Rev.  xii.. 

7  —  9,  he  expressly  cites  Papias's  work  :  HaTTTrias  Se  ofrrws  ITTI  TT}S 
X^CCOS6,    K.T.X. 

33.  There  seems  to  be  ample  proof  here  that  Papias  did  maintain, 
as  from  what  we  otherwise  know  we  should  expect,  the  inspiration,  i.  e. 
the  canonicity  of  the  book.     All  that  has  been  argued  on  the  other  side 
seems  to  me  to  fail  to  obviate  the  fact,  or  to  weaken  the  great  import- 

ance of  this  early  testimony.     See   the  whole  discussed  at  length  in 
Stuart,  pp.  250  —  254  :  Liicke,  pp.  524  —  546  :  Hengstenberg,  pp.  101  — 
116.     I  may  be  permitted  to  say,  that  both  the  last-mentioned  Com- 

mentators have  suffered  themselves  to  be  blinded  as  to  the  real  worth  of 

the  evidence  by  their  zeal  to  serve  each  his  own  hypothesis. 
34.  The  Epistle  of  the  churches  of  Lyons  and  Vienne  to  the  churches 

of  Asia  and  Phrygia  concerning  the  persecution  which  befell  them  under 
Marcus  Aurelius,  A.D.  177,  is  preserved  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.  v.  1,  2. 
The  citations  in,  it  from  the  Apocalypse  are  unmistakable.     In  speak- 

,  to  Rev.  xii.  17:  but   it  is  at  best   uncertain.     In  c.  20,  p.  1044, 

xpHTTov,  $  y  5<f£a,  ri^-f),  Kpdros,  jueyaAcwenk/??,  els  ai&vas,  a.id\v9  which,  H.  says,  is 

from  Rev.  v.  13.  w  This  really  is  not  worth  an  answer. 
6  Surely  this  expression,  ̂ TT\  rys  Xe^ecus-,   meets  Liicke's  very  improbable  notion 

(p.  530  f.)  that  the  extract  which  follows  had  no  reference  to  the  passage  in  the  text  of 
the  Apocalypse. 206] 
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ing  of  the  martyr,  Yettius  Epagathus,  they  say,  fy  yap  KOL  tern 

'Xpio-Tov  fjt,a@7]T7J<s  aKoXovQ&v  To>  apvitp  OTTQV  av  vrrdyY}  (Rev.  xiv.  4).  They 
account  for  the  rage  of  the  Pagans  against  the  Christians  by  its  being 
the  fulfilment  of  Rev.  xxii.  11,  fva  rj  ypa<j>7J  7r\?7/oco$i?,  6  avoj&o<s  avop^crdr<a 

ert  /ecu  6  StKcuos  St/cauo^ra)  €T67.  They  call  Christ  6  TTCCTTOS  K.  aXrjOwbs 
paprvs,  and  6  TryxororoKos  rtov  ve/cptoy,  expressions  manifestly  taken  from 
Rev.  i.  5,  iii.  14.  See  Liicke,  pp.  567,  568. 

35.  The  testimony  of  Polycrates  of  Ephestis,  in  Euseb.  H.  E.  v.  24, 
concerning  the  burial  of  St.   John  in  Ephesus,  has  been  pressed  by 
Hengstenberg  into  the  service  of  the  canonicity  of  the  Apocalypse,  but 

is  far  too  uncertain  in  meaning  to  be  fairly  introduced  8.     See  Hengstb., 
pp.  125  —  129  :  and  Liicke,  pp.  568  —  571. 

36.  Cyprian  (cir.  250)  repeatedly  refers  to  the  Apocalypse,  and  un- 
hesitatingly treats  it  as  part  of  Holy  Scripture.     In  Ep.  xiii.  1,  p.  260, 

he  says,  "maxime  cum  scriptum  sit  Memento  undo  cecideris,  et  age 

pcenitentiam,"  Rev.  ii.  5;  see  also  Ep.  xxviii.  1,  p.  300,  Iii.  (ad  Anto- 
nianum  Ep.  x.,  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  iii.)  22,  p.  787.      In  Ep.  xxvi.  4, 

p.  293,  he  cites  the  Apocalypse  as  on  a  level  with  the  Gospels:  "tuba 
Evangelii   sui  nos  excitat  Dominus    dicens,  Qui    plus    diligit    patrem, 

&c.  .  .  .  :  et  iterum,  Beati  qui  persecutionem  passi  fuerint,  &c.  .  .  .  :  et, 

Vincenti  dabo  sedere  super  thronum  meum,  &c."     Rev.  iii.  21. 

In  Ep.  Iii.  ubi  supra,  "  poenitentiam  non  agenti  Dominus  comminatur; 

Habeo,  inquit,  adversus  te  multa,  &c."  Rev.  ii.  20. 

De  lapsis,  c.  27,  p.  488,  "  ipse  quoque  Dominus  prasmoneat  etprsestruat 

dicens  Et  scienfc  omnes  ecclesiee,  &c.  ..."  Rev.  ii.  23. 

De  opere  et  eleem.  c.  14,  p.  611,  "Audi  in  Apocalypsi  Domini  tui 

voceni  ....  Dicis,  inquit,  dives  sum,  &e.  ..."  Rev.  iii.  17.  ̂   The 
opening  chapters  of  the  treatise,  De  Exhortatione  Martyrii,  consist  of 

Scripture  testimonies  strung  together.  In  them  he  cites  the  Apocalypse 

7  Some  think  this  refers  to  Dan.  xii.  10.  But  the  words  there  are  very  different, 

and  not  in  this  grammatical  construction:  and  as  the  Epistle  undeniably  quotes  the 

Apocalypse  elsewhere,  it  is  far  more  natural  to  believe  them  to  come  from 
 it.  This 

being  so,  the  words  */*>«  ̂   ypa^  irK-n^^  are  very  important.  Liicke  himself 
 acknow- 

ledges this  ;  supposing  however  that  Irenaeus  and  the  Asiatic  Greeks  who 
 came  over 

into  Gaul,  brought  with  them  the  belief  of  the  canonicity  into  the  G
alilean  churches. 

Such  a  concession  is  not  to  be  despised. 

*  Hengstb.  maintains  that  in  the  words,  >l»&vms  6  M  rb  credos  ro
v  Kvplov  ava- 

Tre<r6v,  1>s  lyej^9ij  teptbs  rb  irtraXov  -xeQopeKb*  Kal  pdprv?  ical  SiSd
crKaXos,  the  paprvs 

alludes  to  the  papnipta  of  Kev.  i.  9,  and  the  r«pe»s  «.r.A.  to  his 
 having  penetrated  the 

Apocalyptic  mysteries.  It  is  obvious  that  nothing  can  be  more  u
nsafe  than  to  reason  on 

such  hypotheses.  Liicke's  view  which  refers  the  ndprvs  to  the  exile  at 
 Patmos,  and  the 

Dfcher  to  St.  John's  position  as  patriarch  of  the  Asiatic  churches,  is  just  as 
 likely,  ̂ ay, 

with  regard  to  ̂ dpn^  is  not  a  third  view  more  likely  still  ? 
 For  if  Le  was  banished 

to  Patmos,  S^  TV  wrvptav  'Ivrov,  the  ftaprvpla  preceded  and
  occasioned  the  exile, 

and  means  his  preaching  and  testimony  in  Ephesus  or  elsew
here, 

207] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  REVELATION.  [CH,  vrn. 

as  Scripture,  c.  2,  3,  8,  pp.  657  f.,  661  ("e-  in  Apocalypsi  eadem  loquitur 
divinse  prsedicationis  hortatio  dicens"),  10,  11,  12.  The  same  is  the 
case  in  the  Libri  Testimoniorum. 

Besides  these  places  Stuart  quotes  from  his  works,  p.  168,  "  Aquas 
namque  populos  significare  in  Apocaljpsi  Scriptura  divina  declarat, 

dieens,  AqujB,  &c."  Bev.  xvii.  15. 
37.  Athanasius9  (-f-  cir.  373)  gives  in  his  23rd  eVicrroA?)  eoprao-nK^ 

Opp.  Pars  ii.  vol.  ii.  p.  156,  a  list  of  the  books  of  the  sacred  canon, 
dividing  them  into  three  classes  :  the  first  of  these  being  the  canonical, 
which  are  the  sources  of  salvation  :  in  which  only  is  the  true  doctrine  of 
religion  declared,  to  which  no  man  can  add,  and  from  which  none  can 
take  away:  the  second  ecclesiastical — such  as  may  be  read  in  the  church 
for  edification,  but  are  not  inspired  :  the  third,  apocryphal^  written  by 
heretics,  and  supposititious.     In  the  first  class  he  places  the  Apocalypse: 
and  in  his  writings  accordingly  he  refers  to  it  frequently  *. 

38.  In  Chrysostom's  own  works  we  have  no  comments  on  the  Apo- 
calypse, nor  any  distinct  references  to  it  as  Scripture.     That  he   was 

acquainted  with  it,  plainly  appears  from  such  passages  as  that  in  Horn.  L 
on  Matt.  §  8,  vol.  vii.  p.  23,  ed.  Migne,  where  in  speaking  of  the  heavenly 
city,    he    says,    Karap.aO^fLf.v   ovv    av-njs    ra   #e/zeAia,    rag    irvXas    ra$   0,73-0 
craTrfaipov  KOL  /xapyaptrcov  cruy/cci/xeva?. 

Suidas  says  under  'Icocn/i/?;?,  Se^rcu  Sc  6  Xpuaoo-TO/xos  KCU  ras  €7r(,crroAas 
O.VTOV  Tpety,  /cat  TVJV  a/rroKaXvif/w. 

39.  I  recur  again  to  Jerome's  testimony 2.     In  his  letter  to  Paulinus, 
Ep,  liii.,  he  gives  the  whole  sacred  canon.     And  in  including  the  Apo- 

calypse iu  it,  he  remarks,  §  8,  vol,  i.  p,  280,  if  Apocalypsis  Joannis  tot 
habet  sacramenta  quot  verba.     Parum  dixi  pro  nierito  voluminis.     Laus 

omnis  inferior  est.     In  verbis  singulis  multiplices  latent  intelligent^." 
In  his  Comm.   on  Ps.  cxlix.,  vol.  vii.  App.  p.  1267,  Migne,  he  says, 

"  legimus  in  Apocalypsi  Joannis,  quae  in  ecclesiis  legitur  et  recipitur  ; 
neque  enim  inter  apocryphas  script uras  habetur,  sed  inter  ecclesiasticas." 

In  his  Ep.  to  Dardanus,  §  3  (vol.  i.  p.  971),  we  have  the  passage 
cited  at  length  in  the  Proleg.  to  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  §  i.  par.  74, 
in  which  he  says,  "quod  si  earn  (the  Ep.  to  the  Heb.)  Latinorum  con- 
suetudo  non  recipit  inter  scripturas  canonicas,  nee  Grsecoruni  quidem 
ecclesise  Apocalypsin  Joannis  eadem  libertate  suscipiunt .  et  tamen  nos 
utramque  suscipimus,  iiequaquam  hujus  temporis  consuetudinem,  sed 
veterum  scriptorum  auctoritatem  sequentes,  qui  plerunique  utriusque 
abutuntur  testimoniis,  non  ut  interdumde  apocryphis  facere  solent,  quippe 
qui  et  gentilium  literarum  raro  utantur  exemplis,  sed  quasi  canonicis." 

9  See  above,  par.  20. 

i  See  contra  Arianos,  i.  11,  vol.  i.  (ii,  Migne)  p.  327 ;  iv.  28,  p.  506  f. ;  Ep.  ii.  ad  Scrap. 
2,  p.  547,  &c. 

*  See  above,  par.  25. 208] 
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40.  It  is  hardly  worth  while  to  cite  later  and  less  important  authori- 
ties on  this  side.     They  will  be  found  enumerated  in  Stuart,  Tntrod. 

p.  276  :  Davidson,  p.  545  :  and  still  more  at  length  in  Liicke,  pp.  638  ff. 

Of  the  general  tendency  of  later  tradition  I  shall  speak  below,  par.  63. 

41.  I  now  come  to  consider  those  ancient  authorities  which  impugn 
the  apostolicity  and  canonicity  of  the  book. 

42.  First  among  these  in  point  of  time,  though  not  of  importance, 

are  the  Antimontanists  or  Alogi  of  the  end  of  the  second  and  beginning 
of  the  third  century  (see  Epiphan.  Hsei\  li.  32  if.  pp.  4o5  if.:  Neander, 

Kirchengesch.  i.  2,  p.  907)  who  rejected  the  writings  of  St.  John.     OVK 

atSowrat  Se  TraXtv,   says   Epiphanius,   ot  roiovroi  Kara  r&v  VTTO  TOV  aytov 

'IcooWou  etp^/xevcov  e£o7rXt£oyu.evot,  yo/u£oi/T€5  ̂ rj  Trrj  apa  SiVwyrai 
drarparctv   ....   <f>dcn<ovcrc    Se    Kara    rr)<$    aTroKa\v\J/€o>$    raSe 
....  Then  follow  their  objections  against  the  book,  which  are  entirely 

of  a  subjective  character :  rt  /x-e  a>c/>eXet  17  aTroKaXvi/as  'IcoaVi'ov,  Xeyoucra 
fjiOL  Trept  CTrra  dyyeXwv  Kat  cbrra  craXTrt'yycoi/  ;  and  again,  <f>da"KOvo~tv  O.VTL- 
Xeyovrcs,  6Yt  etTre  TraXtv  Tpdif/ov  T(3  dyyeXa)  rfjs  t/c/cX^crtas  rw  Iv  ©uareipots* 
KCLL     OVK     €Vt  C/Cct    €KK\Tf]a LCL    ̂ p LCTT LOLV&V    €V    QvCLTeLprj.        TTCOS    OW    €ypa<^>€   TTJ  /XT/ 

o-ucn?  :  &c.  To  these  apparently  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  presently  to 
be  cited,  alludes,  when  he  says  (ut  infra,  par.  48),  TO/€S  pev  ovv  TWV  -rrpo 

KOLL  dvecr/ce-Jacrav  Tra.vrrj  TO  yStySXt'ov,  Ka^'  €/cacrrov  Ke<j>a\aiov 
9,  ayvaxTrov  re  /cat  acrvXXoyioTOi'  aTro^atVo^res'.  ̂ evSecr^ai  T€  rrjv 

v,  'Icocxwoi;  yap  OVK  ctvat  Aeyoixriv,  dXX*  ovS'  cu7roKa\v\^iv 
/cat  7ra^(€t  K€KaXvfJLfJ,€vr]v  raJ  r^5  dyvotas  TrapaTrcracr/xart* 

OTTCOS  Tcoy  dTrocrroXcov  Twd,  dXX*  oiiS*  oXcosr  TCOV  aytcov  07  TOJV  O-TTO 
TOVTOV  ye.yov4.vai  TTOLTJTTJV  TOV  crvyypcx/x/xaTOs.  K^ptv^ov  Se 

Kat  aTT*  ZKCLVOV  KXrjOelo-av  l&rjpivOiaKrjv  o~vcrTYi(rd[Ji€VOV  atpecrtv, 
^Trtc^T^/Atcrat  ̂ eX^cravra  TW  cavrov  TrXaayxaTt  OVO^OL.  TOVTO  yap  e?i/at  T»Js 

8tSacrKaXtas  a-uroi)  TO  Soy/xa,  €7rtyetov  eo-ecr^at  TT)V  rot;  xjpujrov  /3ao-tXetav, 

Kat  £v  avros  copeycro  <]E>tAocrt6/>taT05  a>v  Kat  TTCXVU  o~apKtKos,  ev  rovrots  ovct- 

pOTroXcti/  €O"€cr^at,  yacrrpos  Kat  rcov  VTTO  yacrrcpa  TrX^crftovats,  rovrecm  o-trtot? 

Kat  TTorots  Kat  ydfjiois,  KCU  8t'  Sr  eixfrrjiAOTepov  ravra  w^^  Troptctcr^at,  eoprafe 

Kat  0vo~iat<s  Kat  tepetcov  crffraya'ts. 
43.  I  have  considered  it  important  to  quote  this  passage  at  length, 

as  giving  an  account  of  the  earliest  opponents  to  the  authenticity  of  the 

Apocalypse  and  of  the  reason  of  their  opposition.     The  student  may 
farther  follow  out  the  account  of  these  Alogi  in  Epiphanius,  1.  c.     They 

have  been  very  lightly  passed  over  by  Liicke  (p.  582)  and  others,  who 

are  not  willing  that  their  procession  of  opponents  to  the  apostolic  author- 
ship should  be  led  by  persons  whose  character  is  so  little  creditable. 

But  the  fair  enquirer  will  not  feel  at  liberty  thus  to   exclude  them. 

They  were  perhaps  more  outspoken  and  thorough,  perhaps  also  less 
learned  and  cautious  than  those  who  follow:  but  their  motives  of  oppo- 209] 
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sition  were  of  the  same  kind  :  and  it  is  especially  to  be  noted,  as  a 

weighty  point  in  the  evidence,  that,  being  hostile  to  the  authority  of 

the  writings  commonly  received  as  those  of  the  Apostle  John,  they  in 

their  time  conceived  it  necessary  to  destroy  the  credit  of  the  Apocalypse 

as  well  as  that  of  the  Gospel. 

44.  The   Roman    presbyter    Caius,        Xoy^raros   avrjp  according   to 

Euseb.  vi.  20,   who  lived  in  the  Episcopate  of  Zephyrimis  (i.  e.  196 — 

219),   wrote    a  polemical   dialogue   against  the  Montanist  Proclus,  of 

which  a  fragment  has  been  preserved  by  Eusebius  iii.  28,  speaking  out 

still  more  plainly  :   aXXa  /ecu  KypwOos  o  Si9  a-jroKaXvifj^v  o>s  VTTO  awocrroXov 

eypapp&w  reparoXoytas  ̂ lv   u>s    SC  ayye'Aa>i/  awg  SeSay/^eVas 
€7T€tscxye63  Aeyojv  /xera   rty   avdcrracrw  Ziriyziov  etvai  TO  fiaatXciov 

fat   iroXiv   eiri6vfjila.is   KOL  ̂ Soi/cus   ev   'IcpovcraXrjfj.    ryv   crdpKa 
SovXevcii'.      *ai  cx#/>ds  V7rdpx<»v  rats  ypa^alsr  rov  6eov,  apiOpov 

^tXtovTacTta.9  €i'  yapvcoprfjs  ̂ eXwj/  -irXavciv  Xeyet  yCi'tcrQai. 

45.  Some,  as  Hug,  al.,  have  in  vain  endeavoured  to  persuade  us  that 

some  other  book  is  here  meant,  and  not  the  Apocalypse  of  John.     No 

such  work  is  to  be  traced,  though  we  have  very  full  accounts  of  Cerin- 

thus  from  Irenceus  (Hser.  i.  26,  p.  105)  and  Epiphanius  (H»r.  xxviii. 

pp.  110  i£) :  and  neither  the  plural  faroKaXvil/ew  (which  is  also  used  by 

Dionysius,  as  cited  below,  of  our  apocalyptic  visions),  nor  the  exaggerated 

account  of  the  earthly  Kingdom  as  promised  (see  the  same  in  the  objec- 

tions of  the  Alogi  as   cited  by  Dionysius  above)  can  have  the  least 

weight  in  inducing  us  to  concur  in  such  a  supposition. 
46.  When  Liicke  sets  aside  Caius  in  the  same  category  as  the  Alogi, 

as  having  equally  little  to  do  with  ecclesiastical  tradition,  we  cannot 

help  seeing  again  the  trick  of  a  crafty  partisan  wishing  to  get  rid  of  an 
awkward  ally. 

47.  Undoubtedly  the  weightiest  objector    to  the  canonicity  of  the 

Apocalypse  in  early  times  is  DIONYSIUS,  the  successor  next  but  one  to 

Origen  in  the  presidency  of  the  catechetical  school  of  Alexandria,  and 

afterwards  bishop  of  that  see  (A.D.  247).     This  worthy  scholar  of  Ori- 

gen (see  Neander,  Kirchengesch.  i.  p.  1229  f.)  remained  ever  attached 

to  him,  loving  and  honouring  him :  and  wrote  him  a  letter  of  consola- 
tion when  he  was  thrown  into  prison  in  the  Decian  persecution.     This 

Dionysius,  as  he  himself  tells  us,  had  become  a  believer  in  the  Gospel 

by  a  course  of  free  investigation,  and  unbiassed  examination  of  all 

known  systems :   and  after  his    conversion,   he  remained   true  to  this 

principle  as  a  Christian  and  as  a  public  teacher.     He  read  and  examined 
without  bias  all  the  writings  of  heretics,  and  did  not  reject  them,  until 

he  was  thoroughly  acquainted  with  them,  and  was  in  a  situation  to 
confute  them  with  valid  arguments.     While  he  was  thus  employed,  one 

of  the  presbyters  of  his  church  warned  him  of  the  harm  which  his  own 210] 
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soul  might  take  by  so  much  contact  with  their  impure  doctrines.  Of 
this  danger,  he  says,  he  was  himself  too  conscious  ;  but  while  pondering 
on  what  had  been  said  to  him  he  was  determined  in  his  course  by  a 

heavenly  vision  (opajma  ̂ COTTC/XTTTOV  TrposcAtfov  eTreppoxre  fte)  :  and  a  voice 

distinctly  said  to  him,  "Head  every  thing  that  comes  into  thy  hands:  for 
thou  art  well  able  to  judge  and  prove  them  all  (Tracrtv  evTvyxave  olg  av 

€t9  ̂ etpas  Aa/3ots'  Si€v6vv€Lv  yap  c/cao-ra  /cat  So/ctju,a£etv  tKavos  ct):  indeed 
such  was  at  the  first  the  source  of  thine  own.  faith."  And,  he  says,  "I 
received  the  vision  as  agreeing  with  the  apostolic  say  ing  (aTrocrroAt/cT?  <£<^75) 

which  says  to  the  strong  (TOVS  SvvarcoTepovs)  rtveo-0€  So/ajaoi  Tpcure^trat." 
48.  The  notices  left  us  of  Dionysius  in  the  seventh  book  of  Eusebius, 

entirely  correspond  with  the  above.  And  the  judgment  which  he  passes 
on  the  Apocalypse  is  characterized  by  sound  discretion  and  moderation. 
I  give  it  at  length. 

After  the  passage  already  cited  in  par.  42,  he  proceeds  (Eus.  H.  E. 

Vli.  25)  :  "  Kat  yap  €t  [JLr]  orvvtV^t,  dAA*  VTTOVOO)  ye  vovv  Ttva  j3oL0vr€pov 
eyK€tb"$ac,  TOL$  prjfJiao-w.  OVK  tSta>  Tavra  ju,€Tpcov  /cat  KptVtov  Aoytcrjuu),  Trtirret 

Be  TrAeov  vi^vy  vif/rjXorepa  ?j  VTT*  c/xoi;  KCLTaXrj^OrjvoLL  VZVQILIKOS  /cat  OVK 
a7roSo/a//,a£a)  ravra  a  fir)  awccopa/ca,  ̂ av/xa^a)  Se  fJiaXXov  ort  JJLVJ  KOI  €tSov." 

*E7rt  roi;rots  rr}v  oXyv  rfjs  airoKaXvif/ews  fiacravicras  ypa<j>r}v,  aSwaroi/  Sc 
avrrjv  Kara  T^V  Trpo^etpov  aTroSet^a?  voei&Oai  Stcxi/otav,  €7rt<£epet 

"  SwreXeoras  877  Tracrav,  a>s  etTretv,  r^v  Trpo^Tyretav,  jua/capt^et  6 
TOVS  re  <j*vXdcrcrovTa<s  O.VTTJV,  Kal  $rj  /cat  lairroy.  Ma/cap tos  yap  <f>7](rw  6 

TT^pcov  TOVS  Xoyovs  TT^S  Trpo^retas  TOO)  /3t/3Atoi>  TOTJTOU*  /cdycb  'Icoaj/vT^s  6 
/?Ae7ra>i>  /cat  a/co7j<ov  ra^ra.  KaAetcr#at  )U£r  oS^  avrov  'ItadvvTjv,  /cat  c?yat 

TT)V  ypa<£>r]v  'I&dwov  Tavrrjv,  OVK  ai/repai.  *Aytov  yu-cv  yap  eti/at'  rtvos  icat 
GtoirvevcTTOv  o"watvo>.  O5  ̂ t?;v  paStaj?  ai/  crvvOeCfjwjv  rovrov  elrat  roi' 

oroAov,  rov  vtov  Ze/^eSatoi;,  rov  dSeA^ov  9Ia/cc5y3ov,  oS  TO  c-uayyeAtov  TO 

'Icoai/j/^T/  €7rty€ypa/x./>t€i/ov,  /cat  17  iTTto-ToA?;  ?;  /ca^oAt/c?;.  Tc/c/jta/po/xat  yap  c/c 
T€  TOV  77^0 us  €/caT€po)i/5  /cat  To£5  Tcoi/  Aoycoy  ctSous,  /cat  TT}S  TOU  /3ij3XCov 

aycoyTys  Acyo/x. €1/775,  JLLT;  TOV  avrov  eti/at.  *O  /^ey  yap  euayyeAiOT-^s 
TO  ovofJia  avrov  Trapcyypac/ict,  o^Se  Kfipvcraru  lavrov,  OVTC  Sta  TOV  evayyeAtou, 

OVTC  Sta  TT^s  eTrio'ToA^?."  EW  wojSa?,  TTaAtv  TauTa  Aey€t,  "  *I<oaw7;s  $€ 
OvSfi     (US     TTCpt     laVTOV     OvS<£     O)5     -TTCpl     €T€pOV     O     Se     TT^J/     OLTTOKaXvif/LV 

ev$vs  TC  lavTov  4v  ap^Tj  -rrpoTacncret*  ATro/caAvip'ts  'JT^CTOT}  XptoroO  >^v 
l-Sco/cej/  avT(3  Se^at  Tot?  SovAot?  avTOv  Iv  Taj^et.  Kat  ccny/x-avcv  aTrooretAas 

Sta  TOV  dyyeAov  avTOv  TO>  SovAw  avTOv  'IcoavvTj,  os  l/mpTvpTycre  TOV  Aoyov  TOV 

6eov  /cat  TT;V  /aapTvptav  awov  oo*a  cISci/.  EJra  Kat  cTrtcrToATyv  ypa^et*  'IcoaVvTys 

Tats  ITTTOC  e/c/cATjcrtats  Tats  Iv  TTJ  'Acrta,  ̂ apts  Tj/^tv  /cat  ctpTjvT/.  *O  8e  y€  €vay- 
ovSc  TT;S  /ca^oAt/c^^  €7rto"ToA5s  Trpoeypat/fcy  cavTOv  TO  ovo//,a,  aAAa 

TT*  avTov  TOV  fJLVo"T7jpLOV  T7?9  ̂ eta?  a,7ro/caAv^eo)s  rjp^aro  *O  rjv  air 

aKrjKoajJicv,  o  Icapa/ca/xev  Tots  oc/j^aA/xoTs  T^/JLOOV.  "Em  TavTTj  yap  ry 
Kal    O    KVpAOS    TOV    UcTpOV    C/Xa/CaptO^CV    €t7TOJV    MaKOptOS    ct 211] 
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(Bap  *Iooi/a,  on  crap£  Kat  atjua  OVK  aTreKaXvi^e  <rot,  aXX'  6  Trar^p  /zov  o  ovpdVtos. 

"AXX*  ovSe  Iv  rfj  Scvrcpa  cjSepo/xeV??  'IcoaWov  KOI  Tpirr},  KatYot  /3pa^etat? 

ovcrats  iTrtcrroXats,  6  ""la>dV  VTJS  6Vo/xao~Tt  TrpOKCtrat,  aXXa  aVtoi/v/xcos  o  Trpecr- 

/3vT€po$  yeypaTTTat.  OVTOS  8e  -ye  ovSc  avVapKCS  cVd/ucrev  ctsaTra^  eavroj/ 

oVo/xaeras,  8t77yeur$at  ra  !£•>}<?,  aXXa  TraXti/  aVaXa/t/3ai/€t  *Eya>  *Ia>ai/i/7?s  6 
Kol  crvyKOti/a>i/os  eV  T^  6\L\j/€i  KOL  /JacnXeta  Kal  cv  vT 

IT/  777  vrjcru*  rf}  Ka\,ovjji€vr)  Hdrjn<ay  Sia  TOV  Xoyov  TOT) 

/cat  T-^V  p.aprvp[av  *Irj<rov.  Kal  877  /cat  vrpo?  r<3  reXa  ravra  ctTre  Ma/captos  6 

T77pwi/  ro-us  Xdyovs  T^S  TTpo^ret'as  TOI)  fit/3\iov  rovrov.  Kcxyco  'Icoaw;?  6 

^QXcTrwi/  /cat  a/coi5cor  raiJra.  ''Ort  yu-ev  oSv  *Icoaj/T/77§  ccrrti/  6  ravra  ypd<f>o)v} 
avraJ  Xeyoyrc  TrtcrTeureoj/*  Troto?  8c  ovroSj  01877X0^.  O^  yap  erTrev  eavroi/ 

etvaiy  a>s  €F  r<3  evayyeXtw  TroXXa^ov,  roi/1  ̂ yaTT^^tei/oi/  ̂ TTO  TOU  Kvpiov 

fjLaOrjrijv,  ov$€  TOV  dScX^oy  *Ia/cc5/3ou3  ouSe  rov  avTOTrryv  /cat  avriJKOov  TOV 
Kvptov  yevofjitvov.  E?TT€  y^p  av  Tt  TOIUTCOV  raiv  TrpoSeS^Xto/^i/a)!/, 

cavrov  €/JL<pavicrai  /^oi'Xo/^evos.  *AXXa  TOVTOIV  /xci/  o^Sci/.  *ASeXc/>oi/  Se 

/cat  crvy/cotvo)^oi/  €T7T€  /cat  fjLoipTVpa  'Irjcrov,  /cat  /xa/captov  errt  TT}  ̂ea  /cat 

TOJV  (XTro/caXtJi/'Ccov.  HoXXot'S  Sf  6/jiwi/vfjc.ovg  'IcodW^  rw  d7roo"ToXa) 
ycyovcvat,  ot  Sta  TT)V  ?rp6s  €/c€Ti/ov  d-yaTnyv,  /cac  TO  OavfJLd&LV  /cat 

ayoiTrrjOrjvaC  rz  6/xotcos  a,-uTt3  /3ouXeo-$at  VTTO  TOV  Ki/ptov,  /cat  T?)V 

T>;V  a-uT'Jjv  -^crTraoravTo.  c/Os7rcp  Kal  6  HaxJXo?  TroXiis  Kat  87^  Kat  6 

oTs  TCJDV  TrtCTTcov  Tratatv  6i/o/xa^€Tat.  ̂ Eo^Tt  /^€v  ovv  /cat  cVcpos  'i 
aTs  Trpcxfecrt  TCOV  aTroo-roXcov  6  eTrtKX^^cts  McCp/cos*  ov  Bapva^ffas  /cat 

lauToT?  cn>/-t7rapeXa/3ov,  Trcpt  o5  /cat  TrcitXtv  Xeya  ETj^ov  8e  /cat  'ItaQwvrjv  t>7T- 
vjpirrjv.  Et  8e  OVTOS  6  ypdi/^a?  Icrriv,  OVK  av  <j*atrjv*  ovo€  yap  a<pi)(6ai  crvv 

atrots  cts  r^v  "Acrtai/  ycypaTrrat*  dXXa  *Ai/a^^€VT6s  /otcv  ̂ -^crtv  aTro  TT}$ 

Ha<£ou  ot  Trept  Ha9Xov,  ̂ X^or  cts  Ilepy^v  7^5  Haftc^uXtag.  *Io)dvv7;s  8e 

aTro^wp^o-as  aTr*  aurwv,  v7ricrTp€.\l/€v  €t$  'JepocrdXv^ta,  ̂ AXXov  Se  Tti/a  o?/xat 

rojy  cy  *A(ria  ycvo/^eVco^'  c-Tret  /cat  8uo  tfzacriv  zv  *Ec/»€<ja)  yevecr^at 

/cat  €Ka.T€pov  'icodVvov  Xeyeo"0at.  Kat  aTro  TCOV  vorjfJLOLTOJV  Be  /cat 

Kat  TTJS  ari/Tafccos  a-urtoi/,  etKorws  crepes  O?TO?  Trap*  CKeli/ov  VT 
/.tei/  yap  dXX^Xots  TO  evayyeXtov  /cat  17  CTrtaToX^,  o/xotcog  TC 

*Ev  ̂ PXlJ  ?v  ̂  Xdyos*    •§  Se,  tNO  ̂ F  aTrap^s.      To 
Kal  o  Xoyos  crap^  cyeVeTO,  Kat  ecrK^vcoo"€v  ei/  ̂ /xTv,  Kat  e^eacra/u,€^a  T?)I/ 

ov,  Sdfai/  a>s  /xovoycj/ovs  Trapa  TraTpds'  17  Se  TO,  avTa  cr/>ttKpc3  TrapTjXXay- 

a,  *O  aKrjKoafjLGV,  o  IcopaKa/x-ei/  TO!S  oc/>$aX/zots  ̂ /u-w,  o  e^eacra/xc^a,  /cat 

at  \£p€$  ̂ aiv  c^Xcx^^aav,  Trcpt  TOV  Xdyov  TT}S  ̂ a)^?'  Kat  -37  ̂co>)  l<j>av€pMrj. 
TavTa  yap  TrpoavaKpovVrai  StaTetvo/xei/os,  a>s  cv  Tots  €$}s  cS^Xcocre  Trpos  TOVS 

OVK  cv  orapKt  cj6do"KOVTas  cX^Xv^ei/at  TOV  Kvptov*  8t*  a  Kat  o"W7J\j/€.v  €7T£,ju,eXo)S 

Kal  o  l<opaKa/t€V  /xap-rvpov/xci/,  Kal  aTrayyeXXo/xcy  v/^rv  TT)V  ̂ a)^v  T^V  atcovtov, 

^ri?  ̂ v  Trpos  TOI/  7raT€pa,  Kal  l<]>avepw>@rj  v/xtv  o  IcapaKa/xcv  Kat  a.KrrjK.6a[Ji€v> 

arrayy€\Xo}JL€V  vpZv*  vE^6Tat  avrov  Kal  TOJV  7rpo0€a"€cuK  OVK  dc/>t<jTaTat.  Ata 
Sc  Toji/  avraw  Kec/>aXato)v  Kal  orOftarcDi/  iravra  Ste^cp^eraf  <OF  Ttva 

CTWTO/ACOS  vTro/x^cro/xev.  eO  8c  Trposc^cas  evrvy^ai/coi/  evp^crct 
212] 
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epo)  TroXXrjv  TTJV  ̂ ijv,  TroXv  TO  <^>co5,  d7rorpO7r?)v  TOV  ovcorcws,  cruvc^ij  rrjv 

r,  TT)T/  ̂ aptv,  TT/V  ̂ (apdV  TrjV  crapfca  Kai  TO  at/xa  TO€  Kuptov,  TTJIV 

a/x.apTta>v,  T?)V  Trpos  ̂ ag  dyaTrTyv  TOT)  #eov,  r^v  ?rpos 

eVroX-^i/,  a>s  Tracras  Set  cfrvXacro-ew  ras  eVroXdV  6 

ro9  KOCT/XOI;,  rou  Sia/3oXoi;,  rov  avTi^picrTOV^  -37  eTrayycXca  TOO)  OLJLQV 

s,  17  vto^ecrta  TOT)  ̂ eov,  -^  8toXov  Trtcrrts  >;/ACOV  dTratrotJ/^cv^,  6  Trar^p 

/cat  6  vtos  7ravTa^o9*  /cat  oXcos  Sta  Tra^rcuv  \apaKTV)  pit.ovra^  eVa  /cat  TOT^  OLVTQV 

crvvopav  rov  re  cuayyeXtov  /cat  rijs  eTTtcrroX^s  ̂ paira  -Trpo/cctrat.  "AXXoioraT?; 
oc  Kat  ̂ ev77  Trapa  raajra  17  CL7TOK(iXv\j/i<s)  jjLrjre  €<j>aTrTQfjL€V7],  yu/^re  yctrvtcocra  TOIJTCOI/ 

r^eSov,  a>s  ctTreTv,  /x^Sc  crvXXa/3v]v  Trpos  avra  Kotv-^v  e^ovo-a'  dXX*  ouSfi 
rtva  ovSe  li/i/otav?  ovr€  ̂   iTTLCTToXrj  rJJs  aTroxaXv^ews  e^et*  ca>  yap 

ro  evayyeXtov*  oifre  T>5s  cTrto-roX^s  "^  ajroKoXvif/Lg'  IlavXci;  Sta  TCOV  eTTtcrroXcov 

rt  Kat  Trept  Twv  dTTOKaXvi/rccov  auTOv,  as  ou/c  iv€ypa\f/€  Kad* 

*Ert  Se  /cat  7~5s  c/>pdcr€<jos  r^v  8tac/>opav  ecrrt  rc/c^pacr^at  ro9  euayy€- 
Xtov  /cat  TT}S  €7rt<rroX^s  Trpos  T^  aTro/caXui/rtv.  Ta  /x.cy  yap  o£  povov 

aTTTatcTTcos  Kara  TI)I>  eEXX7jvo>i/  ̂ Sxov^v,  dXXa  Kat  Xoytcorara  rats  Xefecri,  rots? 
crvXXoyt<T/x,ots,  rats  crwrdfecrt  r^s  epfJirjveias  yeypaTrrat.  HoXXo9  ye  Set 

(3dp/3ap6v  TLVCL  <p96yyov,  rj  croXotKtcr/xo^  ̂   oXco?  t8iamcr/x,ov  er  avrots  cvpe^- 

yat.  'EKarepov  yap  ctj(€l/?  <^5  eotKe,  rov  Xdyov,  d/xc/jorcpa  a-urw  ^aptcra/xeVoi; 
TOV  Kvptov,  TOV  re  r^g  yvcocrea)?,  TOI/  re  TT}S  ̂ >pdcreco5.  Tovro)  Se  aTroKaXvif/w 

JAW  IwpaKe^at,  Kat  yi/cocrti/  tlXrjtfrlvai  KOLL  Trpoc/jT/retW,  OUK  dvrepto,  StaXeKTov 

/xeVrot  Kat  yXwcrcrai/  OUK  aKpt^cS?  eXX^^t^ovorav  avrov  /3Xe7ra>,  aXX*  tStci/Aacrt 

fiei/  /3ap/3apiKo'is  ̂ pco^tevov,  Kat  ?rov  Kal  croXot/ct^ovra.  "A-Trep  OVK  avayKatov 
T/Oi/  eKXeyetv*  ovSe  yap  cTrtcrKoiTrTcov,  /LtTy  rts  vo/ucrrjj  ravra  eTiroK,  aXXa  JJLOVOV 

TJ]V  oii/o  fJLoioTrjra  SievOvvwv  rcoi/  ypa<jkcoj/.J' 
49.  It  will  be  seen  that  while  on  the  one  hand  he  separates  himself 

from  those  who  disparaged  the  book  and  ascribed  it  to  Cerinthus,  on 
the  other  he  distinctly  repudiates   all   literal   interpretations  of  it  as 
impossible,  and  approaches  the  enquiry  with  a  strong  anti-chiliastic  bias. 
This  more  especially  appears,  from  a  previous  chapter  of  the  same  book 
of  Eusebius,  in  which  is   detailed  the  proceeding  of  Dionysius  with 
regard  to  the  schism  of  Nepos,  an  Egyptian  bishop  of  chiliastic  views  ; 
Eus.  H.  E.  vii.  24. 

50.  With  regard  to  the  whole  character  of  Dionysius's  criticism,  we 
may  make  the  following  remarks  : 

a)  its  negative  portion  rests  upon  grounds  common  to  him  and  our- 
selves, and  respecting  which  a  writer  in  the  third  century,  however  much 

we  may  admire  his  free  and  able  treatment  of  his  subject,  has  no  advan- 
tage at  all  over  one  who  writes  in  the  nineteenth.    It  is  as  open  to  us  as 

it  was  to  him,  to  judge  of  the  phenomena  and  language  of  the  Apoca- 
lypse as  compared  with  the  Gospel  and  Epistles  of  St.  John. 

b)  the  positive  result  of  his  argument,  if  fairly  examined,  is  worth 
absolutely  nothing.     The  writer  to  whom  he  ascribes  the  book  is,  oven 213] 
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to  himself,  entirely  unknown  :  more  unknown  than  Silvanus  as  a  con- 

jectural author  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  more  unknown  than 

even  Aquila.  The  very  existence,  in  his  mind,  of  the  other  John,  who 

wrote  the  Apocalypse,  depends  on  the  very  shadowy  words  lirel  /cat  8vo 

<j>aaiv  li/  *E<£eVa>  yevivQai  (jivrjjJLara,  /cat  tKarepov  IwaVvov  Xeyecr(9at. 
51.  And  this  latter  consideration  is  very  important.     It  shews  us 

that  at  all  events,  the  idea  of  John  the  Presbyter  having  written  the 

Apocalypse  was,  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century,  wholly  unknown  to 

ecclesiastical  tradition  in  the  church  of  Alexandria :  or  else  we  should 

never  have  found  this  seeking  about  and  conjecturing  on  the  matter. 

52,  I  shall  treat,  further  on,  the  question  raised  by  this  criticism  of 

Dionysius  as  to  the  internal  probability  of  the  authorship  by  the  Apostle 

John,     At  present  I  advance  with  notices  of  those  who  impugned  or 

doubted  it  in  ancient  times. 

53.  And  of  those  we  next  come  to  Eusebius  of  Cassarea,  the  well- 

known  ecclesiastical  historian.     His  opinion  on  the  question  is  waver- 

ing and  undecided.     In  his  H.  E.  iii.  24,  having  asserted  the  genuine- 

ness of  St.  John's  Gospel  and  First  Epistle,  and  placed  the  other  two 

Epistles  among  the  aT"rtXeyo/A<n>a,   he   proceeds,  rfjs  S"  aTroKaXvif/eus  c</>' 
c/carcpov   ert  vvv  -rrapa   rots   TroXXots   Trepte'XKcrat   f)   So£a.      o/xa>9  y€  ̂ v  IK 
rJJs  r&v  apxaiw  paprvpfas  ev  ot*c€ta>   /catpa)  rrjv  €7ri/cpt<7tv  Several  /cat  cum/. 

Again  in  the  next  chapter,  in  giving  a  list  of  the  6//,oXoyou/*emi  Gciai 

ypa<£at,  when  he   has  mentioned  the  four  Gospels  and  Acts  and  one 

Epistle  of  St.  John  and  one  qf  St.  Peter,  he  says,  ITT!  rouVots  rctKreov 

c?  ye  <£ai/et?7,  ryv  airoKoXv^fiv  'IcooWov,  TTC/H  fjs  TO.  So^avra  Kara  Katpbv  IK- 
6-y](r6fji€0a.     And  a  little  below,  when  he  is  speaking  of  the  voOa,  he  says, 

en  re  o>5   €<jj)77i/  77  *Iwawov  aTTOKaXu^t?  el  <poLV€trjy  jjv  nv€<s  a>s  tyyv  aOf- 

Irepot  B€  cy/cpcvotJcrt  rots  6/AO/Voyo-u/xevots, 
54,  In  iii.  39,  in  adducing  the  well-known  passage  of  Papias,  el 

Kal  TraprjKoXovQ'rjKvs  rts  rots  TT/oecrySvrepots  eA&u,  roi?  rwv  7rp<-cr/3vT€p<*)T/ 

avtKpivov  Aoyovs'  ri  'AvSpcas  07  ri  Hc'rpos  cT^rci/  vj  ri  ̂ tAtTTTro?  T)  rt  ®co/xas 

rj  'laicwjSog  ̂   rt  'J&dvvys  ̂   Mar^atos  $  TIS  crcpos  raiv  rov  KvpCov  jua^rtov, 

a  re  'ApccrrtW  /cat  6  Trpccr/Jvrepos  'laxxwTy?  ol  rov  Kvpiov  fAaOrjral  Xeyovcrtv, 

he  says,  evQa  feat  iTrtar^o-at  a&ov  fits  /carapt^owrt  avrw  TO  'Iwdwov 

ovopa,  &v  rov  fjikv  Trporcpov  IIerpa>  /cat  *Ia/c<6)8a)  /cat  Mardauo  /cat  rots  Xot- 

rots  aTrocrroXoLS  oaiy/caraXeyct,  <rac/»6js  S^Xcav  TO)/  c^ayycXtcrTTyv,  TOV  8"  crcpov 
8tacrT€tXa5  TW  Xoyov  ercpots  Trapa  rov  TCOV  aTTocrToXcov  apcO/mov 

Trpora^as  a£ro£  roi'  *Apto"Tta)ya'  crac/>ci)s  T£  a£?w  Trpcarfivrcpov 
c  Kat  Sta  rovrcor  aTroSct/cwor^at  TT^V  Icrropiav  aXyOfj  TCUV  Svo 

Kara  rr;v  'Acrta^  6/xovv/Atot  Kc^p7Jo"0ac  ctp^Korcov,  SIJQ  re  cv  *Bc/>€cra)  ycvccr^at 
ra,  Kal  c/carepov  *Icuavi/ov  ert  vvv  Aeyecr$at,  ots  Kat  d^ay/catov  Trepos 
rov  vow*  et/cos  yap  rov  Sevrcpo^,  ct  /x^  Tt§  e$€Xoi  roi/  Trpwroi/  r^/v  ITT 

s  ̂epo/xeviyv  'Iwaj^ov  diro/caXvi^tv  I 214] 
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55.  The  student  will  observe  how  entirely  conjectural  and  valueless 
as  evidence,  is  this  opinion  of  Eusebius.  Certainly  Liicke  is  wrong  in 
his  very  strong  denunciations  of  Hengstenberg  for  describing  Eusebius 
as  studiously  leaving  the  question  open.  For  what  else  is  it,  when  lie 
numbers  the  book  on  one  side  among  the  undoubted  Scriptures  with  an 
ci  </>aF€U7,  and  then  on  the  other  among  the  spurious  writings  with  an 

ct  <£av€i?7  also  :  while  at  the  very  moment  of  endorsing  Dionysius's  con- 
jecture that  the  second  John  saw  its  visions,  he  interposes  el  /AT?  rts 

e#eAo6  rov  TT/XDTW  ?  That  a  man  with  the  anti-chiliastic  leanings  of 
Eusebius  concedes  thus  much,  makes  the  balance  of  his  testimony 
incline  rather  to  than  away  from  the  canonicity  of  the  book.  I  would 

not  press  this,  but  simply  take  it  as  indicating  that  in  Eusebius's  time, 
as  well  as  in  that  of  Dionysius,  there  was  no  ecclesiastical  tradition 
warranting  the  disallowing  it  as  the  work  of  the  Evangelist.  Adverse 
opinion  there  was,  which  found  its  fair  and  worthier  employ  in  internal 
criticism,  and  issued  in  vague  conjecture,  resting  on  the  mere  fact 
of  two  persons  named  John  having  existed  in  Ephesus.  Who  and 

what  the  second  John  was,  whether  he  had  any  right  to  speak  of  him- 
self as  the  writer  of  the  Apocalypse  does,  or  to  address  with  authority 

the  seven  churches  of  Asia,  —  on  these  and  all  such  questions  we  are 
wholly  in  the  dark. 

56.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (+  386)  is  a  more  decided  witness  for  the 
exclusion  of  the  Apocalypse  from  the  Canon.  In  his  Catecheseis,  iv.  35, 

36,  pp.  68  f.,  having  prefaced  the  account  of  the  twenty-two  canonical 
books  of  the  (X  T.  with  -zrpos  TO,  d7roKpv<pa  fjLrjftev  c^e  KOWOV,  he  enu- 

merates the  canonical  books  of  the  N.  T.,  the  four  Gospels,  Acts, 
seven  catholic  epistles,  fourteen  of  St.  Paul,  and  concludes  ra  Se  Aowra 

l^co  JC€t<r$a>  cv  Scurepa).  KCU  ocra  lv  €KK\7]cr(ai<s  f»)  aFaymocnceTat, 

//.r/S€  Kara  cravrov  ayayiva>cr/ce,  /caucus  r/Kovcras.  And  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  he  appeals  for  this  arrangement  to  ancient  authorities:  for 

he  says  to  his  catechumen,  in  the  words  alluded  to  in  the  last-cited  clause, 
ravras  fJi6va<s  jueAera  o-TrouSatW,  a?  /cat  lv  cK/cA^trta  ftera  irappycrias  avayi- 
VCt)(JKO/X€V.        TToAv     O"O1>     <fipOVLfJUtiT€pOL     KOL      €^Aa/3eCTT€pOt     ̂ CTttF     ol     <X7TO<TToAor 

icai    ot    dpxcuot,   cmoTKOVOt    ol    T^S    e/c/cA^crca?    Tr^ocrrarat,    ol    raura?    7ra/>a- 

57.  Cyril  nowhere  mentions  the  Apocalypse  by  name.  But  he 
seems  to  use  it,  and  even  where  he  by  inference  repudiates  it,  to  adopt 

its  terms  unconsciously.  An  instance  of  the  former  is  found  in  Cat.  i. 

4,  p.  18,  where  he  says  to  his  catechumen,  speaking  of  his  baptism, 

Kara^-ureu]?  €t«r  rov  vorjrov  TrapaSeiaw  AajitjSavets  ovojua  KCUVOV  Rev.  ii. 

7,  17.  Of  the  latter,  in  Cat.  xv.  13,  p.  230,  where,  professing  to  get  his 

particulars  respecting  Antichrist  from  Daniel,  and  having  said  omcrco 

a/uro)i>  avao-r^aerat  jSacrtAeus  crcpos  05  vTrcpotcret  KCIKOIS  Trai/ras  TOVS  ?///7rpo(r0ev, 215] 
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lie  proceeds,  ml  rpcts  /SacrtAeis  rairaWicrefc,  STJ\OV  Se  ore  euro  rcov  Se'/ca 
Trporepoav,  a?ro  Sc  T£V  SeVa  TOUTCOI/  roug  rpets  rarreww  Trai/rws  ort  auros 

078005  /Bao-iXeva-ei:  this  last  particular  being  from  Rev.  xvii.  11. 

Again,—  although,  ib.  c.  16,  p.  232,  he  protests  respecting  the  three  and 

a  half  years  of  Antichrist's  reign,  OVK  e£  diroKpvcfxav  Aeyo/xev,  aAA'  e/c  TOV 
AavwJA,—  in  c.  27,  p.  239,  he  alludes  to  the  heresy  of  Marcellus  of 

Ancyra  in  these  words,  TOV  SpaKOvros  ICTTLV  aXXy  Ke<paXrj  7rpo$<£arco5  Trept 

rriv  TaXariav  aya^vctcra  (Rev.  xii.  3).  Indeed  previously  in  c.  1  5,  p.  232, 

he  had  written  Se«w  ro  dyptov,  Spa/cow  /Jieyas,  avdpanrots  a/caray<oi/«rTOS, 

credos  cfe  TO  KaraTTtcu/,  evidently  from  the  same  place  in  the  Apocalypse. 

58.  Thus  Cyril  presents  to  us  remarkable  and  exceptional  pheno- 

mena :  familiarity  with  the  language  of  the  book,  so  as  to  use  it  uncon- 

sciously   as    that  of  prophecy,    combined  with  a  repudiation  of  it  as 

canonical,  and  a  prohibition  of  its   study.     It   would  appear  that  there 

had  been  at  some  time  a  deliberate  change  of  opinion,  and  that  we  have, 

in  these  evident  references  to  the  Apocalypse,  instances  of  slips  of  me- 

mory, and  retention  of  phraseology  which  belonged  to  his  former,  not  to 
his  subsequent  views. 

59.  In  the  sixtieth  canon  of  the  synod   of  Laodicea,  held  between 

343  and  381  (see  Hefele,  Conciliengeschichte,  i.  721  ff.),  an  account  of 

the  canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments  is  given  in  which 

the  Apocalypse  is  omitted.     The  genuineness  of  this  canon  has  been 

doubted  (Liicke,   p.  361),  but  apparently  without  reason  :  see  Hefele, 

ut  supra,  pp.  749  if.     We  next  come  to  the  testimony  of  Gregory  of 

Nazianzen  (  +  390),    who  in   his   poem,   TTC/H  r&v  yvrja-fav  /3i/?A<W   rrjg 

faoTrvwvTQv  ypa</n}s,  vol.  ii.  (iii-  Migne)  p.  259  ff.,  gives  the  same  canon 

as   Cyril,   and   adds,    Wo-as  €x€ts*    **  TL  ̂   TOUTCOV  OCTOS,  OVK  Iv  yn?ortois. 

But  here  again,  as  in  Cyril's  case,  we  are  met  by  the  phenomenon  of 
reference  to  the  book  and  citation  of  it  as  of  theological  authority.     In 

Oratio  xlii.  9,  vol.  i.  (ii.  Migne)  p.  755,  he  says,  speaking  of  the  angels 

presiding  over  chmxshes,  7m#o/xcu  fuv  aAAous  aAA??s  Trpoo-Ta/mv  c/ocA^cnas, 

a>s  'Icoaw??   SiSaovcei   /xc  Sta   r?Js  aTro/caAityecos.     And  in   another  place, 
Oratio  xxix.  17,  p.  536,  he  cites,  in  speaking  of  the  Godhead  of  Christ, 

KOL  6   iv    KCU   6  fy  KCU  6  epxo/*ei>os  Kal  o  Travrofcparop,  adding,  cra<^o>s  Trcpl 
TOV  vlov  Aeyojttera. 

Liicke  suggests  in  explanation  of  this,  that  possibly  the  churches 

of  Asia  Minor,  especially  that  of  Cappadocia,  had  excluded  the  Apoca- 

lypse from  public  reading  in  the  church,  on  account  of  the  countenance 
which  it  had  been  made  to  give  to  the  errors  of  Montanism,  and  placed 

it  among  the  air6Kpv<j>a.  This  may  have  been  so  :  but  I  cannot  think 
his  inference  secure,  that  therefore  we  may  infer  the  general  fact,  that 
the  book  rested  on  no  secure  ecclesiastical  tradition. 

60.  In  the  Iambi  ad  Seleucum,  printed  in  Gregory's  works,  ii.  (iii. 216] 
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Migne)  p.  1104  f.,  ascribed  by  some  to  Gregory  himself,  but  more 

usually  to  Amphilochius  of  Iconium,  we  have  the  Apocalypse  mentioned 

by  name  :  rrjv  8*  aTroKaXvif/w  r-qv  *I<oav^ov  TraXw  rtvcs  pJtv  lyKpivovcriv,  ol 
TrXetovs  Se  ye  voQov  \zyovcrw.  ovros  ctyrevSecrraTOS'  KOLVWV  av  elrj  T&V  0€07n/€v- 
orrcov  ypou^toi'. 

But  it  is  to  be  noticed,  that  in  the  scholium  of  Andreas  cited  above, 
par.  32,  he  enumerates  Gregory  among  those  who  recognized  the 
canonicity  of  the  Apocalypse. 

61.  After  this,   it  will  be  sufficient  to  give  a  general  view  of  the 
antagonism  to  the  authority  of  the  book.     It  was  maintained  chiefly  in 
the  Eastern  church ;    the  Western,  after  the  fifth  century,  universally 
recognizing  the  Apocalypse.     It  is  remarkable  that  Sulpicius  Severus 

(Hist.   Sacr.  ii.  31,  Lucke)   says  the  Apocalypse  is  "  a  plerisque  aut 
stulte  aut  inipie"  rejected.      But  as  Liicke   observes,    he  must  have 
found   these  "  plerique  "  in  the  Greek,  not  in  the  Latin  church.     Pope 
Gelasias  (Migne  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  cxxx.  p.  984)  in  his  decree  "  de  libris 
recipiendis  et  non  recipiendis "  (500)  gives  the  book  its  place  in  the 
Canon  of  the  Catholic  Church,  between  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul  and  the 
Catholic  Epistles.     Primasius  and  Cassiodorus,  in  the  sixth    century, 
expound  it  as  apostolic  and  canonical.     But  Junilius  the  African,  the 
friend  of  Primasius,  says,   De  partib.  leg.  div.  i.  4,  in  Migne  Patr.  Lat. 
vol.  Ixviii.  p.  18,  that  only  seventeen  books,  viz.  the  O.  T.  prophets  and 

the  book  of  Psalms,  contain  the  Scripture  prophecy :  "  cseterum,"  he 
continues,  "  de  Joannis  apocalypsi  apud  Orientales  admodum  dubitatur." 
This  he  had  learned  from  Paulus,  a  Persian,  of  the  school  of  Nisibis : 

and  he  consequently  seems   inclined  not  to  place  it  among  the  "  libri 
perfectse  auctoritatis." 

62.  The  fourth   synod  of  Toledo  (633)  in   its   seventeenth   canon, 
decrees  that,    seeing   the  Apocalypse  is  by   many  councils  and  Popes 
sanctioned  as  a  work  of  the  Apostle  John,  and  as  canonical,  it  should 
under  pain  of  excommunication,  be  preached  on  in  the  church  between 

Easter  and  Pentecost.     The  Synod  speaks  of  "  plurimi  qui  ejus  auctori- 
tatem   non  recipiunt,   atque  in  ecclesiis  Dei  prsedicare    contemnunt." 
This,  Liicke  thinks,  points  to  doubters  in  the  West  also.      But  Isidore 
of  Seville  ( -f  636)  in  his  De  officiis  eccl.  i.   12,  vol.  vi.  pp.  374  if., 
having  giyen  the  generally  received  canon,  speaks  of  many  Latins  who 
doubted  of  the  Pauline   origin  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  of  the 
genuineness  of  2  Peter,  of  the  Epistle  of  James,  and  2  and  3  John  ;  but 
not  a  word  of  any  who  doubted  about  the  Apocalypse.     So  that  it  may 
be  after  all  that  the   Synod  of  Toledo,  as   Junilius,    may   allude    to 
Orientals  only. 

63.  Henceforward  in  the  Western  church,  with  the  sole  exception  of 
the  Capitulare  of  Charlemagne,  which,  following  Greek  authorities  and 217] 
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especially  tlie  Synod  of  Laodicea,  excluded  tlie  book  from  public 
reading,  we  find  universal  recognition  of  the  Apocalypse  until  the 
Reformation. 

64.  In  the  Greek  church  during  the  last  noticed  period  opinions 
were  much  in  the  same  state  as  in  the  fourth  century.  On  one  side  we 
find  rejection  of  the  book,  at  the  least  from  public  ecclesiastical  use  :  on 
the  other,  unsuspecting  reception  of  it  as  a  genuine  work  of  the  Apostle 
John.  ^Neither  side  takes  any  pains  to  justify  its  view  critically,  but 
simply  conforms  to  local  ecclesiastical  usage.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  de 
Adorat.  vL  vol.  i.  p.  188,  says,  TO  TTJS  drroKaXvifrcoyg  fiL/3X.iov  rjfjuv  <rwrt#€ts 

6  <TO<£OS  alo)aj/v^9j  o  Kal  rats  T&V  Trarepcov  reri/x^rat  jjioycjkots.  The  very  ex- 
pression here,  it  is  true,  betrays  consciousness  of  the  existence  of  doubts, 

which  however  do  not  affect  his  confidence,  nor  that  of  his  contem- 

poraries Nilus  and  Isidore  of  Pelusium3. 
65.  At  Antioch,  however,  the  opinion  in  cent.  v.  seems  to  have  been 

different.     Its  greatest  Father  of  this  period,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia 

(-J-  429),  never  cites  the  Apocalypse  in  his  extant  writings  and  frag- 
ments,  even   where  we  might  have   certainly   expected   it.       In    the 

fragments  of  his  expositions  of  the  N.  T.  we  have  no  allusion  to  it,  even 
when  on  2  Thess.  ii,  3  ff.  (Migne,  Patr.  Gr.  vol.   IxvL  pp.  933  ff.)  he 
speaks  of  Antichrist  and  of  the  second  Advent  ;  nor  again  in  his  Com- 

mentary on  the  twelve  prophets.     Opponent  as  he  was  of  the  allegorical 
method  of  interpretation,  he  may  have  been  withheld  from  receiving  the 
Apocalypse  by  consciousness  that  no  other  mode  would  suit  it  :  or  he 
may  have  followed  the  older  practice  of  the  Syrian  church,  and  the  canon 
of  the  Laodicean  Synod.     Still,  he  rejected  the  Epistle  of  James,  which 
both  these  recognized  :  and  Liicke  thinks  he  may  have  rejected  the 

Apocalypse  from  the  decision  of  his  own  judgment,  helped  by  his  dis- 
inclination to  the  book,  and  the  existing  doubt  about  its  canonicity  : 

being  one  of  those  who,  like  Luther  in  later  times,  "  den  Kanon  im 
Kanon  suchten  und  fanden." 

66.  Theodoret  (bishop  of  Cyrus,  +  457)  alludes  two  or  three  times 
to  the  book  in  his  Dialogues  on  the  Trinity  (iii.  12)  and  on  the  Holy 
Ghost  (i.  18,  printed  by  Migne  among  the  works  of  Athanasius,  vol.  iv. 
pp.  447,  485):  but  on  2  Thess.  ii.  and  on  Heb.  xii.  22,  he  leaves  it  un- 

noticed, as  also  in  his  Commentary  on  Daniel.  On  Ps.  Ixxxvi.  2,  vol.  i. 
p.  1217,  he  seems  to  aim  at  describing  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  in  con- 

trast to  the  apocalyptic  description.  In  speaking  (hzeret.  fabb.  lib.  ii.  3, 
vol.  iv.  p.  329  f.)  of  Cerinthus,  and  (lib.  iii.  1,  2,  6,  pp.  340  f,,  346  ff.) 
of  the  Nicolaitans,  the  Montanists,  and  even  of  the  chiliast  Nepos  and 
his  antagonist  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  he  says  not  a  word  of  the 

Kilns  de  Orat.  75,  76,  p.  494  f,  Isidor.  Pel.  Epp.  i.  13,  188,  pp.  4,  56;  ii.  175,  p.  208 
218] 
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Apocalypse.  Only  in  his  Dialogus  Immutabilis  (vol.  iv.  p.  59)  he  once 
names  it,  and  adduces  ch.  i.  9  with  the  formula  Iwcm^s  <t>r)<riv  :  but  then 
it  is  in  citing  from  Athanasius. 

67.  After    this,   in    the    sixth    century,    the    Syrian    churches  were 
divided   on   the   matter.       The  Nestorians   rejected   the   Apocalypse, 
following  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  and  the  Peschito  :  the  Monophysites 
received  it,  following  the  Alexandrians,  and  Hippolytus,  and  Ephrem 
Syrus.     See  Liicke,  pp.   644,    o,   who  thinks  from  certain  indications 
that  even  among  them  it  was  not  in  ecclesiastical,  but  only  in  theo- 

logical use* 
68.  In   the  Greek    church   in  Asia   Minor,    we  have   Andreas,  of 

Caesarea  in  Cappadocia,   the  writer  of  the  first  entire  and  connected 
Commentary  on  the  Apocalypse.     He  fully  and  earnestly  recognizes  its 
genuineness  and  inspiration,   and  (see  above,  par.  32)  appeals  to  the 
testimony  of  the  ancients  to  bear  him  out :  mentioning  by  name  Papias, 
Irenseus,    Methodius,    Cyril   of  Alexandria,    and    Gregory    Theologus 
(of  Nazianzum).     It  is  perhaps  hardly  fair  in  Liicke  to  infer   that, 
because  he  names  so  few,  more  might  not  have  been  adduced  :  hardly 
fair  again  to  conclude  that,  because  he  promises  to  use  their  writings  in 
his  Commentary,  and  has  not  expressly  cited  them,  he  did  not  so  use 
them,  or  was  himself  one  of  the  first  who  explained  the  book. 

69.  Arethas,  who  followed  Andreas  *  in  his  see,  and  in  his  work  of 
commenting  on  the  Apocalypse,  repeats  in  his  prologue  the  scholium  of 
Andreas  on  the  Inspiration  of  the  book,  adding  the  authority  of  Basil 
the  Great.     But  we    are   now  approaching   a   time  when,   as  Liicke 
remarks,  it  is  really  of  small  import  who  used  the  book  and  who  did 
not,  who  regarded  it  as  the  work  of  the  Apostle,  and  who  did  not. 
Still,  a  few  facts  stand  out  from  the  general  mass,  which  may  be  useful 
as  indications,  or  at  all  events  have  a  claim  to  our  attention. 

70.  Such  is  the  fact  of  the  omission  of  all  reference  to  the  Apocalypse 
in  the  writings  of  Cosmas  Indicopleustes  in  cent.  vL     In  his  Topogr. 
Christiana,  book  vii.  (in  Migne,  Patr.  vol.  Ixxxviii.),  he  treats  of  the 
duration  of  the  heavens  according  to  Scripture,  and  Liicke  thinks  must 
of  necessity  have  cited  the  book  had  it  been  in  his  canon.     Still,  he  uses 
the  Festal  Epistle  of  Athanasius,  in  which  it  is  expressly  included  in  the 
Canon. 

71.  The  second  canon  of  the  Trullian,  or  Quinisextan  council,  sanctions 
on  the  one  hand  the  canon  of  the  Laodicean  council  and  that  of  the 

eighty-five  apostolical  canons,  both  which  omit  the  Apocalypse,  and  on 
the  other  that  of  the  African   Synods  of  the  end   of  the  fourth  and 

beginning  of  the  fifth  centuries,  which  include  it.      Various  conjectures 

4  At  what  interval,  is  uncertain.     Some  place  him  as  early  as  540 :  others,  not  till 

the  10th  century.     See  Liicke,  p.  617,  note. 219] 
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Aave  been  made  as  to  the  account  to  be  given  of  this  (see  Llicke,  pp. 

648,  9).  The  desire  to  leave  the  question  open  (Liicke)  can  hardly  have 

been  the  cause.  We  may  safely  leave  such  evidence  to  correct  itself. 

72.  The  list  may  be  closed  with  one  or  two  notices  from  later  cen- 
turies, shewing  that  the  doubts  were  not  altogether  forgotten,  though 

generally  given  up. 

Mcephorus  (beginning  of  cent,  ix.),  in  his  Chronographia  brevis, 

p.  1057,  Migne,  reckons  only  twenty-six  books  of  the  N.  T.,  and  does  not 

mention  the  Apocalypse  either  in  the  m/rtAeyo'/xeva  or  in  the  aTro'/cpi^a. 
73.  A  prologue  to  the  book  in  the  cursive   codex  64  (cent.  x.  or 

beginning  of  ad.),  after   defending  its   canonicity  and  apostolic  origin, 

apologizes  thus  for  the  ancient  Fathers  not  mentioning  it  among   the 

books  to  be  openly  read  in  church  :  Trepi  yap  rfflv  dvay*aiW  fa   avrois 

^  <7irov&7,  KOA  Trpos  ra  jcaren-etyovra  urravro,  ravTTjv  py  eyKptVovreg  avrots, 

•j?  Sta  TO  //.eptfcok  fMj  &cri'0«rftu  avrorfs,  ̂   Sta  TO  d<ra<j>€$  av-r^s  KOL  Svsty 

Kal  oXt'yots   8iaXa/*)8avoft€Vov   /cat    VOOTJ/XCVOI/,    aXXco?   TC   oT/xai    Sta^  TO 

vv^lpov  eivaA  TOCS  TroXXois  ra  eV  avrfj  fidOr}  epewav,  jwySfc  X«GPtT€\&. 

74.  In   the  procemium  given  in  Cramer's    Catena    to    the   extracts 
from  the  comments  of  CEcumenius  (cent.  xi.)5  p.  173,  the  canonicity  of 

the  book  is  strongly  asserted,  and  its  being  yu/u^crts  -n?s  a?ro  TOV  CTT!  TO 

vrfjQos  dva/cXurecas  T^S  virepdeov  <ro<f>tas  rov  yya'TrrjjMevov,  and  not  TOJV  v66<av9 

o)s  Ttv£S  TrXdi'co  o"vyfcpoTov^€vo6  Trvcv/xart  ̂ X^pciS^crav.      For  this,  the  writer 

refers  to  Athanasius,  Basil,  Gregory,  Methodius,  Cyril,  and  Hippolytus  : 

and  then  says  o£/c   av  TOIOVTOIS  KOL  TOO-OVTOLS  dvOpd>irot,s  rovro  SOKOVV,  €t  prj 
TO  jJL€Tpiov  avrw  rj&ecrav  cr7rouSa£(>/x.€VOV. 

75.  In  the  ̂Church  History  of  Nicephorus  Callistus  (cent,  xiv.),  he 
treats  it  (ii.  42)  as  an  acknowledged  fact  that  the  Apostle  John,  when  in 
exile  in  Patmos  under  Domitian,  wrote  his  Gospel  and   his   itpov  Kal 

ei/0€ov  oVoKoXvi/av.     Still,  when  enumerating  the  books  of  the  canon  in 

ii.  46,  partly  from  Eusebius,  he  says  summarily  of  the  Apocalypse,  that 

rives  l<f>avTd<r07)(rav  that  it  was  the  work  of  John  the  Presbyter. 
76.  It  will  be  well  to  review  the  course  and  character  of  the  evidence 

from  antiquity.     As  we  have  before  noticed,  so  again  we  may  observe, 

that  throughout,  we  have  results  here  in  marked  contrast  to  those  of  our 

enquiry  regarding  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews.      In  that  case  there  was 

a  total  lack  of  any  fixed  general  tradition  in  the  earliest  times.    Gradually, 

the  force  and  convenience  of  an  illustrious  name  being  attached  to  the 

Epistle  bore  down  the  doubts  originally  resting  on  its  authorship,  and 

the  Pauline  origin  became  every  where  acquiesced  in.     Nothing  could 

be  more  different  from  the  history  of  the  doubts  about  the  authorship  of 

the  Apocalypse.     Here  we  have  a  fixed  and  thoroughly  authenticated 

primitive   tradition.     It  comes  from  men  only  removed   by   one    step 
from  the  Apostle  John  himself.       There   is   absolutely   no  objective 220] 
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evidence  whatever  in    favour  of  any    other  author.     The   doubts   first 
originate  in  considerations  purely  subjective. 

77.  These  are  divisible  into  two  classes,  anti-chiliastic  and  critical. 
It  was  convenient  to  depreciate  the  book,  on  controversial  grounds.     It 
was  found  advisable  not  to  read  it  in  the  churches,  and  to  forbid  it 
to  the  young  scholar.     And,  as  matter  of  fact,  thus  it  was  that  the 
doubts  about  the  authorship  sprung  up.     If  it  countenanced  error,  if  it 
was  not  in  the  canon,  if  it  was  not  fit  to  be  read,  then  it  would  not  be 
the  work  of  the  Evangelist  and  Apostle. 

78.  Again,  to  the   same  result  contributed   the  critical  grounds  so 
ably  urged  by  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  and  observed  upon  above,  par. 
50.     I  have  there  remarked,  not    only  how  absolutely   shadowy  and 

nothing-worth  is  Dionysius's  oT/xat  that  John  the  Presbyter  wrote  the 
book,  but  how  this  very  word  is  most  valuable,  as  denoting  the  entire 
absence  of  all  objective  tradition  to  that  effect  in  the  middle  of  the  third 
century. 

79.  Thus  the   doubts   grew  up,  and  in  certain  parts  of  the  church, 
prevailed  :  the  whole  process  being  exactly  the  converse  of  that  which 
we  traced  in  our  Prolegomena  to  the  Hebrews. 

80.  And,  as  far  as  the  force  of  ancient  testimony  goes,  I  submit  that 
our  inference  also  must  be  a  contrary  one.     The  authorship  of  the  book 
by  the  Apostle  John,  as  matter  of  primitive  tradition,  rests  on  firm  and 
irrefragable  ground.     Three  other  authors  are  suggested:  one,  Cerin- 
thus,  by  the  avowed  enemies  of  the  Apocalypse, — an  assertion  which  has 
never  found  any  favour :  the  second,  John  the  Presbyter,  whose  exist- 

ence seems  indeed  vouched  for  by  the  passage  of  Papias,  but  of  whom  we 
know  nothing  whatever,  nor  have  we  one  particle  of  evidence  to  connect 
him  with  the  authorship  of  the  Apocalypse  :  and  the  third  John  Mark 
the  Evangelist, who  is  equally  unknown  to  ancient  tradition  as  its  author. 

81.  As  far  then  as  purely  external  evidence  goes,  I  submit  that  our 
judgment  can  only  be  in  one  direction :  viz.  that  the  Apocalypse  ivas 
written  by  the  Apostle  John,  the  son  ofZebedee. 

82.  It  will  now  be  for  us  to  see  how  far  internal  critical  considerations 
substantiate  or  impugn  the  tradition  of  the  primitive  church. 

83.  And  in  so  doing,  it  will  be  well  for  us  at  once  to  deal  with  certain, 
confident  assertions  which  Liicke  and  others  are  in  the  habit  of  making 
respecting  the  testimony  of  the  Apocalypse  itself. 

84.  Liicke  begins  this  portion  of  his  Introduction  by  setting  aside  at 
once  the  evidence  of  Justin  Martyr  and  Irenaeus,  on  the  ground  of 

supposed  inconsistency  with  the  "  Selbstzeugniss"  of  the  writer  him- 
self;— he  cannot  be  the  Apostle  and  Evangelist,  "because  he  plainly 

distinguishes  himself  from  the  Apostles ;" — referring  back  to  a  previous 
section  for  the  confirmation  of  this  assertion.     On  looking  there,  we 221] 
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find  "in  ch.  xxi.  14,  in  describing  the  heavenly  Jerusalem,  he  speaks 
expressly  of  the  twelve  Apostles  of  Christ  and  their  names  on  the  twelve 
foundation  stones  of  the  celestial  city,  but  apparently  in  such  a  manner 
as  not  in  any  way  to  include  himself  among  them,  but  rather  to  exclude 
himself  from  them,  and  to  speak  of  them  as  a  higher  and  special  class 

of  servants  and  messengers  of  God.'* 
85.  Now  let  the  reader   observe   that   the   "apparently"   ("augen- 

scheinlich  ")  of  the  former  section  has  become  "plainly"  ("  deutlich") 
in  the  latter  :  for  it  is  thus  that  even  the  best  of  the  Germans  are  often 

apt  to  creep  on,  and  to  build   up  a  whole  fabric  of  argument  upon  an 
inference  which  at  first  was  to  themselves  merely  an  uncertainty. 

86.  In   this  particular    case,   the  original  assertion  has  in   fact   no 
ground  to  rest  upon.     The  apocalyptic  writer  is  s>mpJy  describing  the 
heavenly  city  as  it  was  shewn  to  him.     On  the  foundations  are   the 
names  of  the  twelve  Apostles  of  the  Lamb.     Now  we  may  fairly  ask, 
What  reason  can  be  given,  why  the  beloved  Apostle  should  not  have 
related  this  ?     Was  he   who,  with  his   brother  James,  sought  for  the 
highest  place  of  honour  in  the  future  kingdom,  likely  to  have  depre- 

ciated the  apostolic  dignity  just  because  he  himself  was  one   of  the 
Twelve  ?  and  on  the  other  hand,  was  lie  whose  personal  modesty  was  as 
notable  as  his  apostolic  zeal,  likely,  in  relating  such  high  honour  done  to 
the  Twelve,  to  insert  a  notice  providing  against  the  possible  mistake 
being  made  of  not  counting  himself  among  them  ? 

87.  So  that  the  first  tentative  introduction,  and  the  very  confident 
after-assertion,  of  this  testimony  of  the  book  itself,  are  alike  groundless. 
A  similar  instance  will  be  found  below,  when  we  come  to  discuss  the 

time  and  place  of  writing,  of  confident  assertion  respecting  two  sup- 
posed notices  of  date  contained  in  the  book  itself.  They  turn  out  to  be 

altogether  dependent  for  their  relevancy  on  a  particular  method  of 
interpretation,  not  borne  out  by  fair  exegesis 

88.  The  notices  contained  in  the  Apocalypse  respecting  its  writer  may 
be  stated  as  follows  ° 

First,  his  name  is  John,  ch.  L  1,  4,  9,  xxii.  8. 
89.  Secondly,  he  was  known  to,  and  of  account  among,  the  churches 

of  proconsular  Asia. 
90.  Thirdly,  he  was  in  exile  (for  so  we  submit  must  the  words  of  ch. 

i.  9  be  understood :  see  note  there)  in  the  island  of  Patmos  on  account 
of  his  Christian  testimony. 

We  may  add  to  these  personal  notices,  that  he  takes  especial  pains 
to  assert  the  accuracy  of  his  testimony,  both  in  the  beginning  and  at  the 
end  of  his  book  :  ch.  i.  2,  xxii.  8. 

91.  Now  thus  far  we  have  nothing  which  goes  against  the  eccle- 
siastical tradition  that  he  was  the  Apostle  and  Evangelist  John.     In 222] 



§  i.]  AUTHORSHIP,  AND  CANONICITY.  [PROLEGOMENA. 

the  latter  part  of  his  life,  tMs  Apostle  was  thus  connected  with  procon- 
sular Asia,  long  residing,  and  ultimately  dying  at  Ephesus  :  see  Prole- 

gomena to  Vol.  I.,  ch.  v.  §  i.  9  if.  It  is  impossible  to  reject  this  con- 
current testimony  of  Christian  antiquity  :  nor  have  even  those  done  so, 

whose  douhts  on  the  Apocalypse  are  the  strongest. 
92.  Again,  the  exile  of  the  Apostle  John  in  Patmos  under  Domitian 

is  matter  of  primitive  tradition,  apparently  distinct  from  the  notice  con- 
tained in  the  Apocalypse  :  for  his  return  from  it  under  Nerva,  of  which 

no  notice  is  contained  in  that  book,  is  stated  as  such  by  Eusebius  : 

Tore  (when  the  senate  after  Domitian's  death  decreed  that  the  unjustly 
exiled  should  return  to  their  homes)  Srj  ovv  KG!  TOV  a-TrocrroXov  'l 

OTTO  T^5  Kara  TTJV  vvjcrov  cf>vyyj$  TVJV  ern  T>Js  *E<^c<7ov  Siar/H/J^v  a 
6  TOT/  Trap*  fjfuv  apxafav  TrapaSi'Swcrt  Xoyo?,  H.  E.  iii.  20.  And  again, 
ib.  23,  errt  TOTJTOCS  Kara  TTJV  "Acrtav  en  r<3  /Jap  7r€piX€wro/x,€vo$  auros  efceivos 
ov  'rjya.Tra  6  'BjcroiJs  aTrocrroXos  6/xoO  /cat  cuayycXtcrT^s  "Iwavnys  Tas  OLVTO&L 
8i€iir€v  e/c/cX?7o-tas,  OTTO  r^5  Kara  rf/v  VTJCTOV  //.era  TT»V  AojutertavoS 

93.  Equally  definite  is  the  tradition,  that  St.  John  lived  on  among  the 

Asiatic  churches  till  the  time  of  Trajan  :  see  Prolegg.  "Vol.  I.,  ut  supra. 
94.  It  is  worth  while  just  to  pause  by  the  way,  and  consider,  in  what 

situation  we  are  placed  by  these  traditions.     To  reject  them  altogether 
would  be  out  of  all  reason:  and  this  is  not  done  by  Laicke  himself. 
So  that  we  must  either  suppose  that  portion  of  them  which  regards  the 
exile  to  have  found  its  way  in,  owing  to  the  notice  of  Rev.  i.  9,  or  to 
have  been,  independently  of  that  notice,  the  result  of  a  confusion  in 

men's  minds  between  two  persons  of  the  same  name,  John.     Either  of 
these  is  undoubtedly  possible:  but  it  is  their  probability,  in  the  face  of 
other  evidence,  which  we  have  to  estimate. 

95.  We  may  safely  ask  then,  was  either  of  these  mistakes  at  all 
likely  to  have  been  made  by  Irenaeus,  who  could  write  as  follows  ; 

/xc  Swoordai  €i7T€tt>  KOL  TOV  TOTTOV  cv  <S  /ca0e£o/A€vos  SteXeycro  6  //.a/capios 

s,  KCU  rag  -rrpooSovs  avrov  Kal  ras  ctsoSous  /cat  TOV  ̂ apaKTvjpa  rov 
jStov  icat  TT/V  TOV  crco/*aro5  tScav  KOI  ras  SiaXc^eis  as  l^ratctro  Trpos  TO  ̂ Xi^os, 

wcat  Tiqv  fj,6Ta  *Io)dwov  crwavcL<TTpO(f)rfv  a>5  a^r^yyctXc,  KCU  rrjv  TOJV  XO'CTTCOV 
rail/  ecopaKOTcov  TOV  /cupiov,  Kal  a>s  dTrc/^VTy/iovcDc  TOVS  Xoyous  avraiv.  I  own 
it  seems  to  me  out  of  all  probability  that  such  a  writer,  in  ascribing  the 

Apocalypse  to  John  the  Apostle,  could  have  confused  him  with  another 

person  of  the  same  name.  If  we  ever  have  trustworthy  personal  tradi- 
tion, it  is  surely  when  it  mounts  up  to  those  who  saw  and  conversed 

with  Mm  respecting  whom  we  wish  to  be  informed. 

96.  It  may  be  said  indeed,  that  Irenaeus  does  not  mention  the  exile 
in  Patmos,       But  this  would  be  mere  trifling:  tie  does  not,    simply 
because  he  had  no  occasion  to  do  so  :  but  his  own  date  of  the  seeing  of 
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the  Apocalypse,  at  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Domitian  (see  above,  par.  7), 
would,  in  combination  with  other  notices,  be  sufficient  to  imply  it  :  and 
besides,  he  admits  it  by  inference  from  his  unhesitatingly  adopting  the 
book  as  written  by  the  Apostle. 

97.  It  seems  then  to  me  that  the  course  of  primitive  tradition,  even 

among  those  who  did  not  believe  the  Apocalypse  to  have  been  written 
by  the  Apostle,  asserts  of  him  that  he  was  exiled  in  Patmos  under 
Domitian  :  and  that  we  have  no  reasonable  ground  for  supposing  this 
view  to  have  arisen  from  any  confusion  of  persons,  or  to  have  been 
adopted  merely  from  the  book  itself.     Persons  are  appealed   to,  who 
knew  and  saw  and  heard  the  Apostle  himself:  and  those  who  thus 
appeal  were  not  likely  to  have  made  a  mistake  in  a  point  of  such  vital 
importance. 

98.  We  now  come  to  a  weighty  and  difficult  part  of  our  present 
enquiry  :  how  far  the  matter  and  style  of  the  Apocalypse  bear  out  this 
result  of  primitive  tradition.     The  reader  will  have  seen,  by  the  pre- 

vious  chapters   of  these   Prolegomena,  that  I  am  very  far  from  de- 
precating, or  depreciating,  such  a  course  of  criticism,     I  do  not,    as 

some  of  those  who  have  upheld  against  all  criticism  the   commonly 
received  views,  characterize  such  an  enquiry  as  presumptuous,  or  its 
results  as  uncertain  and  vague.     It  is  one  which  the  soundest  and  best 

critics  of  all  ages  have  followed,  from  Origen  and  Dionysius  of  Alexan- 
dria down  to  Bleek  and  Lucke  :  and,   as  I  have  elsewhere  observed, 

is  one  which  wiE  be  more  esteemed  in  proportion  as  biblical  science  is 

spread  and  deepened. 
99.  In  applying  it  to  the  book  before  us,   certainly  the  upholder 

of  the  primitive  tradition  of  its  Authorship  is  not  encouraged  by  first 
appearances.      He  is  met  at  once  by  the  startling  phenomena  so  ably 
detailed  by  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  at  the  end  of  his  judgment  (above, 

par.  48).     The  Greek  construction  of  the  Gospel  and  Epistle5,  though 
peculiar,  is   smooth   and    unexceptionable,    free   from  any   thing  like 

barbarism  or  soloecism  in  grammar  :  ov  povov  aTnraiVnDs  Kara  TTJV  'EAA^- 
v<ov  <})<*>VTqv,   says  Dionysius,  aXXa  Kal  Aoytwrara  rats  Ae^ccrtj  roTs  cruAAo- 
yicr/Aots,    rats    crwra^ecrt    r^s    Ip/x/^vcias    yeypaTrrat.      When  however    we 
come  to  compare  that  of  the  Writer  of  the  Apocalypse,  we  find,  at  first 
sight,  all  this  reversed  :  StdkcKrov  Kal  yAcocrcrav  OVK  d/cpi/3oo$  eAA^j/i£ovcrai> 
avrov  jSAcini),  dAA    tSiai/xacrt  /*«/  f3ap]3apiKOL$  VPW/ACVOV,  iccu  TTOV  Kal  croAot- 

100.  All  this  must  be  freely  acknowledged,  and  is  abundantly  exem- 
plified in  the  following  Commentary*  The  question  for  us  however  is 

5  I  speak  in  the  course  of  this  argument  of  the  first  Epistle  only,  as  undoubted  ;  not 
that  I  do  not  believe  the  second  and  third  to  he  genuine  and  characteristic  also.  See 
above,  chap.  vi.  §  i. 224] 
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one  which  lies  deeper  than  the  surface,  and  beyond  mere  first  appear- 
ances.    It  presents  itself  to  us  in  a  double  form : 

1)  Is  there  any  account  which  might  be  given  of  this  great   dis- 
similarity, consistent  with  identity  of  Authorship  ? 

2)  Are  there  any  indications  of  that  identity  lying  beneath  the  sur- 
face, notwithstanding  this  great  dissimilarity  ? 

101.  In  reply  to  the  first  question,  several  thoughts  at  once  suggest 
themselves  as  claiming  mention  and  contributing  to  its  solution.     The 

subject  of  the  Apocalypse  is  so  different  from  those  of  the  Gospel  and 

Epistle,  that  we  may  well  expect  a  not  inconsiderable  difference  of  style, 
In  those,   the  Writer  is,  under  divine   guidance,  calmly  arranging  his 
material,  in  full  self-consciousness,  and  deliberately  putting  forth  the 

product,  in  words,  of  his  own  reflectiveness  :  in  this,  on  the  other  hand, 

he  is  the  rapt  seer,  borne  along  from  vision  to  vision,  speaking  in  a 

region  and  character  totally  different6.     Is  this  circumstance  any  con- 
tribution to  our  reply  ?     Let  us  consider  further. 

102.  St.  John  was  not  a  Greek,  but  a  Galilean.     To  speak  a  certain 

kind   of   Greek  was    probably  natural  to  him,  as  to  almost   all   the 
inhabitants  of  Palestine  of  his  time.     But  to  write  the  Greek  of  his 

Gospel  and  Epistle,  can  hardly  but  have  been  to  him  matter  of  effort. 

Or  to  put  it  in  another  point  of  view,  the  diction  and  form  in  which 

they  were  conveyed  were  the  result  of  a  deliberate  exercise  of  a  special 

gift  of  the  Spirit,  matured  by  practice,  and  deemed  necessary  for  the 

purpose  of  those  writings,  to  be  put  forth  in  them. 

103.  In  the  Apocalypse,  the  case  may  be  conceived  to  have  been 

different.     The  necessarily  rhapsodical  and  mysterious  character  of  that 

book  may  have  led  to  the  Apostle  being  left  more  to  Ms  vernacular  and 
less  correct  Greek.     Circumstances  too  may  have  contributed  to  this. 

The  visions  may  have  been  set  down  ia  the  solitude  of  exile,  far  from 

friends,  and  perhaps  from  the  appliances  of  civilized  life.     The  Hebra- 
istic style  may  have  come  more  naturally  in  a  writing  so  fashioned  on 

Old  Testament  models,  and  bound  by  so  many  links  to  the  prophecies  of 

Hebrew  prophets.    The  style  too  of  advanced  age  may  have  dropped  the 
careful  elaboration  of  the  preceding  years,  and  resumed  the  rougher 
character  of  early  youth. 

104.  I  do  not  say  that  these  considerations  are  enough  to  account  for 

the  great  diversity  which  is  presented :  nay,  I  fairly  own,  that  taken 

alone,  they  are  not :  and  that  the  difficulty  has  never  yet  been  tho- 

roughly solved.     Still  I  do  not  conceive  that  we  are  at  liberty  to  cut  the 

knot  by  denying  the  Apostolic  Authorship,  which  primitive  tradition  has 

c  Since  writing  this  I  see  in  Davidson's  Introduction,  p.  587,  "As  Guerike  has  well 

expressed  it  (Einleitung,  p.  559),  the  Gospel  was  conceived  and  written  &  T«   vot,  in 

the  understanding :  but  the  Apocalypse  &  T<£  irvefyart,  in  the  Spirit." 225] 
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so  firmly  established.  Far  better  Is  it  to  investigate  patiently,  and  not, 
by  blind  partisanship  on  either  side,  to  stop  the  way  against  unfettered 
search  for  a  better  account  of  the  phenomena  than  has  hitherto  been 

given. 
105.  It  has  been  shewn  more  than  once,  and  in  our  own  country  by 

Dr.  Davidson  in  his  Introduction,  pp.  561  if.,  that  the  roughnesses  and 
soloecisnas  in  the  Apocalypse  have  been,  for  the  purposes  of  argument, 
very  much  exaggerated :  that  there  are  hardly  any  which  may  not  be 
paralleled  in  classical  authors  themselves,  and  that  their  more  frequent 
occurrence  here  is  no  more  than  is  due  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
subject  and  occasion.     This  consideration  should  be  borne  in  mind,  and 
the  matter  investigated  by  the  student  for  himself. 

106.  Our  second  question  asked  above  was,  whether  there  are  any 
marks  of  identity  of  Authorship  linking  together  the  Gospel,  Epistle, 
and  Apocalypse,  notwithstanding  this  great  and  evident  dissimilarity  ? 

107.  The   individual  character  of  the   Writer  of   the    Gospel  and 
Epistle  stands  forth  evident  and  undoubted.     We  seem  to  know  him  in 
a  moment.     Even  in  the  report  of  sayings  of  our  Lord  common  to  him 
and  the  other  Evangelists,  the  peculiar  tinge  of  expression,  the  choice 
and  collocation  of  words,  leave  no  doubt  whose  report  we  are  reading. 

And  so  strongly  does  the  Epistle  resemble  the  Gospel  in  these  particu- 
lars, that  the  criticism  as  well  as  the  tradition  of  all  ages  has  concurred 

in  ascribing  the  two  to  the  same  person  ? 
108.  If  now  we  look  at  the  Apocalypse,  we  cannot  for  a  moment  feel 

that  it  is  less  individual,  less  reflecting  the  heart  and  character  of  its 
Writer.       Its   style,   its  manner   of  conception   and   arrangement    of 
thought,  its  diction,  are  alike  full  of  life  and  personal  reality.     So  that 
our  conditions  for  making  this  enquiry  are  favourable.     Our  two  objects 
of  comparison  stand  out  well  the  one  over  against  the  other.     Both  are 
peculiar,  characteristic,  individual.     But  are  the  indications  presented 
by  them  such  that  we  are  compelled  to  infer  different  authorship,  or  are 
they  such  as  seem  to  point  to  one  and  the  same  person 

109.  The  former  of  these  questions  has  been  affirmed  by  Liicke  and 
the  opponents  of  the  Apostolic  authorship  :  the  latter  by  Hengstenberg 
and  those  who  uphold  it.      Let  us  see  how  the  matter  stands.     And  in 

so  doing  (as  was  the  case  in  the  similar  enquiry  in  the  Prolegomena  to 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews),  I  shall  not  enter  fully  into  the  whole  list 
of  verbal  and  constructional  peculiarities,  but,  referring  the  reader  for 
these  to  Liicke  and  Davidson,  shall  adduce,  and  dwell  upon,  some  of  the 
more  remarkable  and  suggestive  of  them. 

110.  The  first  of  these  is  one  undeniably  connecting  the  Apocalypse 
with  the  Gospel  and  the  Epistle,  viz.  the  appellation  6  Xoyos  rov  6eov 
given  to  our  Lord  in  eh.  xix.  13  (see  John  i.  1 ;  1  John  i.  1).     This 226] 
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name  6  Xo'yos  for  our  Lord  is  found  in  the  N.  T.,  only  in  the  writings 
of  St.  John.  I  am  aware  of  the  ingenuity  with  which  Lriicke  (p.  679) 

has  endeavoured  to  turn  this  expression  to  the  contrary  account,  main- 
taining that  it  is  a  proof  of  diversity  of  authorship,  inasmuch  as  the 

Evangelist  never  writes  6  Xoyos  TOV  6*ov :  but  I  may  leave  it  to  any  fair- 
judging  reader  to  decide,  whether  it  he  not  a  far  greater  argument  for 

identity  that  the  remarkable  designation  o  Xoyos  is  used,  than  for  diver- 
sity that,  on  the  solemn  occasion  described  in  the  Apocalypse,  the 

hitherto  unheard  adjunct  TOV  Oeov  is  added. 

111.  Another  reply  may  be  given  to  our  deduction  from  the  use 
of  this  name:  viz.   that  it  indicates  not  necessarily  John  the  Apostle, 
but  only  one  familiar  with  his  teaching,  as  we  may  suppose  that  other 
John  to  have  been.     All  I  can  say  to  this  is,  that  which  I  cannot  help 
feeling  to  apply  to  the  whole  hypothesis  of  the  authorship  by  the  second 
John,  that  if  it  be  so, — if  one  bearing  the  same  name  as  the  Apostle, 
having  the  same  place  among  the  Asiatic  churches,  put  forth  a  book  in 
which  he  also  used  the  Apostle's  peculiar  phrases,  and  yet  took  no 
pains   to  prevent  the  confusion  which  must  necessarily  arise  between 
himself  and  the  Apostle,  I  do  not  well  see  how  the  advocates  of  his 

authorship  can  help  pronouncing  the  book  a  forgery,  or  at  all  events  the 
work  of  one  who,  in  relating  the  visions,  was  not  unwilling  to  be  taken 
for  his  greater  and  Apostolic  namesake. 

112.  Another  link,    binding  the   Apocalypse   to    both   Gospel   and 
Epistle,  is  the  use  of  6  VLK&V,  in  the  Epistles  to  the  churches,  ch.  ii.  7, 

11,  17,  26,  iii.  5,  12,  21(bis):  and  in  ch.  xii.  11,  xv.  2,  xvii.  14,  xxi.  7. 

Compare  John  xvi.  33;   1    John  ii.  13,  14,  iv.  4,  v.  4(bis),  5.     It  is 
amusing  to  observe  again  how  dexterously  L/iicke  turns  the  edge  of 
this.     6  VLKWV  is  never  used  absolutely  in  Gospel  or  in  Epistle,  as  it  is  in 

the  Apocalypse :  therefore  it  again  is  a  mark  of  diversity,  not  of  iden- 
tity.    But  surely  this  is  the  very  thing  we  might  expect.     The  VIKO.V 

TOV  Koo-fjiov,  TOV  Trov7jp6vy  avrovs,  &c.,— these  are  the  details,  and  come 
under  notice  while  the  strife  is  proceeding,  or  when  the  object  is  of 

more   import  than  the  bare  act;  but  when  the  end  is  spoken  of,  and 

the  final  and  general  victory  is  all  that  remains  in  view,  nothing  can  be 

more  natural  than  that  he  who  alone  spoke  of  VIKOV  TOV  KOO-/AOV,  TOV  irovr]- 

pov,   avro-u?, — should  also  be  the   only  one  to  designate  the  victor  by 
6  VIK&V.     Besides  which,  we  have  also  the  other  use,   in  Rev.  xii.  11, 
xvii.  14. 

113.  A  third  remarkable  word,   dX^u/os,  is  once  used  by  St.  Luke 

(Luke  xvi.  11),  once  by  St.  Paul  (1  Thess.  i.  9),  and  three  times  in  the 

Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  (Heb.  viii.  2,  ix.  24,  x.  22) :  but  nine  times  in 

the   Gospel  of  St.  John7,  four  times  in  the  Epistle8,  and  ten  times  in 
7  John  i.  9,  iv.  23,  37,  vi.  32,  vii.  28,  viii.  16,  xv.  1,  xvii.  3,  xix.  35. 
s  1  John  ii.  8,  v.  20(3ce). 227] 
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the  Apocalypse*.  Here  again,  it  is  true,  Liicke  adduces  this  on  the 
other  side,  alleging  that  while  the  Evangelist  uses  the  word  only  in  the 

sense  of  genuine — 6  aA^tvo?  6*6$,  TO  <£cos  TO  d\rj@w6v,  6  apros  o  aXrj- 
flivos, — the  Author  of  the  Apocalypse  uses  it  of  Christ  as  a  synonym 
with  mcr-ros,  Si*atos5  aytos,  and  as  a  predicate  of  the  Xoyot,  KptVets,  6Sot 
of  God.  This  latter  is  true  enough;  but  the  former  assertion  is  singu- 

larly untrue.  For  in  three  out  of  the  nine  places  in  the  Gospel,  the 

subjective  sense  of  aX-qOwos  must  be  taken:  viz.  in  iv.  37,  viii.  16,  xix. 
35:  and  in  the  last  of  these,  oXriOiv^  avrov  ecmv  17  ̂ o/oru/xa,  the  word  is 

used  exactly  as  in  Rev.  xxii.  6,  OVTOL  ol  Xoyoi  mo-rot  KOI  aXyQwoL 
114.  The  word  apviov,  which  designates  our  Lord  29  times  in  the 

Apocalypse,  only  elsewhere  occurs  in  John  xxi.  15,  not  with  reference 
to  Him.     But  it  is  remarkable  that  John  i.  29,  36  are  the  only  places 
where  he  is  called  by  the  name  of  a  lamb,  the  word  a^os  being  used,  in 
reference  doubtless  to  Isa.  liii.  7  (Acts  viii.  32),  as  in  one  other  place 
where  He  is  compared  to  a  lamb,  1  Pet.  i.  19.    The  Apocalyptic  writer, 
as  Liicke  observes,  probably  chooses  the  diminutive,  and  attaches  to  it 

the  epithet  cor^ay/^ej/ov,  for  the  purpose  of  contrast  to  the  majesty  and 
power  which  he  has  also  to  predicate  of  Christ:  but  is  it  not  to  be 
taken  into  account,  that  this  personal  name,  the  Lamb,  whether  ajuvos 
or  apviov,  whether  with  or  without  rov  Oeov,  is  common  only  to  the  two 
books  ? 

115.  To  these  many  minor  examples  might  be  added,  and  will  be 

found  treated  at  length  in  Liicke,  p.  669  ff.,  Davidson,  p.  561  fF.1     The 
latter  writer  has  succeeded  in  many  cases  in  shewing  the  unfairness  of 

Liicke's  strong  partisanship,  by  which  he  makes  every  similarity  into  a 
dissimilarity :  but  on  the  other  hand  he  on  his  side  has  gone  perhaps 
too  far  in  attempting  to  answer  every  objection  of  this  kind.     After  all, 
while  there  certainly  are  weighty  indications  of  identity  of  authorship, 
there  is  also  a  residuum  of  phenomena  of  diversity  quite  enough  for  the 
reasonable  support  of  the  contrary  hypothesis.     If  the  book  stood  alone 
in  the  matter  of  evidence,  I  own  I  should  be  quite  at  a  loss  how  to  sub- 

s' ch.  iu.  7,  14,  vi.  10,  xv.  3,  xvi.  7,  xix.  2,  9,  11,  xxi.  5,  xxii.  6. 
1  I  have  observed  the  following  which  I  have  not  seen  elsewhere  noticed,  occurring 

only  in  the  three  books,  or  only  in  the  peculiar  sense : — 
1.  oft  SvvaffOe  &affT-&£eiv  &prir  John  xvi.  12 

ov  $vvrj  /3acfTd<rai  KO.KOVS,  Rev.  iL  2. 

2.  KetcoTrtaK&s  $K  TY)S  6SoiTroplas:t  John  iv.  6. 
o$  Kcfcoirfcwces,  Rev.  ii.  8. 

3.  Stfo  &yye\ouy  &  Xevitdis  .  .  .  John  xx.  12. 

irsparaT'flffQvoiv  /ter*  fyov  fr  \ev«o*s,  Rev.  iii.  4* 
4.  The  verb  K&H.OU,  used  of  mere  position,  John  ii.  6,  xix.  29,  TX.  5,  6,  xxi.  9  j  Rev.  iv. 

2  only. 

5.  &vo[j.a  avrft  John  i.  6,  iii.  1  (xviii.  10)  ;  Rev.  vi.  8,  ix.  11. 
6.  Compare  Rev.  iii.  18  with  1  John  ii.  20,  27,  as  to  the  XP^M«  and  its  effects. 228] 
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stantiate  identity  of  authorsliip  between  it  and  the  Gospel  and  Epistle. 
But  as  it  is  our  main  reliance  is  on  the  concurrent  testimony  of  primi- 

tive tradition,  which  hardly  can  he  stronger  than  it  is,  and  which  the 

perfectly  gratuitous  hypothesis  respecting  a  second  John  as  the  author 
entirely  fails  to  shake. 

116.  Our  question  respecting  the  internal  evidence  furnished  by  the 
book  itself  is  thus  in  a  position  entirely  different  from  that  which  it 
occupied  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews*     There,  we 

had  no  primitive  tradition  so  general,  or  of  such  authority  as  to  com- 
mand our  assent.     The  question  was  perfectly  open.     The  authorship 

by  St.  Paul  was  an  opinion  at  first  tentatively  and  partially  held:  then 

as  time  wore  on,  acquiring  consistency  and  acceptance.     Judging  of  this 

by  the  book  itself,  is  it  for  us  to  accept  or  to  reject  it  ?     In  lack  of  any 

worthy  external  evidence,  we  were  thrown  back  on  this  as  our  main 
material  for  a  judgment. 

117.  But  with   regard   to  the    Apocalypse,    external   and   internal 

evidence  have  changed  places.     The  former  is  now  the  main  material 

for  our  judgment.     It  is  of  the  highest  and  most  satisfactory  kind.     It 

was  unanimous  in  very  early  times.     It  came  from  those  who  knew  and 

had  heard  St.  John  himself.     It  only  begins  to  be  impugned  by  those 

who  had  doctrinal  objections  to  the  book.     The  doubt  was  taken  up  by 

more  reasonable  men  on  internal  and  critical  grounds.     But  no  real 

substantive  counter- claimant  was  ever  produced  :  only  one  whose  very 

existence  depended  on  the  report  of  two  tombs  bearing  the  name  of 

John,  and  on  a  not  very  perspicuous  passage  of  Papias. 

118.  This  being  so,  our  inquiry  has  necessarily  taken  this  shape  : — Is 

the  book  itself  inconsistent  with  this  apparently  irrefragable  testimony  ? 

And  in  replying  to  it  we  have  confessed  that  the  differences  between 

it  and  the  Gospel  and  Epistle  are  very  remarkable,  and  of  a  character 

hitherto  unexplained,  or  not  fully  accounted  for:  but  that  there  are  at 

the  same  time  striking  notes  of  similarity  in  expression  and   cast  of 

thought:  and  that  perhaps  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  take  into  account 

the  effect  of  a  totally  different  subject  and  totally  different  circumstances 

upon  one,  who  though  knowing  and  speaking  Greek,  was  yet  a  Hebrew 

by  birth. 

119.  Thus,  all  things  considered,  being  It  is  true  far  from  satisfied 

with  any  account  at  present  given  of  the  peculiar  style  and  phenomena 

of  the  Apocalypse,  but  being  far  less  satisfied  with  the  procedure  of  the
 

antagonists  of  the  Apostolic  authorship,  we  are  not  prepared  to  with- 
hold our  assent  from  the  firm  and  unshaken  testimony  of  primitive 

tradition,  that  the  author  was  the  Apostle  and  Evangelist  St.  John. 
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SECTION  II. 

PLACE   AKB    TIME    OF   WRITING. 

1.  The  enquiry  as  to  the  former  of  these  is  narrowed  within  a  very 

small  space.     From  the  notice  contained  in  the  book  itself  (ch.  i.  9)  the 

writing  must  have  taken  place  either  in  Patmos,  or  after  the  return  from, 

exile.     The  past  tenses,  e^aprvp^crev  in  ch,  i.  2,  and  ey€vo//^v  in  i.  9,  do 
not  decide  for  the  latter  alternative;  they  may  both  be  used  as  from 

ihe  point  of  time  when  the  book  should  be  read,  as  is  common  in  all 
narratives.     On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  more  probable  ab  extra, 

that  the  writing  should  take  place  after  the  return,  especially  if  we  are 

to  credit  the  account  given  by  Victorinus,  that  St.  John  was  condemned 

to  the  mines  in  Patmos.     We  have  no  means  of  determining  the  ques- 

tion, and  must  leave  it  in  doubt.     If  the  style  and  peculiarities  are  to  be 

in  any  degree  attributed  to  outward  circumstances,  then  it  would  seem 
to  have  been  written  in.  solitude,  and  sent  from  Patmos  to  the  Asiatic 
churches. 

2.  The  only  traditional   notice  worth  recounting    is    that  given   by 
Victorinus :  on  Rev.x.  11,  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  vol.  v.  p.  333;  where  he 

relates  that  John  saw  the  Apocalypse  in  Patmos,  and  then  after  his 

release  on  the  death  of  Domitian,  "  postea  tradidit  hanc  eandem  quam 

acceperat   a   Deo   Apocalypsin."     Arethas    indeed   says  on  Rev.  vii., 

o   euayyeAio-T^s  Ixp^o-^BeLro  ̂ awa  ™  lo>na  rfj  KWT  *&<j>ecroi>:  but  this  is 
too  late  to  be  of  any  account  in  the  matter. 

3.  It  has  been  remarked2,  that  the  circumstance  of  John  having  pre- 

pared to  write  down  the  voices  of  the  seven  thunders,  Rev.  x.  4,  appears 
to  sanction  the  view  that  the  writing  took  place  at  the  same  time  with 

the  seeing  of  the  visions. 

4.  As  regards  Patmos  itself,  it  is  one  of  the  group  called  the  Sporades, 

to  the  S.  of  Samos  (Pliny,  iv.  23.     Strabo,  x.  p.  488.    Thucyd.  iii.  23). 

It  is  about  thirty  Roman  miles  in  circumference.     A  cave  is  still  shewn 

in  the  island  (now  Patmo}  where  St.  John  is  said  to  have  seen   tho 

Apocalypse.       See   Winer's    Realworterbuch,    and   the    Dictionary    of 
Greek  and  Roman  Geography. 

5.  With  regard  however  to  the  time  of  writing,  there  has  been  no 

small  controversy.     And  at  this  we  need  not  be  surprised,  seeing  that 

principles  of  interpretation  are  involved. 
We  will  first  deal  with,  ancient  tradition  as  far  as  it  gives  us  any 

indication  as  to  the  date. 

6.  Ireraeus,  v.  30.  3,  p.  330,  in  a  passage  already  cited  (§  i.  par,  7), 

a  Stuart,  p.  215. 230] 
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tells  us  that  the  Apocalypse  (for  such  is  the  only  legitimate  understanding 
of  the  construction)  ZwpaOrj  ,  .  .  cr^eSoi/  CTTI  r^s  ̂ crepccs  ycveas,  TT/JOS  ra> 
reXet  TT}S  Aoyuertavoi)  a/o^s. 

7.  Clement  of  Alexandria  (Quis  dives  salvus,  §  42,  p.  949  P.,  cited 
also  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iii.  23),   says  ezraS^  yap  ?ov  rvpdvvov  rcXcv-n?- 

cravros   ttTro  rrj<s  Hdr/nov  TTJS  vrjcrov  /JLtrfjXOev  efe  r^i/^E^ccrov,  /c.r.X.      This 
passage,  it  is  true,  contains  no  mention  who  the  tyrant  was,  nor  any 
allusion  to  the  writing  of  the  Apocalypse :  but  it  is  interesting  for  our 
present  enquiry  as  shewing,  in  its  citation  by  Eusebius,  how  he  under- 

stood the  date  furnished  by  it.     For  he  introduces  it  by  saying  that 

St.   John  ras  Kara  rrjv  "AcrtW   Stewrev  l/c/cX-^crtas,  euro  r§9  Kara  r^v  VT?OW 
fjicra  rrjv  Ao/x-ertavov  reXevrrjv  ZiravcXGw  $vyfj$,  and  cites  Clement  as  one 
of  the  witnesses  of  the  fact. 

8.  Origen  merely  calls  St.    John's   persecutor    6  'Pwjumcov  ftacnXeus, 
without  specifying  which.      And  he  seems  to  do  this  wittingly :  for  he 
notices  that  John  himself  does  not  mention  who  condemned  him.     See 

the  passage  quoted  above,  §  i.  par.  12. 
9.  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iii.  1 8,  having  cited  the  passage  of  Irenseus  noticed 

above,  says  of  ye  /cat  rov  Kcupov  €ir  aKpi/Ses  lTr€crr]fj.rjvcwTO  ev  erc^  Treire/cac- 
,€ra  TrAetoVeov  Irepcov  /cat  &Xaf$iav  Aoyu,€TtXXav  tcrro- 
yeyovmav  3>Xa/3£ov  KX^evros,  €j/os  r&v  ryviKaSe  C7rt 

Swarwv,  TT}S  €ts  ̂ p terror  [Aaprvpias  e^e/cey  cts  vrjcrov  TlovTLav  Kara 
SeSocr^at.  And  this  same  statement  he  repeats  in  his  Chro- 

nicon,  A.D.  95,  vol.  i.  p.  551  £,  Migne.  In  H.  E.  iii.  20  he  gives  the 
account  of  the  return  of  St.  John  from  Patmos  in  the  beginning  of 

Nerva's  reign,  cited  above,  §  i.  par.  92. 
10.  Tertullian  does  not  appear  quite  to  bear  out  Eusebius's  under- 

standing of  him,  H.  E.  iii.  20:  for  he  only  says,  Apol.  c.  5,  vol.  i.  p.  293  £, 

after  mentioning  the  persecution  of  Nero,  "  Tentaverat  et  Domitianus, 
portio  Neronis  de  crudelitate:  sed  qua  et  homo,  facile  coeptum  repressit, 

restitutis  etiam  quos  relegaverat."      Here  he  certainly  makes  Domitian 
himself  recall  the  exiles, 

11.  Victorinus,  in  the  passage  above  referred  to  ("quando  hoc  vidit 
Johannes,  erat  in  insula  Patmos,  in  metallum  damnatus  a  Domitiano 

Csesare"),  and  afterwards  ("Johannes,  de  metallo  dimissus,  sic  postea 
tradidit  hanc  eandem  quam  acceperat  a  Deo  apocalypsin "),  plainly  gives 
the  date:  as  also  in  another  place,  p.  338:  "Intelligi  oportet  tempus 
quo  scripta  apocalypsis  edita  est,  quoniam  tune  erat  Caesar  Domitianus 

....  unus  exstat  sub  quo  scripta  est  apocalypsis,  Domitianus  scilicet." 
12.  Jerome  (de  Vir.  illustr.  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  845)  says,  "  quarto  decimo 

anno  secundam  post  Neronem   persecutionem  movente  Domitiano   in 
Patmos  insulam  relegatus  scripsit  apocalypsin  .  *  .  .  interfecto  autem 
Domitiano  et  actis  ejus  ob  nimiam  crudelitatem  a  Senatu  rescissis  sub 231] 
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Nerva  principe  redit  Ephesum."      So  also  his  testimony  above,  §  i. 
par.  25. 

13.  So  also  Sulpichis  Severus  and  Orosius,  and  later  writers  gene- 

rally.    The  first  who  breaks  in  upon  this  concurrent  tradition  is  Epi- 
phanius,  Hasr.  1L,  in  two  very  curious  passages :  the  first  where  he  says 

C.   12,   vol.   i.   p.   433  f.,  vcrrepov  avayKa&i  TO   aytov  TTV^V^JLCL  rov  'I&awyv 

Trapairo'u/x.ei'ov   cuayyeXtcracr&xe.   St*    ci;Aa/?aav    KOI    TaTrctvo^poow^v    ITTL    rrj 
yrjpaXza  avrov  tyXtfa'a,  ju.era  err]  evevrjKQVTa  r?Js  lavroi;  ̂ an}?,  /xera  rrjv  avrov 
d-TTO  rfjs1  ILdr/jLov  enravoSov,  rrjv  ITT!  KAa-uScov  -yevo/Acr^v  Kawrapos :  the  other, 

c.   33,   p.    456,    avrov  §e  Trpo^rcvo-a^ros   Iv  xpovots    }£.Xav8iov   Kaicrapos 
dv(OTaTCt>,    OT€  €tS  T7)V  UaT/XOV  VrjVOV  \)TTrjp^€V    .... 

14.  Now  it  is  plain  that  there  must  be  some  strange  b] under  here, 

which  Liicke,  who  makes  much  of  Epiphanius's  testimony  as  shewing 
that  the  tradition,  which  he  calls  the  Irensean,  was  not  received  by 
Epiphanius,  entirely,  and  conveniently,  omits  to  notice.      The  passage 
evidently  sets  the  return  from  exile  in  the  extreme  old  age  of  St.  John. 
To  say  that  a  considerable  interval  may  be  supposed  to  elapse  between 
the  €7ravo8os  and  his  ninetieth  year,  would  be  mere  trifling  with  the 
context.     Now  if  this  is  BO,  seeing  that  Claudius  reigned  from  41  to 
54  A.D.,  putting  the  return  from  exile  at  the  last  of  these  dates,  we 
should  have  St.  John  aged  ninety  in  the  year  54:  in  other  words, 

thirty-three  years  older  than,  our  Lord,  and  sixty-three  at  least  when 
called  to  be  an  Apostle :  a  result  which  is  at  variance  with  all  ancient 
tradition  whatever.      Either  Epiphanius  has   fallen   into   some   great 
mistake,  which  is  not  very  probable,  or  he  means  by  Claudius  some 

other  Emperor :  if  Nero,  then  he  would  still  be  wrong  as  to  St.  John's 
age  at  or  near  to  his  return. 

15.  The  testimony  of  Muratori's  fragment  on  the  Canon  has  been 
cited  (by  Stuart,  p.  218)  as  testifying  to  an  early  date.     But  all  it  says 

is  this :    "  Ipse   beatus    Apostolus   Paulus  sequens   prsedecessoris   sui 
Johannis  ordinem,  nomine  nominatim  septem  ecclesiis  scribat  ordine 

tali."     And  the  word  prcedecessoris,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by  Credner, 
merely  seems  to  mean  that  St.  John  was  an  Apostle  before  St.  Paul,  not 
that  he  wrote  his  seven  epistles  before  St.  Paul  wrote  his. 

16.  The  preface  to  the  Syriac  version  of  the  Apocalypse  published  by 
De  Dieu,  supposed  to  have  been  made  in  the  6th  century,  says  that  the 

visions  were  seen  by  St.  John  in  the  island  of  Patmos,  "in  quam  a 
Nerone  Csesare  relegatus  fuerat." 

17.  Theophylact,  in  his  preface  to  the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  vol.  i.  p.  504, 

Bays  that  it  was  written  in  the  island  of  Patmos,  thirty-two  years  after 
the  Ascension :  and  in  so  saying,  places  the  exile  under  Nero.      But  he 

clearly  is  wrong,  as  Liicke  remarks,  o*  his  meaning  not  clearly  under- 
stood, when  he  attributes  the  writing  of  the  Gospel  to  this  time ;  and 232] 
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moreover  he  is  inconsistent  with  himself:  for  in  commenting  on  Matt* 
xx.  23,  vol.  i.  p.  107,  he  remarks  that  as  Herod  put  to  death  the  Apostle 
James  the  greater,  so  Trajan  condemned  John  as  a  martyr  to  the  word 
of  truth. 

18.  Jerome,  adv.  Jovin.  i,  26,  vol.  ii.  p.  280,  determines  nothing,  only 

citing  Tertullian,   "Refert  autem  Tertullianus  quod  a  Nerone  (for  "a 
Nerone,"  Migne  reads  "  Romae  ")  missus  in  ferventis  olei  dolium  purior 
et  vegetior  exiverit  quam  intraverit."     But  Tertullian  only  says,  if  at 
least  De  prescript.  Haeret.  c.  36,  vol.  ii.  p.  49,  be  the  place  referred  to, 

"  Felix  ecclesia  (Romana)   ubi  Petrus  passioni  dominicae  adsequa- 
tur,  ubi  Paulus  Johannis  (scil.  baptistas)  exitu  coronatur,  ubi  Apostolus 
Joannes  posteaquam  in  oleum  igneum  demersus  nihil  passus  est,  in 

insulam  relegatur."     It  surely  is  stretching  a  point  here  to  say  that  he 
implies  all  three  events  to  have  taken  place  under  Nero. 

19.  The  author  of  the  "  Synopsis  de  vita  et  morte  prophetarum,  apos- 
tolorum  et  discipulorum  Domini"  (ostensibly  Dorotheus,  bishop  of  Tyre, 
so  cited  in  Theophylact,  vol.  i.  p.  500 :  but  probably  it  belongs  to  the  6th 
century),  makes  John  to  be  exiled  to  Patmos  by  Trajan.     Andreas  and 
Arethas  give  no  decided  testimony  on  the  point.     Arethas,  in  comment- 

ing on  Rev.  vi.  12,  says,  that  some  applied  this  prophecy  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  Jerusalem  under  Vespasian :  but  this   is  distinctly  repudiated 

by  Andreas  :  allowing  however  (on  vii.  2)  that  such  things  did  happen  to 
the  Jewish  Christians  who  escaped  the  evils  inflicted  on  Jerusalem  by  the 
Romans,  yet  they  more  probably  refer  to  the  times  of  Antichrist.   Arethas 
again,  on  Rev.  i.  9,  cites  without  any  protest  Eusebius,  as  asserting  St. 

John's  exile  in  Patmos  to  have  taken  place  under  Domitian. 
20.  Much  more   evidence  on  this  subject  from  other  later  writers 

whose  testimonies  are  of  less  consequence, — and  more  minute  discussion 
of  the  earlier  testimonies,  will  be  found  in  Elliott,  Horse  Apocalypticse, 
i.  pp.  31 — 46,  and  Appendix,  No.  i.  pp.  503 — 517.  In  the  last  mentioned, 
he  has  gone  well  and   carefully  through  the  arguments   on  external 
evidence  adduced  by  Liicke  and  Stuart  for  the  writing  under  Galba  and 
Nero  respectively,  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  disposed  of  them  all. 

21.  Our  result,  as  far  as  this  part  of  the  question  is  considered,  may 
be  thus  stated.    We  have  a  constant  and  unswerving  primitive  tradition 

that  St.  John's  exile  took  place,  and  the  Apocalypse  was  written,  towards 
the  end  of  Domitian's  reign.     With  this  tradition,  as  has  been  often 
observed,  the  circumstances  seem  to  agree  very  well.      We  have  no 
evidence  that  the  first,  or  Neronic,  persecution,  extended  beyond  Rome, 
or  found  vent  in  condemnations  to  exile.     Whereas  in  regard  to  the 
second  we  know  that  both  these  were  the  case.    Indeed  the  liberation  at 

Domitian's  death  of  those  whom  he  had  exiled  is  substantiated  by  Dio 
Cassius,  who,  in  relating  the  beginning  of  Nerva's  reign,  lib.  Ixviii.  1, 233] 
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says,  fjiicrei  Se  rov  A<tyi€Ttai/ou  at  et/cove?  avrov  .  .  ,  crw^coycTjftycrav  ....  /cat  6 

Nepovas  TOVS  re  /c/ni/opei/ovs  ITT  acre/Seta  a<p7JK€,  /cat  rous  0ciJyovras  /car^yaye 

....  TOLS  Sc  ST)  aXXots  ovr*  dcrejSctas,  ovr"  'louSac/cov  /3tov  Karamaor#ac 

22.  Assuming  then  the  fact  of  St.  John's  exile  at  Patmos  during  a 
persecution  for  the  Gospel's  sake,  it  is  far  more  likely  that  it  should  haye been  under  Domitian  than  under  Nero  or  under  Galba.      But  one  main 
reliance  of  the  advocates  of  the  earlier  date  is  internal  evidence  supposed 
to  be  furnished  by  the  book  itself.     And  this,  first,  from  the  rough  and 
Hebraistic  style.     I  have  already  discussed  this  point,  and  have  fully 
admitted  its  difficulty,  however  we  view  it.     I  need  only  add  now,  that  I 
do  not  conceive  we  at  all  diminish  that  difficulty  by  supposing  it  to  be 
written  before  the  Gospel  and  Epistle.      The  Greek  of  the  Gospel  and 
Epistle  is  not  the  Greek  of  the  Apocalypse  in  a  maturer  state:  but  if  the 
two  belong  to  one  and  the  same  writer,  we  must  seek  for  the  cause  of 
their  diversity  not  in  chronological  but  rather  in  psychological  considera- 
tions. 

23.  Again,  it  is  said  that  the  book  furnishes  indications  of  having  been 
written  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  by  the  fact  of  its  mentioning 
the  city  and  the  temple,  ch.  xi.  1  if.,  and  the  twelve  tribes  as  yet  existing, 
ch.  vii.  4  —  8.    This  argument  has  been  very  much  insisted  on  by  several 
of  the  modern  German  critics.    But  we  may  demur  to  it  at  once,  as  con- 

taining an  assumption  which  we  are  not  prepared  to  grant  :  viz.  that  the 
prophetic  passage  is  to  be  thus  interpreted,  or  has  any  thing  to  do  with 
the  literal  Jerusalem.     Let  the  canon  of  interpretation  be  first  substan- 

tiated, by  which  we  are  to  be  bound  in  our  understanding  of  this  passage, 
and  then  we  can  recognize  its  bearing  on  the  chronological  question. 
Certainly  Liicke  has  not  done  this,  pp.  825  if.,  but,  as  usual  with  him, 
has  fallen  to  abusing  Hengstenberg,  for  which  he  undoubtedly  has  a  strong 
case,  while  for  his  own  interpretation  he  seems  to  me  to  make  out  a  very 
weak  one. 

24.  Another  such  assumption  is  found  in  the  confident  assertion  by 
the  same  critics,  that  the  passages  in  ch.  xiii.  1  £E,  xvii.  10  point  out  the 
then  reigning  Caesar,  and  that  by  the  conditions  of  those  passages,  such 
reigning  Caesar  must  be  that  one  who  suits  their  chronological  theory. 
It  is  not  the  place  here  to  discuss  principles  of  interpretation  :   but  we 
may  fairly  demur  again  to  the  thus  assuming  a  principle  irrespective  of 
the  requirements  of  the  book,  and  then  judging  the  book  itself  by  it. 
This  is  manifestly  done  by  Liicke,  pp.  835  ff.      Besides  which,  the  dif- 

ferences among  themselves  of  those  who  adopt  this  view  are  such  as  to 
deprive  it  of  all  fixity  as  an  historical  indication.    Are  we  to  reckon  our 
Caesars    forwards  (and   if  so,  are  we    to  begin  with  Julius,   or  with 
Augustus  ?),  or  backwards^  upon  some  independent  assumption  of  the  time 234] 
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of  writing,  which  the  other  phenomena  must  be  made  to  fit  ?  If  the 
reader  will  consult  the  notes  on  ch.  xvii.  10, 1  trust  he  will  see  that  any 
such  view  of  the  passages  is  untenable. 

25.  Upon  interpretations  like  these,  insulated9  and  derived  from  mere 
first  impressions  of  the  wording  of  single  passages,  is  the  whole  fabric 
built,  which  is  to  supersede  the  primitive  tradition  as  to  the  date  of  the 

Apocalypse.     On  this  account,  Irenseus  must  be  supposed  to  have  made 
a  mistake  in  the  date  which  he  assigns,  who  had  such  good  and  sufficient 

means  of  knowing:    on  this  account,  all  those  additional  testimonies, 

which  in  any  other  case  would  have  been  adduced  as  independent  and 

important,  are  to  be  assumed  to  have  been  mere  repetitions  of  that  of 
Irenaeus. 

26.  But  it  is  most  unfortunate  for  these  critics  that,  when  once  so  sure 

a  ground  is  established  for  them  as  a' direct  indication  in  the  book  itself 
of  the  emperor  under  whom  it  was  written,  they  cannot  agree  among 
themselves  who  this  emperor  was.     Some  among  them  (e,  g.  Stuart,  al.) 

taking  the  natural   (and  one  would  think  the  only  possible)  view  of 
such  an  historical  indication,  begin,  according  to  general  custom  with 

Julius,  and  bring  the  writing  under  Nero.     Ewald  and  Liicke,  on  account 
of  the  OVK  evriv  KOLL  TrapccrraL  of  ch.  xvii.  8,  which  they  wish  to  apply  to 
Nero,  desert  the  usual  reckoning  of  Roman  emperors,  and  begin  with 

Augustus,  thus  bringing  the  writing  under  Galba.    Again,  Eichhorn  and 
Bleek,  wishing  to  bring  the  writing  under  Vespasian,  omit  Galba,  Otho, 
and  Vitellius,  relying  on  aa  expression  of  Suetonius  that  their  reigns  were 

a  mere  "  rebellio  trium  principum."    Thus  by  changing  the  usual  starting- 
point,  and  leaving  out  of  the  usual  list  of  the  Caesars  any  number  found 
convenient,  any  view  we  please  may  be  substantiated  by  this  kind  of 

interpretation.     Those  whose  view  of  the  prophecy  extends  wider,  and 
who  attach  a  larger  meaning  to  the  symbols  of  the  beast  and  his  image 
and  his  heads,  will  not  be  induced  by  such  very  uncertain  speculations  to 

set  aside  a  primitive  and  as  it  appears  to  them  thoroughly  trustworthy 
tradition. 

27.  It  may  be  observed  that  Liicke  attempts  to  give  an  account  of 

the  origin  of  what  he  calls  the  Irengean  tradition,  freely  confessing  that 

his  proof  (?)  of  the  date  is  not  complete  without  such  an  account.    The 
character  of  the  account  he  gives  is  well  worth  observing.      When,  he 

says,  men  found  that  the  apocalyptic  prophecies  had   failed   of  their 

accomplishment,  they  began  to  give  a  wider  sense  to  them,  and  to  put 
them  at  a  later  date.     And  having  given  this  account,  he  attempts  to 

vindicate  it  from  the  charge  of  overthrowing  the  authority  of  Scripture 

prophecy,  and  says  that  though  it  may  not  be  as  convenient  as  the  way 
which  modern  orthodoxy  has  struck  out,  yet  it  leads  more  safely  to  the 

desired  end,  and  to  the  permanent  enjoyment  of  true  faith. 235] 
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28.  With,  every  disposition  to  search  and  prove  all  things,  and  ground 
faith  upon  things  thus  proved,  I  own  I  am  quite  unable  to  come  to 

Liicke's  conclusions,  or  to  those  of  any  of  the  maintainers  of  the  Neronic 
or  any  of  the  earlier  dates.     The  book  itself,  it  seems  to  me,  refuses  the 
assignment  of  such  times  of  writing.     The  evident  assumption  which  it 

makes  of  long-standing  and  general  persecution  (ch.  vL  9)  forbids  us  to 
place  it  in  the  very  first  persecution  and  that  only  a  partial  one :  the 
undoubted  transference  of  Jewish  temple  emblems  to  a  Christian  sense 
(ch.  i.  20)  of  itself  makes  us  suspect  those  interpreters  who  maintain  the 
literal  sense  when  the  temple  and  city  are  mentioned :  the  analogy  of 
the  prophecies  of  Daniel  forbids  us  to  limit  to    individual  kings  the 
interpretation  of  the  symbolic  heads  of  the  beast:  the  whole  character  and 
tone  of  the  writing  precludes  our  imagining  that  its  original  reference 
was  ever  intended  to  be  to  mere  local  matters  of  secondary  import. 

29.  The  state  of  those  to  whom  it  was  addressed  furnishes  another 

powerful  subsidiary  argument  in  favour  of  the  later  date.     This  will  be 
expanded  in  the  next  section. 

30.  These  things  then  being  considered, — the  decisive  testimony  of 
primitive   tradition,  and  failure   of  all   attempts  to  set  it  aside, — the 
internal  evidence  furnished  by  the  book  itself,  and  equal  failure  of  all 
attempts  by  an  unwarrantable  interpretation  to  raise  up  counter  evidence, 

— I  have  no  hesitation  in  believing  with  the  ancient  fathers  and  most 
competent  witnesses,  that  the  Apocalypse  was  written  trpo?  roi  reXet  rijs 

i.  e.  about  the  year  95  or  96  A.D. 

SECTION  III. 

TO  WHOM  ADDBESSED. 

1.  The  superscription  of  the  book  plainly  states  for  what  readers  it 
was  primarily  intended.  At  the  same  time  indications  abound,  that  the 
whole  Christian  church  was  in  view.  In  the  very  epistles  to  the  seven 
churches  themselves,  all  the  promises  and  sayings  of  the  Lord,  though 
arising  out  of  local  circumstances,  are  of  perfectly  general  application. 
And  in  the  course  of  the  prophecy,  the  wide  range  of  objects  embraced, 
the  universality  of  the  cautions  and  encouragements,  the  vast  periods  of 
time  comprised,  leave  us  no  inference  but  this,  that  the  book  was  intended 
for  the  comfort  and  profit  of  every  age  of  the  Christian  church.  In 
treating  therefore  the  question  at  the  head  of  this  section  in  its  narrower 236] 
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and  literal  sense,  I  am  not  excluding  the  broader  and  general  view.  It 
lies  behind  the  other,  as  in  the  rest  of  the  apostolic  writings.  "  These 

things,"  as  the  older  Scriptures,  "  are  written  for  our  ensamples,  upon 
whom  the  ends  of  the  world  are  come  :"  or,  in  the  language  of  the 
Muratori  fragment  on  the  Canon,  "  et  Johannes  enim  in  Apocalypsi  licet 
septem  ecclesiis  scribat,  tarnen  omnibus  dicit." 

2.  The  book  then  was  directly  addressed  to  the  seven  churches  of 
proconsular  Asia.     A  few  remarks  must  be  made  on  the  general  subject 
of  the  names  and  state  of  these  churches,  before  entering  on  a  descrip- 

tion of  them  severally. 
3.  First,   as  to  the   selection    of  the   names.       The  number  seven, 

so  often  used  by  the  Seer  to  express  universality,  has  here  prevailed  in 
occasioning  that  number  of  names  to  be  selected  out  of  the  churches  in 
the  district.     For  these  were  not  all  the  churches  comprised  in  Asia 
proper.     Whether  there  were  Christian  bodies  in  Colossas  and  Hiera- 
polis  we  cannot  say.     Those  cities  had   been,   since  the   writing    of 

St.  Paul's  Epistle,  destroyed  by  an  earthquake,  and  in  what  state  of 
restoration  they  were  at  this  date,  is  uncertain.     But  from  the  Epistles 
of  Ignatius  we  may  fairly  assume  that  there  were  churches  in  Magnesia 
and  Tralles.     The  number  seven  then  is  representative,  not  exhaustive. 
These  seven  are  taken  in  the  following  order :  Ephesus,  Smyrna,  Per- 
gamum,  Thyatira,   Sardis,  Philadelphia,  Laodicea.     That  is,  beginning 
with  Ephesus  the  first  city  in  the  province,  it  follows  a  line  from  South 
to  North  up  to  Pergamum,  then  takes  the  neighbouring  city  of  Thyatira, 
and  follows  another  line  from  North  to  South. 

4.  As  regards  the  general  state  of  these  churches,  we  may  make  the 
following  remarks : 
We  have  from  St.  Paul,  setting  aside  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians, 

not  from  any  doubt  as  to  its  original  destination,  but  as  containing  no 
local  notices,  and  that  to  Philemon,  as  being  of  a  private  character, — 
three  Epistles  containing  notices  of  the  Christian  churches  within  this 
district.  The  first  in  point  of  time  is  that  to  the  Colossians  (A.B. 
SI — 63)  :  then  follow  the  two  to  Timotheus,  dating  from  67  to  68. 
It  is  important  to  observe,  that  all  these  Epistles,  even  the  latest  of 
them,  the  second  to  Timotheus,  have  regard  to  a  state  of  the  churches 
evidently  preceding  by  many  years  that  set  before  us  in  this  book. 
The  germs  of  heresy  and  error  there  apparent  (see  Vol.  HI.  prolegg. 
ch.  vii.  §  i.  par.  12  if.)  had  expanded  into  definite  sects  (ch.  ii.  6,  15)  : 
the  first  ardour  with  which  some  of  them  had  received  and  practised  the 
Gospel,  had  cooled  (ch.  ii.  4,  5,  iii.  2)  :  others  had  increased  in  zeal  for 
God,  and  were  surpassing  their  former  works  (ch.  ii.  19).  Again,  the 
days  of  the  martyrdom  of  Antipas,  an  eminent  servant  of  Christ,  are 
referred  back  to  some  time  past  (ch.  ii.  13), 237] 
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5.  It  is  also    important  to   notice  that  Laodicea  is  described  (eh. 
iii.  17)  as  boasting  in  her  wealth  and  self-sufficiency.     Now  we  know 
from  Tacitus  (see  below,  par.  13),  that  in  the  sixth  year  of  Nero,  or 
in  the  tenth,  according  to  Eusebius  (and  apparently  with  more  accuracy), 
Laodicea  was  destroyed  by  an  earthquake,  and  recovered  herself  pro- 
priis  opibus,  without  any  assistance  from  the  Head  of  the  state.     How 
many  years  it  might  take  before  the  city  could  again  put  on  such  a 
spirit  of  self-sufficing  pride  as  that  shewn  in  ch.  iii.  17,  it  is  not  possible 
to  fix  exactly  :  but  it  is  obvious  that  we  must  allow  more  time  for  this 
than  would  be  consistent  with  the  Neronic  date  of  the  Apocalypse. 
This  is  confirmed  when  we  observe  the  spiritual  character  given  of  the 
Laodicean  church, — that  of  lukewarmness, — and  reflect,  that  such  a 
character  does  not  ordinarily  accompany,  nor  follow  close  upon,  great 
judgments  and  afflictions,  but  is  the  result  of  a  period  of  calm  and  pros- 

perity, and  gradually  encroaching  compromise  with  ungodliness. 
6.  I  may  further  mention,  that  the  fact  of  the  relation  here  shewn  to 

exist  between  John  and  the  churches  of  proconsular  Asia,  points  to 
a  period  wholly  distinct  from  that  in  which  Paul,  or  his  disciple  Timo- 
theus,  exercised  authority  in  those  parts.     And  this  alone  would  lead  us 
to  meet  with  a  decided  negative  the  hypothesis  of  the  Apocalypse  being 
written  under  Nero,  Galba,  or  even  Vespasian.     At  the  same  time,  see 
note  on  ch.  iL  20, — the  mention  of  <£ayw  aSaAo#vra  there  identifies  the 
temptations  and  difficulties  which  beset  the  churches  when  the  Apoca- 

lypse was  written,  with  those  which  we  know  to  have  been  prevalent 
in  the  apostolic  age,  and  thus  gives  a  strong  confirmation  of  the  authen- 

ticity of  the  book. 
I  now  proceed  to  consider  these  churches  one  by  one. 
7.  EPHESUS,  the  capital  of  proconsular  Asia,  has  already  been  de- 

scribed and  a  sketch  of  its  history  given,  in  the  Prolegg.  to  the  Epistle 
to  the  Ephesians,  Vol.  III.  prolegg.  ch.  ii.  §  ii.  parr,  1 — 6.    More  detailed 
accounts  are  there  referred  to.     The  notes  to  the  Epistle  will  in  each 
case  put  the  student  in  possession  of  the  general  character  and  par- 

ticular excellencies  or  failings  of  each  church,  so  that  I  need  not  repeat 
them  here.     In  reference  to  the  threat  uttered  by  our  Lord  in  ch.  ii.  5, 
we  may  remark,  that  a  few  miserable  huts,  and  ruins  of  great  extent 
and  massiveness,  are  all  that  now  remains  of  the  former  splendid  capital 
of  Asia.     The  candlestick  has  indeed  been  removed  from  its  place,  and 
the  church  has  become  extinct.     We  may  notice,  that  Ephesus  naturally 
leads  the  seven,  both  as  the  metropolis  of  the  province,  and  as  contain- 

ing that  church   with  which  the  Writer  himself  was  individually  con- 
nected. 

8.  SMYRNA,  a  famous  commtercial  city  of  Ionia,  at  the  head  of  the 
bay  naiaed  after  it,  and  at  the  mouth  of  the  small  river  Meles  :  from 238] 
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which  Homer,  whose  birthplace  Smyrna,  among  other  cities,  claimed  to 
be,  is  sometimes  called  Melesigenes.  It  is  320  stadia  (40  miles)  north 
of  Ephesus.  It  was  a  very  ancient  city  (Herod,  i.  149)  :  but  lay  in 
ruins,  after  its  destruction  by  the  Lydians  (B.C.  627  :  cf.  Herod,  i.  16), 
for  400  years  (till  Alexander  the  Great,  according  to  Pliny  v.  31  ; 
Pausan.  vii.  5.  1  ;  till  Antigonus,  according  to  Strabo,  1.  xiv.  p.  646). 
It  was  then  rebuilt,  20  stadia  from  old  Smyrna  (Strabo,  1.  c.),  and  rose 
to  be,  in  the  time  of  the  first  Caesars,  one  of  the  fairest  and  most  popu- 

lous cities  in  Asia  (Strabo,  ibid.).  Modern  Smyrna  is  a  large  city  of 
more  than  120,000  inhabitants,  the  centre  of  the  trade  of  the  Levant. 
The  church  in  Smyrna  was  distinguished  for  its  illustrious  first  bishop 
the  martyr  Polycarp,  who  is  said  to  have  been  put  to  death  in  the 
stadium  there  in  A.D.  166  (cf.  Iren.  Haer.  iii.  3.  4,  p.  176). 

9.  PERGAJVIUM:    (sometimes   Perganms),    an  ancient    city    of  Mysia, 

on  the  river  Ca'icus,  an  €7TK£av7?s  71-0X19  (Strabo,  1.  xiii.  p.  623).     At  first 
it  appears  to  have  been  a  mere  hill- fortress  of  great  natural  strength  ; 
but  it  became  an  important  city  owing  to  the  circumstance  of  Lysi- 

machus,  one  of  Alexander's  generals,  having  chosen  it  for  the  reception 
of  his    treasures,  and  entrusted  them  to  his  eunuch   Philetserus,  who 
rebelled  against  him  (B.C.  283),  and  founded  a  kingdom,  which  lasted 
150  years,  when  it  was  bequeathed  by  its  last  sovereign  Attalus  III.  (B.C. 
133)  to  the  Roman  people.     Pergamum  possessed  a  magnificent  library, 
founded  by  its  sovereign  Eumenes  (B.C.  197 — 159),  which  subsequently 
vras  given  by  Antony  to  Cleopatra  (Plut.   Anton,  c.  58),  and  perished 
with  that  at  Alexandria  under  Caliph   Omar.     It  became  the  official 
capital  of  the  Roman  province  of  Asia  (Pliny,  v.  33).    There  was  there 
a  celebrated  temple  of  -ZEsculapius,  on  which  see  note,  ch.  ii.  13.     There 
is  still  a  considerable  city,  containing,  it  is  said  (Stuart,  p.  450),  about 
3000  nominal  Christians.     It  is  now  called  Bergamah. 

10.  THYATIKA,  once  called  Pelopia  and  Euippia  (Plin.  v,  31),  a  town 

in  Lydia,  about  a  day's  journey  south  of  Pergamum.     It  was  perhaps 
originally  a  Macedonian  colony  (Strabo,  xiii.  p.  625).     Its  chief  trade 
was  dyeing  of  purple,  cf.  Acts  xvi.  14  and  note.     It  is  said  to  be  at 
present  a  considerable  town  with  many  ruins,  called  Ak-Hisar,  and  to 
contain  some  3000  Christians. 

11.  SARDIS,  the  ancient  capital  of  the  kingdom  of  Lydia,  lay  in  a 
plain  between  the  mountains  Tmolus  and  Hermus,  on  the  small  river 
Pactolus  :  33  miles  from  Thyatira  and  28  from  Philadelphia  by  the 
Antonine  Itinerary.      Its  classical  history  is  well  known.     In  the  reign 
of  Tiberius  it  was  destroyed  by  an  earthquake,  but  restored  by  order  of 
that  emperor,  Tacit.  Ann.  ii.  47  ;  Strabo  xiii.  p.  627.     It  was  the  capital 
of  a  conventus  in  the  time  of  Pliny  (v.  30)  ;  and  continued  a  wealthy 
city  to  the  end  of  the  Byzantine    empire.     More  than  one  Christian 

239] 
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council  was  held  here.  In  the  eleventh  century  Sardis  fell  into  the 
hands  of  the  Turks,  and  in  the  thirteenth  it  was  destroyed  by  Tamer- 

lane, Only  a  village  (Sart)  now  remains,  built  among  the  ruins  of  the 
ancient  city. 

12.  PHILADELPHIA,  in  JLydia,  on  the  N.W.  side  of  Mount  Tmolus, 
28  miles  S.E.  from  Sardis.     It  was  built  by  Attains  Philadelphia,  King 
of  Pergamum.     Earthquakes  were  exceedingly  prevalent  in  the  district, 
and  it  was  mors  than  once  nearly  demolished  by  them  :  cf.  Tacit.  Ann. 
{{^  47  .  Strabo  xiii.  628.     It  defended  itself  against  the  Turks  for  some 

time,  but  was  eventually  taken  by  Bajazet  in  1390.      It  is  now  a  con- 
siderable town  named  Allahshar,  containing  ruins  of  its  ancient  wall, 

and  of  about  twenty-four  churches. 
13.  LAODICEA,   Laodicea  ad  Lycum,  was  a  celebrated  city  in  the 

S.W.  of  Phrygia,  near  the  river  Lycus.     It  was  originally  called  Dios- 
polis,  and  afterward  Rhoas  (Plin.  v.  29)  :  and  the  name  Laodicea  was 
owing  to  its  being  rebuilt  by  Antiochus  Theos  in  honour  of  his  wife 
Laodice.     It  was  not  far  from  Colossse,  and  only  six  miles  W.  of  Hiera- 
polis.     It  suffered  much  in  the  Mithridatic  war  (Appian,  Bell.  Mithr. 
20  ;  Strabo  xii.  578) :  but  recovered  itself,  and  became  a  wealthy  and 

important   place,  at  the   end  of  the  republic  and  .under  the  first  em- 
perors.    It  was  completely  destroyed  by  the  great  earthquake  in  the 

reign  of  Nero  :  but  was  rebuilt  by  the  wealth  of  its  own  citizens,  without 
help  from  the  state,  Tacit.  Ann.  xiv.  27.      Its  state  of  prosperity  and 
carelessness  in  spiritual  things  described  in  the  Epistle  is  well  illus- 

trated by  these  facts.     St.  Paul  wrote  an  Epistle  to  the  Laodiceans, 
now  lost.     See  CoL  iv.  16,  and  Prolegg.  to  Vol.  III.  ch.  xi.  §  iii.  2.     It 
produced  literary  men  of  eminence,  and  had  a  great  medical  school.     It 
was   the   capital  of  a  conventus  during  the   Roman   empire.     It   was 

utterly  ravaged  by  the  Turks,  and  "nothing,"  says  Hamilton,  "  can  ex- 
ceed the  desolation  and  melancholy  appearance  of  the  site  of  Laodicea." 

A  village  exists  amongst  the  ruins,  named  Eski-hissar. 
14.  See  for  further  notices  on  the  Seven  Churches,  Winer,  RWB., 

and  Dr.  Smith's  Dictionary  of  Geography  :  from  which  two  sources  the 
above  accounts  are  mainly  compiled.      In  those  works  will  be  found 
detailed  references  to  the  works  of  various  travellers  who  have  visited 
them. 
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SECTION  IV. 

OBJECT    AND    CONTENTS. 

1.  The  Apocalypse  declares  its  own  object  (eh.  i.  1)  to  be  mainly 

prophetic;    the  exhibition    to  God's    servants  of  things  which  must 
shortly  come  to  pass.     And  to  this  by  far  the  larger  portion  of  the 
book  is  devoted.     From  ch.  iv.  1  to  xxii.  5,  is  a  series  of  visions  pro- 

phetic of  things  to  come,  or  introducing  in  their  completeness  allegories 
which  involve  things   to  come.     Intermixed  however  with  this    pro- 

phetic development,  we  have  a  course  of  hortatory  and  encouraging 
sayings,  arising  out  of  the  state  of  the  churches  to  which  the  book  is 
written,  and  addressed  through  them  to  the  church  universal. 

2.  These  sayings  are  mostly  related  in  style  and  sense  to  the  Epistles 
with  which  the  book  began,  so  as  to  preserve  in  a  remarkable  manner 
the  unity  of  the  whole,  and  to  shew  that  it  is  not,  as  Grotius  and  some 
others  have  supposed,  a  congeries  of  different  fragments,  but  one  united 
work,  written  at  one  and  the  same  time.    The  practical  tendency  of  the 

Epistles  to  the  Churches  is  never  lost  sight  of  throughout.     So  that  we 

may  fairly  say  that  its  object  is  not  only  to  prophesy  of  the  future,  but 

also  by  such  prophecy  to  rebuke,  exhort,  and  console  the  Church. 

3.  Such  being  the  general  object,  our  enquiry  is  now  narrowed  to 

that  of  the  prophetic  portion  itself:   and  we  have  to  enquire,   what 
was  the  aim  of  the  Writer,  or  rather  of  Him  who  inspired  the  Writer, 
in  delivering  this  prophecy. 

4.  And  in  the  first  place,  we  are  met  by  an  enquiry  which  it  may  be 

strange  enough  that  we  have  to  make  in  this  day,  but  which  never- 
theless must  be  made.      Is    the  book,  it    is    asked,   strictly  speaking, 

a  revelation  at  all?     Is  its  so-called  prophecy  any  thing  more  than  the 

ardent  and  imaginative  poesy  of  a  rapt  spirit,  built  up  on  the  then 

present  trials  and  hopes  of  himself  and  his  contemporaries  ?     Is  not  its 

future  bounded  by  the  age  and  circumstances  then  existing?     And  are 

not  all  those  mistaken,  who  have  attempted  to  deduce  from  it  indications 

respecting  our  own  or  any  subsequent  age  of  the  Church  ? 

5.  Two  systems  of  understanding  and  interpreting  the   book  have 

been  raised  on  the  basis  of  a  view  represented  by  the  foregoing  ques- 

tions.    The  former  of  them,  that  of  Grotius,  Ewald,  Eichhorn,  and 

others,    proceeds    consistently    enough  in   denying    all    prophecy,   an
d 

explaining  figuratively,  with  regard  to  then  present  expectations,
  right 

or  wrong,  all  the  things   contained  in  the  book.     The  latter, 
 that  of 

Liicke    De  Wette,  Bleek,  Diisterdieck,  and  others,  while  it  
professes 

to  reco-nize  a  certain  kind  of  inspiration  in  the  Writer,  yet  believes 
 his 

view  to°have  been  entirely  bounded  by  his  own  subjectivity  and  circ
um- 241] 
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stances,  denying  that  the  book  contains  any  thing  specially  revealed  to 
John  and  by  him  declared  to  us ;  and  regarding  its  whole  contents  as 
only  instructive,  in  so  far  as  they  represent  to  us  the  aspirations  of  a 
fervid  and  inspired  man,  fall  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  and  his  insight  into 
forms  of  conflict  and  evil  which  are  ever  recurring  in  the  history  of  the 
world  and  the  Church. 

6.  I  own  it  seems  to  me  that  we  cannot  in  consistency  or  in  honesty 
accept  this  compromise.     For  let  us  ask  ourselves,  how  does  it  agree 
with  the  phenomena  ?     It  conveniently  saves  the  credit  of  the  Writer, 
and  rescues  the  book  from  being  an  imposture,  by  conceding  that  he 
saw  all  which  he  says  he  saws  but  at  the  same  time  maintains,  that  all 
which  he  saw  was    purely    subjective,  having    no    external    objective 
existence  :  and  that  those  things  which  seem  to  be  prophecies  of  the 
distant  future,  are  in  fact  no  such  prophecies,  bnt  have  and  exhaust 

their  significance  within  the  horizon  of  the  writer's  own  experience  and 
hopes. 

7.  But  then,  if  this  be  so,  I  do  not  see,  after  all,  how  the  credit  of  the 
Writer  is  so  entirely  saved.     He  distinctly  lays  claim  to  be  speaking  of 
long  periods  of  time.     To  say  nothing  of  the  time  involved  in  the  other 
visions,  he  speaks  of  a  thousand  years,  and  of  things  which  must  happen 
at  the  end  of  that  period.     So  that  we  must  say,  on  the  theory  in  ques- 

tion, that  all  his  declarations  of  this  kind  are  pure  mistakes :  and,  in 
exegesis,  our  view  must  be  entirely  limited  to  the  enquiry,  not  what  is 
for  us  and  for  all  the  meaning  of  this  or  that   prophecy,  but  what  was 

the  Writer's  meaning  when  he  set  it  down.    Whether  subsequent  events 
justified  his  guess,  or  falsified  it,  is  for  us  a  pure  matter  of  archaeological 
and  psychological  interest,  and  no  more. 

8.  If  this  be  so,  I  submit  that  the  book  at  once  becomes  that  which  is 
known  as  apocryphal,  as  distinguished  from  canonical :  it  is  of  no  more 
value  to  us  than  the  Shepherd  of  Hennas,  or  the  Ascension  of  Isaiah : 
and  is  mere  matter  for  criticism  and  independent  judgment. 

9.  It  will  be  no  surprise  to  the  readers  of  this  work  to  be  told,  that 
we  are  not  prepared  thus  to  deal  with  a  book  which  we  accept  as  canoni- 

cal, and  have  all  reason  to  believe  to  have  been  written  by  an  Apostle. 
While  we  are  no  believers  in  what  has  been  (we  cannot  help  thinking 
foolishly)  called  verbal  inspiration,  we  are  not  prepared  to  set  aside  the 
whole  substance  of  the  testimony  of  the  writer  of  a  book  which  we 
accept  as  canonical,  nor  to  deny  that  visions,  which  he  purports  to  have 
received  from  God  to  shew  to  the  Church  things  which  must  shortly 
come  to  pass,  were  so  received  by  him,  and  for  such  a  purpose. 

10.  Maintaining  this  ground,  and  taking  into  account  the  tone  of  the 
book  itself,  and  the  periods  embraced  in  its  prophecies,  we  cannot  con- 

sent to  believe  the  vision  of  the  Writer  to  have  been  bounded  by  the 242] 



§  iv.]  OBJECT  AND  CONTENTS.        [PROLEGOMENA. 

horizon  of  liis  own  experience  and  personal  hopes.  We  receive  the  book 

as  being  -what  it  professes  to  be,  a  revelation  from  God  designed  to 
shew  to  his  servants  things  which  must  shortly  come  to  pass3.  And  so 
far  from  this  word  Iv  ra\€i  offending  us,  we  find  in  it,  as  compared  with 
the  contents  of  the  book,  a  measure  by  which,  not  our  judgment  of 
those  contents,  but  our  estimate  of  worldly  events  and  their  duration, 
should  be  corrected.  The  Iv  ra^ci  confessedly  contains,  among  other 

periods,  a  period  of  a  thousand  years.  On  what  principle  are  we  to 
affirm  that  it  does  not  embrace  a  period  vastly  greater  than  this  in  its 
whole  contents  ? 

11.  We  hold  therefore  that  the  book,  judged  by  its  own  testimony, 
and  with  regard  to  the  place  which  it  holds  among  the  canonical  books 

of  Scripture,  is  written  with  the  object  of  conveying  to  the  Church  re- 
velations from  God  respecting  certain  portions  of  her  course  even  up  to 

the  time  of  the  end.       Whether  such  revelations  disclose  to  her  a  con- 
tinuous prophetic  history,  or  are  to  be  taken  as  presenting  varying  views 

and  relations  of  her  conflict  with  evil,  and  God's  judgment  on  her  enemies, 
will  be  hereafter  discussed.     But  the  general  object  is  independent  of 

these  differences  in  interpretation. 
12.  The  contents  of  the  book  have  been  variously  arranged.     It  seems 

better  to  follow  the  plain  indication  of  the  book  itself,  than  to  distribute 

it  so  as  to  suit  any  theory  of  interpretation.      We  find  in  so  doing,  that 
we  have, 

I.  A  general  introduction  to  *ne  whole  book,  ch.  i.  1 — 3: 

II.  The  portion  containing  the  Epistles  to  the  seven  churches,  i.  4 — 
iii.  22,  itself  consisting  of 

a.  The  address  and  preface,  i.  4 — 8. 

£.  The  introductory  vision,  i.  9 — 20 

y.  The  seven  Epistles,  ii.  1 — iii.  22. 

III.  The  prophetical  portion,  iv.  1 — xxii.  5 ;  and  herein 

a.  The  heavenly  scene  of  vision,  iv.  1 — 11. 
B.  1.  The  sealed  book,  and  the  Lamb  who  should  open  its  seven 

seals,  v.  1 — 14. 
2.  The  seven  seals  opened,  vi.  1 — viii.  5,  wherein  are  inserted 

two  episodes,  between  the  sixth  and  seventh  seals. 

3  Diisterdieck  has  stigmatized  this  view  (Einl.  p.  44)  as  that  ofma&ical  inspiration, 

as  distinguished  from  his  own,  which  he  designates  as  that  of  ethical  inspirat
ion.  It  is 

difficult  to  assign  any  meaning  to  these  epithets  at  all  corresponding  to  the  nature
  of 

the  case.  Why  that  inspiration  should  he  called  magical,  which  makes  the  prophet^  the 

organ  of  communicating  the  divine  counsels  in  symbolical  language  to  the  Church,  it  is 

difficult  to  say :  and  surely  not  less  difficult  to  explain,  how  that  inspiration  can  be 

called  ethical,  which  makes  him  pretend  to  have  received  visions  from  &od,  which  h
e 

has  only  imagined  in  his  own  mind. 243] 
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a.  the  sealing  of  the  elect,  vii.  I — 8. 
b.  the  multitude  of  the  redeemed,  vii.  9 — 17. 

y.  The  seven  trumpets  of  vengeance,  introduced  indeed  before  the 
conclusion  of  the  former  portion,  viii.  2,  but  properly  extending 
from  viii.  6 — xi.  19. 

But  here  again  we  have  two  episodes,  between  toe  sixth  and 
seventh  trumpets, 

a.  the  little  book,  x.  1 — 11. 
b.  the  two  witnesses,  xi.  1 — 14. 

8.  The  woman  and  her  three  enemies,  xii.  1 — xiii.  1 8.    And  herein 

a.  the  dragon,  xii.  1 — 17. 
b.  the  beast  xii.  18 — xiii.  10. 

c.  the  second  beast,  or  false  prophet,  xiii.  11 — 18. 
e.  The  introduction  to  the  final  triumph  and  the  final  vengeance, 

xiv,  i — 20.  And  herein 

a.  the  Lamb  and  his  elect,  xiv.  1 — 5. 
b.  the  three  angels   announcing  the  heads  of  the   coming 

prophecy  : 
1.  the  warning  of  judgments,  xiv.  6,  7. 
2.  the  fall  of  Babylon,  xiv.  8. 

3.  the  punishment  of  the  unfaithful,  xiv.  9 — 12. 
4.  a  voice  proclaiming  the  blessedness  of  the  holy  dead, 

xiv.  13. 

c.  the  harvest   (xiv.  14 — 16)    and  the   vintage  (xiv*  17 — 
20)  of  the  earth. 

£.  The  pouring  out  of  the  seven  last  vials  of  wrath,  xv.  1 — xvi.  21. 

rj.  The  judgment  of  Babylon,  xvii.  1 — xviii.  24. 
0.  The  final  triumph,  xix.  1 — xxiL  5.     And  herein 

a.  the  church's  song  of  praise,  xix.  1 — 10. 
b.  the  issuing  forth  of  the  Lord  and  His  hosts  to  victory, 

xix.  11—16. 
c.  the  destruction  of  the  beasts  and  false  prophet  and  kings 

of  the  earth,  xix.  17 — 21. 
d.  the    binding  of  the   dragon,    and   the    millennial  reign, 

xx.  1 — 6. 

e.  the  unbinding,  and  final  overthrow,  of  Satan,  xx.  7 — 10. 
f.  the  general  judgment,  xx.  11 — 15. 
g.  the  new  heavens  and  earth,  and  glories  of  the  heavenly 

Jerusalem,  xxi.  1 — xxii.  5. 
TV.  The  conclusion,  xxii.  6 — 21.  See  on  all  this  the  table  at  p.  260, 

in  which  the  contents  are  arranged  with  a  view  to  prophetic 
interpretation. 
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SECTION  V, 
SYSTEMS  OF  INTERPRETATION. 

1.  It  would  be  as  much,  beyond  the  limits  as  it  is  beside  the  purpose  of 
these  prolegomena,  to  give  a  detailed  history  of  apocalyptic  interpre- 

tation.    And  it  would  be,  after  all,  spending  much  labour  over  that 
which  has  been  well  and  sufficiently  done  already.    For  English  readers, 

the  large  portion  of  Mr.  Elliott's  fourth  volume  of  his  Horse  Apocalypticse 
which  is  devoted  to  the  subject  contains  an  ample  account  of  apocalyptic 
expositors  from  the  first  times  to  the  present :  and  for  those  who  can 

read  German,  Liicke's  Einleitung    will    furnish  more  critical    though 
shorter  notices  of  many  among  them4.     To  these  works,  and  to  others 
like  them5,  I  must  refer  my  readers  for  any  thing  like  a  detailed  history 
of  interpretations  :  contenting  myself  with  giving  a  brief  classification 
of  the  different  great  divisions  of  opinion,  and  with  stating  the  grounds 
and  character  of  the  interpretations  adopted  in  the  following  Commen- 
tary. 

2.  The  schools  of  apocalyptic  interpretation  naturally  divide  themselves 
into  three  principal  branches  : 

a.  The  Praeterists,  or  those  who  hold  that  the  whole  or  by  far  the 
greater  part  of  the  prophecy  has  been  fulfilled ; 

/3.  The  Historical  Interpreters,  or  those  who  hold  that  the  prophecy 
embraces  the  whole  history  of  the  Church  and  its  foes  from  the 
time  of  its  writing  to  the  end  of  the  world : 

y.  The  Futurists,  or  those  who  maintain  that  the  prophecy  relates 
entirely  to  events  which  are  to  take  place  at  or  near  to  the 
coming  of  the  Lord. 

I  shall  make  a  few  remarks  on  each  of  these  schools. 

3.  a.  The  Praeterist  view  found  no  favour,  and  was  hardly  so  much  as 
thought  of,  in  the  times  of  primitive  Christianity.     Those  who  lived 
near  the  date  of  the  book  itself  had  no  idea  that  its  groups  of  prophetic 
imagery  were  intended  merely  to  describe  things  then  passing,  and  to  be 

in  a  few  years  completed6.     The  view  is  said  to  have  been  first  pro- 
mulgated in  any  thing  like  completeness  by  the  Jesuit  Alcasar,  in  his 

Vestigatio  arcani  sensus  in  Apocalypsi,  published  in  1614.     He  regarded 

4  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  Liicke  should  have  performed  this  portion  of  his  work  so 
much  in  the  spirit  of  a  partisan,  and  not  have  contented  himself  with  giving  a  resume 
ab  extra  in  the  spirit  of  fairness,  as  Mr.  Elliott  has  done.     But  his  notices  and  remarks 
are  very  able  and  valuable. 

5  e.  g.  Dr.  Todd  on  the  Apocalypse,  pp.  269  ff. :  Mr.  Charles  Maitland's  Apostolic 
School  of  Prophetic  Interpretation,  &c.     Mr.  Elliott  has  continued  his  notices  down 

nearly  to  the  present  time  in  the  appendix  to  his  Warburtonian  Lectures,  pp.  510 — 566. 
6  Cf.  Methodius,  B.  P.  M.  iii.  693  :  "  Johannes  non  de  prseteritia,  sed  de  iis  quad  vel 

tune  fierent,  vel  quae  olim  eventura  essent,  loquitur/* 245] 
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the  prophecy  as  descriptive  of  the  victory  of  the  Cimrch  first  over  the 
synagogue,  in  chapters  v. — xi.,  and  then  over  heathen  Rome,  in  chapters 
xii. — xix. :  on  which  follows  the  triumph,  aud  rest,  and  glorious  close, 
chapters  xx. — xxii.  Very  nearly  the  same  plan  was  adopted  by  Grotius 
in  his  Annotations,  published  in  1644:  and  by  our  own  Hammond  in 
his  Commentary,  published  in  1653 :  whom  Le  Cierc,  his  Latin  Inter- 

preter, followed.  The  next  name  among  this  school  of  interpreters  is 
that  of  Bossuet,  the  great  antagonist  of  Protestantism.  His  Commen- 

tary was  published  in  1690.  In  the  main,  he  agrees  with  the  schemes  of 
Alcasar  and  Grotius7. 

4.  The  praterist  school  of  interpretation  has  however  of  late  been 
revived  in  Germany,  and  is  that  to  which  some  of  the  most  eminent 

expositors    of  that  nation   belong8:  limiting  the  view  of  the  Seer  to 
matters  within  his  own  horizon,  and  believing  the  whole  denunciations  of 
the  book  to  regard  nothing  further  than  the  destruction  of  Pagan  and 
persecuting  Rome. 

5.  This  view  has  also  found  exponents  in  our  own  language.    It  is  that 
of  the  very  ample  and  laborious  Commentary  of  Moses  Stuart  in  America, 
and  of  Dr.  Davidson  and  Mr.  Desprez  in  England. 

6.  /3.  The    continuous    historical    interpretation   belongs    almost  of 
necessity  to  these    later    days.     In   early  times,  the  historic  material 
since  the  apostolic  period  was  not  copious  enough  to  tempt  men  to  fit 
it  on  to  the  symbols  of  the  prophetic  visions.     The  first  approach  to  it 
seems  to  have  been  made  by  Berengaud,  not  far  from  the  beginning  of 
the  twelfth  century :   who  however  carried    the  historic  range  of  the 

Apocalypse  back  to  the  creation  of  the  world0.     The  historic  view  is 
found  in  the  fragmentary  exposition  of  the  Seals  by  Anselm  of  Havels- 
burg  (1145);  in  the  important  exposition  by  the  Abbot  Joachim  (cir. 
1200)1. 

7.  From  Joachim's  time  we  may  date  the   rise  of  the    continuous 
historic  school  of  interpretation.     From  this  time  men's  minds,  even 
within  the  Romish  church,  became  accustomed  to  the  ideas,  that  the 
apocalyptic  Babylon  was  in  some  sense  or  other  not  only  Pagan  but 
Papal  Rome :  and  that  Antichrist  was  to  sit,  whether  as  an  usurper  or 
not,  on  the  throne  of  the  Papacy. 

8.  I  pass  over  less  remarkable  names,  which  will  be  found  composing 
an  interesting  series  in  Mr.  Elliott's  history2,  noticing  as  I  pass,  that 

7  See  Elliott,  vol.  iv.  p.  480,  and  a  very  good  description  in  Liieke,  p.  540. 
*  e.  g.  Ewald,  Liicke,  De  Wette,  Diisterdieck. 
9  See  Elliott,  vol.  ir.  pp.  362  ff. 

1  Elliott,  vol.  iv.  pp.  376 — 410;  where  see  also  a  tabular  view  of  Joachim's  apo- calyptic scheme. 
2  Vol.  iv.  pp.  416  ff. 246] 
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such  was  the  view  held  by  the  precursors  and  upholders  of  the  Refor- 
mation :  by  WicliiFe  and  his  followers  in  England,  by  Luther  in  Ger- 
many, Bullinger  in  Switzerland,  Bishop  Bale  in  Ireland ;  by  Fox  the 

martyrologist,  by  Brightmann,  Pareus,  and  early  Protestant  expositors 
generally. 

9.  As  we  advance  in  order  of  time,  the  same  view  holds  its  ground  in 
the  main  among  the  Protestant  churches.      It  is,  with  more  or  less  in- 

dividual varieties  and  divergences,  that  of  Mede  (1630),  Jurieu  (1685), 
Cressener  (1690),  Vitringa  (1705),  Daubuz  (1720),   Sir  Isaac  Newton 
(first  published  in  1733,  after  his  death;  but  belonging  to  an  earlier 
date),   Whiston   (1706),    and    the    Commentators    further  on    in    that 
century,  Bengel  and  Bishop  Newton, 

10.  Mr.  Elliott  very  naturally  makes  the  great  French  Revolution  a 
break,  and  the  beginning  of  a  new  epoch,  in  the  history  of  apocalyptic 
interpretation.     From  it,  the  continuous  historical  view  seemed  to  derive 
confirmation  and  consistency,  and  acquired  boldness  to  enter  into  new 
details,  and  fix  its  dates  with  greater  precision, 

1 1 .  Some  of  the  more  marked  upholders  of  the  view  since  that  great 
Revolution  have  been  divided   among   themselves  as    to  the  question, 
whether  the  expected  second  advent  of  our  Lord  is  to  be  regarded  as 
preceding  or  succeeding  the  thousand  years'  reign,  or  millennium.     The 
majority  both  in  number,  and  in  learning  and  research,  adopt  the  pre- 
millenial  advent :  following,  as  it  seems  to  me,  the  plain  and  undeniable 
sense  of  the  sacred  text  of  the  book  itself. 

12.  It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  present  Prolegomena  to  open  contro- 

versial dispute  with  systems  or  with  individuals8.     The  following  Com- 
mentary will  shew  how  far  our  views  agree  with,  how  far  they  differ  from 

the  school  of  which  I  am  treating.     With  this  caution,  I  cannot  refrain 
from  expressing  my  admiration  of  the  research  and  piety  which  have 
characterized  some  of  the  principal  modern  Protestant  expositors  of  this 
school.     I  must  pay  this  tribute  more  especially  to  Mr.  Elliott,  from 
whose  system  and  conclusions  I  am  compelled  so  frequently  and  so  widely 
to  diverge. 

3  The  statement  made  above  in  the  text  will  account  for  my  not  having  noticed  in 
detail,  with  a  view  to  refutation,  Mr.  Elliott's  work,  "  Apocalypsis  Alfordiana,"  pub- 

lished since  the  first  appearance  of  this  volume.  A  careful  perusal  of  that  work 
has  not  altered  my  view  on  any  of  the  points  of  interpretation  whereon  we  differ. 
Its  arguments  are  not  formidable,  consisting  for  the  most  part  of  confident 
re -assertion  of  the  system  which  they  uphold.  In  preparing  the  present  edition  of 
this  volume  I  began  by  inserting  in  the  notes  elaborate  answers  to  them :  but  I  found 
that  thus  my  pages  became  burdened  with  matter  merely  controversial,  and  moreover 
that  I  could  not  continue  this  course  consistently  with  the  unfeigned  respect  which 
I  felt  and  wished  to  shew  towards  Mr.  Elliott :  the  spirit  of  his  book,  which  I  forbear 
here  from  characterizing,  rendering  this  wholly  impossible. 247] 
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13.  y.  Our  attention  now  passes  to  the  Futurist  school,  consisting  of 
those  who  throw  forward  the  whole  book,  or  hy  far  the  greater  pait  of 
it,  into  the  times  of  the  great  second  Advent,  denying  altogether  its 
historical  significance. 

14.  Of  these  writers,  some,  who  have  been  called  the  extreme  futurists4, 
deny  even  the  past  existence  of  the  seven  Asiatic  churches,  and  hold  that 
we  are  to  look  for  them  yet  to  arise  in  the  last  days :  but  the  majority 
accept  them  as  historical  facts,  and  begin  the  events  of  the  last  days 
with  the  prophetic  imagery  in  chap.  iv.    Some  indeed  expound  the  earlier 
seals  of  events  already  past,  and  then  in  the  later  ones  pass  at  once 
onward  to  the  times  of  antichrist. 

15.  The   founder   of  this   system    in  modern  times  (the   Apostolic 
Fathers  can  hardly  with  fairness  be  cited  for  it,  seeing  that  for  them  all 

was  future)  appears  to  have  been  the  Jesuit  Ribera,  about  A.D.  15805. 
It  has  of  late  had  some  able  advocates  in  this  country.    To  it  belong  the 
respected  names  of  Dr.  Maitland,  Dr.  Todd,  Mr.  Burgh,  Isaac  Williams, 
and  others. 

16.  I  need  hardly  say  that  I  cannot  regard  this  scheme  of  interpreta- 
tion with  approval.      To  argue  against  it  here,  would  be  only  to  antici- 
pate the  Commentary,     It  seems  to  me  indisputable  that  the  book  does 

speak  of  things  past,  present,  and  future :  that  some  of  its  prophecies 
are  already  fulfilled,  some  are  now  fulfilling,  and  others  await  their  ful- 

filment in  the  yet  unknown  future :  but  to  class  all  together  and  post- 
pone them  to  the  last  age  of  the  world,  seems  to  me  very  like  shrinking 

from  the  labours  which  the  Holy  Spirit  meant  us,  and  invites  us,  to 
undertake. 

17.  In  the  exposition  of  the  Apocalypse  attempted  in  this  volume,  I 
have  endeavoured  simply  to  follow  the  guidance  of  the  sacred  text, 
according  to  its  own  requirements  and  the  analogies  of  Scripture.     I  am 
not  conscious  of  having  any  where  forced  the  meaning  to  suit  my  own 
prepossession  :  but  I  have  in  each  case  examined,  whither  the  text  itself 
and  the  rest  of  Scripture  seemed  to  send  me  for  guidance.    If  a  definite 
meaning  seemed  to  be  pointed  at  in  such  guidance,  I  have  upheld  that 
meaning,  to  whatever  school  of  interpretation  I  might  seem  thereby  for 
the  time  to  belong.     If  no  such  definite  meaning  seemed  to  be  indicated, 
I   have  confessed   my  inability  to  assign  one,  however  plausible  and 
attractive  the  guesses  of  expositors  may  have  been. 

18.  The  result  of  such  a  method  of  interpretation  may  be  apparent 
want  of  system  ;  but  I  submit  that  it  is  the  only  way  which  will  conduct 
us  safely  as  far  as  we  go,  and  which  will  prevent  us  from  wresting  the 

4  e.g.  the  author  of  " The  Jewish  Missionary,"  and  "The  Sealed  Book/' 
5  Elliott,  vol.  iv.  pp.  465  ff. 248] 
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text  to  make  it  suit  a  preconceived  scheme.  This  latter  fault  seemed  to 
me  so  glaring  and  so  frequent  in  our  expositors  of  the  historical  school, 
and  inspired  me  with  such  disgust,  that  I  determined  my  own  pages 
should  not  contain  a  single  instance  of  it,  if  I  could  help  it.  And  I 
venture  to  hope  that  the  determination  has  been  carried  out. 

19.  The  course  which  I  have  taken,  that  of  following  the  text  itself 
under  the  guidance  of  Scripture  analogy,  naturally  led  to  the  recognition 
of  certain  landmarks,  or  fixed  points,  giving  rise  to  canons  of  interpreta- 

tion, which  I  maintain  are  not  to  be  departed  from.    Such  are  for  instance 
the  following: 

20.  The  close  connexion  between  our  Lord's  prophetic  discourse  on 
the  Mount  of  Olives,  and  the  line  of  apocalyptic  prophecy,  cannot  fail 
to  have  struck  every  student  of  Scripture.    If  it  be  suggested  that  such 
connexion  may  be  merely  apparent,  and  we  subject  it  to  the  test  of  more 
accurate  examination,  our  first  impression  will  I  think  become  continually 
stronger,  that  the  two,  being  revelations  from  the  same  Lord  concerning 
things  to  come,  and  those  things  being  as  it  seems  to  me  bound  by  the 
fourfold  epxov,  which  introduces  the  seals,  to  the  same  reference  to 

Christ's  coming,  must,  corresponding  as  they  do  in  order  and  significance, 
answer  to  one  another  in  detail :  and  thus  the  discourse  in  Matt.  xxiv. 

becomes,  as  Mr.  Isaac   Williams  has  truly  named  it,   "the  anchor  of 
apocalyptic    interpretation;"     and,    I     may    add,    the    touchstone    of 
apocalyptic  systems.     If  its  guidance  be  not  followed  in  the  interpre- 

tation of  the  seals,  if  any  other  than  our  Lord  is  he  that  goes  forth 
conquering  and  to  conquer,  then,  though  the  subsequent  interpretation 
may  have  occasional  points  of  contact  with  truth,  and  may  thus  be  in 
parts  profitable  to  us,  the  system  is  an  erroneous  one,  and,  as  far  as  it  is 
concerned,  the  true  key  to  the  book  is  lost. 

21.  Another  such  landmark  is  found  I  believe  in  the  interpretation  of 
the  sixth  seal:  if  it  be  not  indeed  already  laid  down  in  what  has  just 
been  said.     We  all  know  what  that  imagery  means  in  the  rest  of  Scrip- 

ture*   Any  system  which  requires  it  to  belong  to  another  period  than  the 
close  approach  of  the  great  day  of  the  Lord,  stands  thereby  self-con- 

demned.     I  may  illustrate  this  by  reference  to  Mr.  Elliott's  continuous 
historical  system,  which  requires  that  it  should  mean  the  downfall  of 
Paganism  under  Constantine.      A  more  notable  instance  of  inadequate 
interpretation  cannot  be  imagined. 

22.  Closely  connected  with  this  last  is  another  fixed  point  in  interpre- 
tation.     As  the  seven  seals,  so  the  seven  trumpets  and  the  seven  vials 

run  on  to  the  time  close  upon  the  end.     At  the  termination  of  each 
series,  the  note  is  unmistakably  given,  that  such  is  the  case.     Of  the 
seals  we  have  already  spoken.    As  to  the  trumpets,  it  may  suffice  to  refer 
to  ch.  x.  7,  xi.  18 :  as  to  the  vials,  to  their  very  designation  ras  co 249] 
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and  to  the  yeyovev  of  ch.  xvi  17.  Any  system  which  does  not  recognize 
this  common  ending  of  the  three,  seems  to  me  to  stand  thereby  convicted 
of  error. 

23.  Another  such  absolute  requirement  of  the  sacred  text  is  found  in 

the  vision  of  ch.  xii.  1  ff.     In  ver.  5,  we  read  that  the  woman  erece/  vlbv 
TO 

apcrev,  os  /^AAct  7rot,u<uVea>  iravra  ra  Wvf}  tv  pa/3Sa>  cri§?7pa,  KCU  ̂  

TCKVOJ/  avT779  Trpos  rbv  6eov  /cat  Trpos  TOV  Bpovov  avrov.  All  Scripture 

analogy  and  that  of  this  book  itself  (cf.  ch.  xix.  15)  requires  that  these 
words  should  be  understood  of  our  incarnate  Lord,  and  of  no  other.  Any 

system  seems  to  me  convicted  of  error,  which  is  compelled  to  interpret  the 
words  otherwise. 

24.  Another  canon  of  interpretation  has  seemed  to  me  to  be  deducible 

from  the  great  care  and  accuracy  with  which  the   Seer  distinguishes 

between  the  divine  Persons  and  the  ministering  angels.      Much  con- 

fusion is  found  in  the  apocalyptic  commentaries  from  this  point  not  being 

attended  to.      "Is  such  or  such  an  angel  Christ  Himself,  or  not?"  is  a 
question  continually  meeting  us  in  their  pages.       Such  a  question  need 

never  to  have  been  asked.      ayycAos,  throughout  the  book,  is  an  angel: 
never  our  Lord,  never  one  of  the  sons  of  men.      This  holds  equally,  I 

believe,  of  the  angels  of  the  seven  churches   and  of  the  various  angels 
introduced  in  the  prophetic  vision. 

25.  Various  other  rules  and  requirements  of  the  same  kind  will  be 

found  mentioned  in  the  Commentary  itself.     It  may  be  well  to  speak  of 
some  other  matters  which  seem  worthy  of  notice  here. 

26.  The  apocalyptic  numbers  furnish  an  important  enquiry  to  every 
Commentator,  as  to  their  respective  significance.     And,  in  general  terms, 

such  a  question  can  be  readily  answered.    The  various  numbers  seem  to 

keep  constant  to  their  great  lines  of  symbolic  meaning,  and  may,  without 

any  caprice,  be  assigned  to  them.     Thus  seven  is  the  number  of  perfec- 
tion :  seven  spirits  are  before  the  throne  (ch.  i.  4  ;  iv.  5):  seven  churches 

represent  the  church  universal:  the  Lamb  has  seven  horns  and  seven  eyes 

(v.  6):  in  the  several  series  of  God's  judgments,  each  of  them  complete 
in  itself,  each  of  them  exhaustive  in  its  own  line  of  divine  action,  seven 
is  the  number  of  the  seals,  of  the  trumpets,  of  the  thunders,  of  the  vials. 

27.  Four,  again,  is  the  number  of  terrestrial  extension.     Four  living- 
beings  are  the  celestial  symbols  of  creation  (iv.  6  ff.):  four  angels  stand 
on  the  four  corners  of  the  earth,  holding  the  four  winds  of  heaven  (ch. 

vii.  1):  four  seals,  four  trumpets,  four  vials,  in  each  case  complete  the 

judgments  as  far  as  physical  visitations  are  concerned  :  four  angels  are 

loosed  from  the  Euphrates  to  slay  the  destined  portion  out  of  all  man- 
kind (ix«  13  ffi),  in  obedience  to  a  voice  from  the  four  corners  of  the 

altar:  Satan  deceives  the  nations  in  the  four  corners  of  the  earth  (xx. 

8):  the  new  Jerusalem  lieth  four-square,  having  all  sides  equal. 250] 
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28.  Twelve  is  the  number  especially  appropriated  to  the  Church,  and 
to  those  appearances  which  are  symbolically  connected  with  her.    Twice 
twelve  is  the  number  of  the  heavenly  elders :  twelve  times  twelve  thousand, 
the  number  of  the  sealed  elect :  the  woman  in  ch.  xii.  1  has  a  crown  of 
twelve  stars ;  the  heavenly  city  has  twelve  gates,  at  the  gates  twelve 
angels,  and  on  them  the  names  of  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel;  also  twelve 
foundations,  and  on  them  the  names  of  the  twelve  Apostles :  and  its 
circumference  (probably:  see  note,  ch.  xxi.  16)  is  twelve  thousand  stadii. 
Finally,  in  the  midst  of  her  the  tree  of  life  brings  forth  twelve  manner 
of  fruits. 

29.  The  occurrence  of  aliquot  portions  of  these  numbers  is  also  worthy 
of  our  attention.     The  half  of  seven,  three  and  a  half,  is  a  ruling  number 
in  the  apocalyptic  periods  of  time.    Three  years  and  a  half  had  been  the 
duration  of  the  draught  prayed  for  by  Elijah  (see  James  v.  17,  note: 
also  Luke  iv.  25) ;  "  a  time,  and  times,  and  the  dividing  of  time  "  was 
the  prescribed  prophetic  duration  of  the  oppression  of  the  saints  in  Dan. 
vii.  25.     Accordingly,  we  find  in  the  Apocalypse  (ch.  xi.  2)  that  the  two 
witnesses,  one  of  whose  powers  is,  to  shut  up  heaven  that  there  shall  be  no 
rain  (xi.  6),  shall  prophesy  1260  days  =  3  x  360  -f  180  =  three  years 
and  a  half.      And  if  this  particular  reminds  us  of  Elijah,  the  other,  the 
turning  the  water  into  blood  and  smiting  the  earth  with  plagues,  directs 
our  attention  to  Moses,  whose  testimony  endured  throughout  the  forty 

and  two  stations  of  the  children  of  Israel's  pilgrimage,  as  that  of  these 
witnesses  is  to  endure  forty  and  two  months  =  3  X  12  +  6  months  = 
three  years  and  a  half.     (Again,  for  three  days  and  a  half  shall  the  bodies 
of  these  witnesses  lie  unburied  in  the  street  of  the  great  city,  after  which 
they  shall  rise  again.)     The  same  period  in  days  (1260)  is  the  term 
during  which  the  woman  shall  be  fed  in  the  wilderness  (xii.  6).     The 
same  in  months  (42)  is  allotted  (xiii.  5)  to  the  power  of  the  first  wild- 
beast  which  ascended  from  the  sea. 

30.  I  have  not  pretended  to  offer  any  solution  of  these  periods  of  time, 
so  remarkably  pervaded  by  the  half  of  the  mystic  seven.    I  am  quite  un- 

able to  say,  who  the  two  witnesses  are;  quite  unable,  in  common  with  all 
apocalyptic  interpreters,  to  point  out  definitely  any  period  in  the  history 
of  the  church   corresponding  to  the  1260  days  of  ch.  xii.  6,  or  any  in 

the  history  of  this  world's  civil  power  which  shall  satisfy  the  forty-two 
months  of  ch.  xiii.  50     As  far  as  I  have  seen,  every  such  attempt  hitherto 
made  has  been  characterized  by  signal  failure.      One  after  another,  the 
years  fixed  on  for  the  consummation  by  different  authors  have  passed 
away,  beginning  with  the  1836  of  Bengel :  one  after  another,  the  ex- 

positors who  have  lived  to  be  thus  refuted  have  shifted  their  ground  into 
the  safer  future. 

31.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  enter  the  lists  on  either  side  of  the  vexed 
2511 
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"  year-day"  question.  I  have  never  seen  it  proved,  or  even  made  probable, 
that  we  are  to  take  a  day  for  a  year  in  apocalyptic  prophecy :  on  the 
other  hand  I  have  never  seen  it  proved,  or  made  probable,  that  such  mystic 

periods  are  to  be  taken  literally,  a  day  for  a  day.  It  is  a  weighty  argu- 

ment against  the  year-day  system,  that  a  period  of  "a  thousand  years" 
(xx,  6,  7)  does  occur  in  the  prophecy  :  it  is  hardly  a  less  strong  one 

against  literal  acceptation  of  days,  that  the  principles  of  interpretation 

given  us  by  the  Seer  himself  (xvii.  17)  seem  to  require  for  the  reign  of 
the  beast  a  far  longer  period  than  this  calculation  would  allow.  So  that 

in  the  apparent  failure  of  both  systems,  I  am  driven  to  believe  that  these 

periods  are  to  be  assigned  by  some  clue,  of  which  the  Spirit  has  not  yet 
put  the  Church  in  possession. 

32.  Still  less  caa  I  offer  any  satisfactory  solution  of  the  prophetic 

number  of  the  beast  (xiii.  18).    Even  while  I  print  my  note  in  favour  of 

the  AaTetvos  of  Irenseus,  I  feel  almost  disposed  to  withdraw  it.  It  is  beyond 

question  the  best  solution  that  has  been  given :  but  that  it  is  not  the 

solution,  I  have  a  persuasion  amounting  to  certainty.     It  must  be  con- 
sidered merely  as  worthy  to  emerge  from  the  thousand  and  one  failures 

strewed  up  and  down  in  our  books,  and  to  be  kept  in  sight  till  the 

challenge  tDSe  -fj  vo&a  Zcrrw  is  satisfactorily  redeemed. 

33.  On  one  point  I  have  ventured  to  speak  strongly,  because  my  con- 

viction on  it  is  strong,  founded  on  the  rules  of  fair  and  consistent  inter- 

pretation.     I  mean,  the  necessity  of  accepting  literally  the  first  resur- 
rection, and  the  millennial  reign.      It  seems  to  me  that  if  in  a  sentence 

where    two    resurrections  are  spoken   of  with  no  mark  of  distinction 

between  them  (it  is  otherwise  in  John  v.  28,  which  is  commonly  alleged  for 

the  view  which  I  am  combating), — in  a  sentence  where,  one  resurrection 

having  been  related,  "the  rest  of  the  dead"  are  afterwards  mentioned, — we 
are  at  liberty  to  understand  the  former  one  figuratively  and  spiritually v 
and  the  latter  literally  and  materially,  then  there  is  an  end  of  ail  definite 

meaning  in  plain  words,  and  the  Apocalypse,  or  any  other  book,  may  mean 

any  thing  we  please.     It  is  a  curious  fact  that  those  who  maintain  this, 

studious  as  they  generally  are  to  uphold  the  primitive  interpretation,  are 

obliged,  not  only  to  wrest  the  plain  sense  of  words,  but  to  desert  the 
unanimous    consensus  of  the  primitive  Fathers,  some  of  whom   lived 

early  enough  to  have  retained  apostolic  tradition  on  this  point.     Not 

till  chiliastic  views  had  run  into  unspiritual  excesses,  was  this  interpre- 

tation departed  from6. 
34.  It  now  remains  that  I  say  somewhat  respecting  my  own  view  of 

the  character  and  arrangement  of  the  prophecy,  which  may  furnish  the 

e  The  student  will  find  a  good  account  of  the  history  of  opinions  on  this  subject  in 

Herzog's  Encytlopadie,  art.  Chiliasmxis. 252] 
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reader  with  a  general  idea  of  the  nature  of  the  interpretation  given  in 
the  notes. 

35.  And  first  for  the  principles  on  which  that  interpretation  is  based, 
a)  The  book  is  a  revelation  given  by  the  Father  to  Christ,  and  imparted 
by  Him  through  His  angel  to  St.  John,  to  declare  to  His  servants  things 
which  must  shortly  come  to  pass :  in  other  words,  the  future  conflicts 
and  triumphs  of  His  church ;  these  being  the  things  which  concerned 
"His  servants." 

36.  /?)  Of  all  these,  the  greatest  event  is  His  own  coming  in  glory. 
In  consequence,  it  is  put  forward  in  the  introduction  of  the  book  with  all 
solemnity,  and  its  certainty  sealed  by  an  asseveration  from  the  Almighty 
and  everlasting  God. 

37.  y)  Accordingly  we  find  every  part  of  the  prophecy  full  of  this 
subject.       The  Epistles  to  the  Churches  continually  recur  to  it :  the 
visions  of  seals,  trumpets,  vials,  all  end  in  introducing  it :  and  it  forms 
the  solemn  conclusion,  as  it  did  the  opening  of  the  book* 

38.  8)  But  it  was  not  the  first  time  that  this  great  subject  had  been 
spoken  of  in  prophecy.    The  Old  Testament  prophets  had  all  announced 
it :  and  the  language  of  this  book  is  full  of  the  prophetic  imagery  which 
we  also  find  in  them,     The  first  great  key  to  the  understanding  of  the 
Apocalypse,  is,  the  analogy  of  Old  Testament  prophecy. 

39.  c)  The  next  is  our  Lord's  own  prophetic  discourse,  before  insisted 
on  in  this  reference.      He  himself  had  previously  delivered  a  great 
prophecy,  giving  in  clear  outline  the  main  points  of  the  history  of  the 
church.      In  this  prophecy,  the  progress  of  the  Gospel,  its  hindrances 
and  corruptions,  the  judgments  on  the  unbelieving,  the  trials  of  tho 

faithful,  the  safety  of  God's  elect  amidst  all,  and  the  final  redemption  in 
glory  of  His  faithful  people,  were  all  indicated.     There,  they  were 
enwrapped  in  language  which  was  in  great  part  primarily  applicable  to 
the  great  typical  judgment  on  the  chosen  people — the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem.      When  this  book  was  written,  that  event  had  taken  place : 

completing  the  first  and  partial  fulfilment  of  our  Lord's   predictions. 
Now,  it  remained  for  prophecy  to  declare  to  the  church  God's  course  of 
dealing  with  the  nations  of  the  earth,  by  which  the  same  predictions 
are  to  be  again  fulfilled,  on  a  larger  scale,  and  with  greater  fulness  of 
meaning. 

40.  It  is  somewhat  astonishing,  that  many  of  those  who  recognize 
to  the  full  the  eschatological  character   of  the  prophetic  discourse  of 
our   Lord,  should  have  failed  to  observe  in  the  Apocalypse  the  very 
same  features  of  arrangement,   and  an  analogy  challenging   continual 
observation. 

41.  £)  In  accordance  with  the  analogy  just  pointed  out,  I  conceive 
that  the  opening  section  of  the  book  (after  the  vision  in  the  introduc- 253] 
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tion),  containing  the  Epistles  to  the  Churches,  is  an  expansion  of  our 

Lord's  brief  notes  of  comfort,  reproof,  and  admonition  addressed  to  His 
own  in  the  prophecy  on  the  Mount  of  Olives  and  elsewhere  in  His 
prophetic  discourses. 

42.  "  rlt  reveals  to  us  our  Lord  as  present  with  His  people  evermore 
in  the  fulness  of  His  divine  Majesty  as  the  Incarnate  and  glorified  Son 
of  God :  present  with  them  hy  His  Spirit  to  sympathize,  to  sustain,  to 
comfort,  to  reprove,  to  admonish,  as  their  need  requires :  his  eye  ever- 

more on  every  heart,  his  love  ever  ready  to  supply  all  their  need.     The 
Epistles  are  no  other  than  the  expression  of  that  special  message  of 
rebuke  or  encouragement  which  day  by  day  in  all  ages  the  Lord  sees  to 
be  needed,  in  one  or  other  of  its  parts,  by  every  Church,  and  every 
Christian,  on  earth.     Every  body  of  Christians,  we  are  reminded,  like 
every   individual,    has    at   each    moment,    its    own    definite  religious 
character  and  condition  :  like  Ephesus,  sound,  but  with  declining  love 
and  faith :  like  Smyrna,  faithful  in  tribulation  and  rich  in  good  works : 
like  Pergamum,  steadfast  under  open    trial,  but  too  tolerant  of  com- 

promises with  the  world's  ways :  like  Thyatira,  diligent  in  well-doing, 
and  with  many  signs  of  spiritual  progress,  yet  allowing  false  teaching 
and  corrupt  practice  to  go  unchecked :  like  Sardis,  retaining  the  form  of 
sound  doctrine,  but  in  practice  sunk  into  a  deep  slumber  threatening 

spiritual  death  :  like  Philadelphia,  faithful  to  the  Lord's  word  and  name, 
loving  Him  though  in  weakness,  and  therefore  kept  in  safety:  or  finally 
like  Laodicea,  'lukewarm,  and  neither  cold  nor  hot:'  self-satisfied,  be- 

cause sunk  too  deep  in  spiritual  sloth  arid  indifference  to  be  conscious  of 

her  poverty,  and  ready  therefore  to  lose  all  without  struggle  or  regret8." 
43.  This  first  section  has  set  before  us  the  Lord  present  with  His 

church  on  earth ;  the  next  introduces  us  at  once  to  His  presence  in 
heaven,  and  to  the  celestial  scenery  of  the  whole  coming  prophecy.     It  is 
to  be  noted  that  this  revelation  of  God  is  as  the  God  of  His  Church. 
The  Father,  seated   on  the  Throne :    the  Lamb  in  the  midst  of  the 
throne,  bearing  the  marks  of  His  atoning  sacrifice :  the  sevenfold  Spirit 
with  His  lamps  of  fire :    this  is  Jehovah  the  covenant  God    of  His 
redeemed.     And  next  we  have  Creation,  symbolized  by  the  four  living- 
beings — the  Church,   patriarchial   and   apostolic,   represented   by   the 
twenty- four  elders  :  and  the  innumerable  company  of  angels,  minis ter- 

7  I  borrow  the  words  of  a  MS.  Lecture  on  the  Apocalypse  by  an  old  and  valued  friend. 
8  It  has  been  supposed  by  some  (the  first  of  whom  apparently  was  the  Abbot 

Joachim)  that  these  Epistles  are  in  themselves  prophetic  of  various  states  of  the  church 
from  the  time  of  the  Apocalypse  to  the  final  close  of  the  dispensation.     One  of  the 
principal  among  these  is  Vitringa,  in  whose  Commentary,  pp.  27  ff.,  will  be  found  a  full 
account,  and  elaborate  defence  of  the  view.     I  need  not  say  that  I  myself  cannot  sub- 

scribe to  it. 254] 
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Ing  in  their  giorj  and  might,   now  by  one  of  them,  now  by  another, 
throughout  the  course  of  the  prophecy. 

44.  In  the  next  section,  the  Lamb,  alone  found  worthy,  opens  one 
after  another  the  seals  of  the  closed  book  or  roll,  so  that,  when  they  are 
all  opened,  it  may  be  unrolled  and  read.     One  point  I  have  urged  in  the 
following  notes  :  viz.,  that  the  roll  is  never  during  the  prophecy  actually 
opened,  nor  is  any  part  of  it  read.     The  openings  of  its  successive  seals 
are  but  the   successive  preparations  for  its  contents  to  be  disclosed  : 
and  as  each  is  opened,  a  new  class  of  preparations  is  seen  in  prophetic 
vision.     When  the  seventh  is  loosed,  and  all  is  ready  for  the  unfolding 
and  reading,  there  is  a  symbolic  silence,  and  a  new  series  of  visions 
begins. 

45.  As  regards  the  seals  themselves,  the  first  four  are  marked  off 
from  the  other  three  in  a  manner  which  none  can  fail  to  observe.     They 

represent,  I  believe,  Christ's  victory  over  the  world  in  His  appointed 
way.     We  have  Himself  going  forth  to  conquer,  and  in  His  train,  the 
sword  which  He  came  to  send  on  earth,  the  wars,  famines,  and  pesti- 

lences, which  He  foretold  should  be  forerunners  of  His  coming.     At 
each  of  these  appearances,  one  of  the  living-beings  who  symbolize  Crea- 

tion echoes  with  his  epxov  the  sighs  of  the  world  for  the  manifestation  of 
the  sons  of  God.     I  conceive  it  to  be  a  mistake,  necessarily  involved  in 
the  consecutive  historical  interpretation,  but  sometimes  found  where  that 
is  not,  to  interpret  these  four  seals,  as  succeeding  one  another  in  time. 
All  are  co-ordinate,  all  are  correlative. 

46.  Next  to  the  sighs  of  Creation  for  the  Lord's  coming,  we  have  those 
of  His   martyred  saints,  crying  from  under  His  altar.       Then,  at  the 
opening  of  the  sixth  seal,  we  have  reproduced  the  well-known  imagery  of 
our  Lord's  discourse  and  of  the  O.  T.  prophets,  describing  the  very  eve 
and  threshold,  so  to  speak,  of  the  day  of  the  Lord  :  the  portents  which 
should  usher  in  His  coming  :  but  not  that  coming  itself.      For  the 
revelation  of  this,  the  time  is  not  yet.     First,  His  elect  must  be  gathered 
out  of  the  four  winds — the  complete  number  sealed,  before  the  judgments 
invoked  by  the  martyred  souls  descend  on  the  earth,  the  sea,  the  trees. 
First,  the  Seer  must  be  vouchsafed  a  vision  of  the  great  multitude  whom 

none  can  number,  in  everlasting  glory.      The  day  of  the  Lord's  coming 
is  gone  by,  and  the  vision  reaches  forward  beyond  it  into  the  blissful 
eternity.     Why  ?     Because  then,  and  not  till  then,  shall  the  seventh 

seal,  which  looses  the  roll  of  God's  eternal  purposes,  be  opened,  and  the 
book  read  to  the  adoring  Church  in  glory.      Then  we  have  the  last  seal 

opened,    and    the   half-hour's    silence — the    "initium,"    as    Victorious 
sublimely  says,  "  quietis  geternse." 

47.  Thus  far  the  vision  of  the  seals  necessarily  reached  onward  for  its 

completion.     But  there  is  much  more  to  be  revealed.     God's  judgments 
255] 
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on  the  earth  and  its  inhabitants  are  the  subject  of  the  next  series  of 
visions.  The  prayers  of  the  martyred  saints  had  invoked  them  :  with 
the  symbolizing  therefore  of  the  answer  to  these  prayers  the  next 
section  opens.  Then  follow  the  trumpet-blowing  angels,  hurting  the 
earth,  the  trees,  the  sea,  the  rivers,  the  lights  of  heaven.  And  here 
again,  as  before,  the  first  four  trumpets  complete  these  oecumenical 
judgments,  and  with  the  fifth  the  three  woes  on  mankind  begin.  The 
previous  plagues  have  affected  only  the  accessories  of  life  :  the  following 
affect  life  itself, 

48.  In  these  latter  we  have  the  strictest  correspondence  with  the 
foregoing  vision  of  the   seals.     Two   of  them   are  veritably  plagues, 
the  one  of  the  locust,  the  other  of  the  horsemen.     After  this  sixth 
trumpet  are  inserted  two  episodical  passages,  the  one  a  vision,  the  other 
a  prophecy  (see  below)  :  then,  when  the  seventh  is  about  to  sound,  the 

consummation  of  God's  judgments  passes  unrecorded,  as  it  did  under  the 
seals  ;  and  at  the  seventh  trumpet,  we  have  the  song  of  thanksgiving 
and  triumph  in  heaven.     Such  remarkable  and  intimate  correspondence 
carries  its  own  explanation  :  the  two  visions  of  the  trumpets  and  seals 
run  on  to  one  and  the  same  glorious  termination  :  the  former,  in  tracing 

the  course  of  the  world  as  regards  the  Church,  the  latter,  in  tracing  God's 
judgments  of  vengeance  on  the  ungodly  dwellers  on  earth  :  for  it  is  for 
this  that  the  heavenly  song  at  its  conclusion  gives  thanks. 

49.  If  now  we  turn  to  the  two  episodes  between  the  sixth  and  seventh 
trumpets,  we  find  them  distinctly  introductory  to  that  section  which  is 
next  to  follow.     A  little  book  is  given  to  the  Seer,  sweet  to  his  mouth, 
but  bitter  in  digestion,  with  an  announcement  that  lie  is  yet  again  to 

prophesy  to  many  nations — that  a  fresh  series  of  prophetic  visions, 
glorious  indeed  but  woeful,  was  now  to  be  delivered  by  him. 

50.  These  begin  by  the  measurement  of  the  temple  of  God — seeing 
that  it  is  the  Church  herself,  in  her  innermost  hold,  which  is  now  to 
become  the  subject  of  the  prophecy.     The  course  of  the  two  witnesses, 
recalling  to  us  by  their  spirit  and  power  Moses  and  Elias,  is  predicted  : 
and  during  the  prediction,  one  principal  figure  of  the  subsequent  visions 
is  by  anticipation  introduced  :  the  wild-beast  that  cometh  up  out  of  the 
abyss.     That  this  is  so,  is  at  once  fatal  in  my  estimation  to  the  con- 

tinuous historical  interpretation. 
51.  The  student  will  find  that  there    is  no  explanation  of  the  two 

witnesses  in  the  ensuing   Commentary.      I  have  studied  the  various 
solutions,  and  I  own  that  I  cannot  find  any  which  I  can  endorse  as 
being  that  which  I  can  feel  to  be  satisfactory.     I  have  none  of  my  own. 
I  recognize  the  characters  :  but  I  cannot  appropriate  them.     I  do  not 
feel  it  to  be  any  reproach  to  my  system,  or  any  disproof  of  its  substance, 
that  there  are  this  and  other  gaps  in  it  which  I  cannot  bridge  ovei\ 256] 
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Nay,  on  the  contrary,  if  it  be  a  sound  interpretation,  there  must  be 
these  :  and  to  find  events  and  persons  which  may  fit  the  whole,  ere  yet 
the  course  of  time  is  run,  would  seem  to  me  rather  writing  a  parody, 
than  earnestly  seeking  a  solution. 

52.  And  now  the  seventh  angel  sounds  ;  and  as  before  at  the  opening 

of  the  seventh  seal,  the  heavenly  scene  is  before  us,  and  the  representa- 

tives of  the  church  universal  fall  down  and  give  thanks  that  God's  king- 
dom is  come,  and  the  time  of  the  dead  to  be  judged.     But  though  this 

series  of  visions  likewise  has  been  thus  brought  down  to  the  end  of  the 

final  consummation,  there  is  more  yet  to  be  revealed  ;  and  in  anticipation 

of  the  character  of  the  subsequent  visions,  the  temple  of  God  in  heaven 

is  opened,  and  the  pause  between  one  and  another  series  is  announced,  as 
before  between  the  seals  and  the  trumpets,  and  as  after  at  the  end  of  the 
vials,  by  thunders  and  lightnings  and  voices. 

53.  And  now  opens  the  great  prophetic  course  of  visions  regarding 
the  church.     Her  identification  in  the  eyes  of  the  Seer  is  first  rendered 

unmistakable,  by  the  scene  opening  with  the  appearance  of  the  woman 

and  the  serpent,  the  enmity  between  him  and  her  seed,  the  birth  of  the 
Man-child  who  should  rule  over  the  nations, — His  ascension  to  heaven 

and  to  the  throne  of  God.      Here,  at  least,  all  ought  to  have  been  plain  : 

and  here  again  I  see  pronounced  the  condemnation  of  the  continuous 
historical  system. 

54.  The  flight  of  the  woman  into  the  wilderness,  the  casting  down  of 

Satan  from  heaven,  no  longer  to  accuse  the  brethren  there,  his  continued 

enmity  on  earth,  his  persecution  of  the  remnant  of  the  woman's  seed, 
these  belong  to  the  introductory  features  of  the  great  vision  which  is  to 

follow,  and  serve  to  describe  the  state  in  which  the  Church  of  God  is 

found  during  the  now  pending  stage  of  her  conflict. 

55.  What  follows,  carries  out  the  description  of  the  war  made  by  the 

dragon  on  the  seed  of  the  woman.     A  wild-beast  is  seen  rising  out  of 

the  deep,  uniting  in  itself  the  formerly  described  heads  and  horns  of  the 

dragon,  and  also  the  well-known  prophetic  symbols  of  the  great  empires 

of  the  world  :  representing,  in  fact,  the  secular  powers  antagonistic  to 

the  Church  of  Christ.    To  this  wild-beast  the  dragon  gives  his  might  and 

his  throne  2  and  notwithstanding  that  one  of  its  heads,  the  Pagan  Roman 

Empire,  is  crushed  to  death,  its  deadly  wound  is  healed,  and  all  who  are 

not  written  in  the  Lamb's  book  of  life  worship  it. 

56.  The  further  carrying  out  of  the  power  and  influence  of  the  beast 

is  now  set  before  us  by  the  vision  of  another  wild-beast,  born  of  the  earth, 

gentle  as  a  lamb  in  appearance,  but  dragon-like  and  cruel  in  character. 

This  second  beast  is  the  ally  and  servant  of  the  former  :  makes  men  to 

worship  its  image  and  receive  its  mark,  as  the  condition  of  civil  rights 

and  even  of  life  itself.      Here,  in  common  with  very  many  of  the  best 257] 
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interpreters,  I  cannot  fail  to  recognize  the  sacerdotal  persecuting  power, 

leagued  with  and  the  instrument  of  the  secular  :  pix>fessing  to  be  a  lamb, 

but  in  reality  being  a  dragon  :  persecuting  the  saints  of  God  :  the  in- 
separable companion  and  upholder  of  despotic  and  tyrannical  power. 

This  in  all  its  forms,  Pagan,  Papal,  and  in  so  far  as  the  Reformed 

Churches  have  retrograded  towards  Papal  sacerdotalism,  Protestant  also, 

I  believe  to  be  that  which  is  symbolized  under  the  second  wild-beast. 

57.  Next,  the  apocalyptic  vision  brings  before  us  the  Lamb  on  Mount 

Sion  with  the  first-fruits  of  His  people,  and  the  heavenly  song  in  which 

they  join, — as  prefatory  to   the  announcement,  by  three  angels,  of  the 

prophecies  which  are  to  follow,  so  full  of  import  to  the  people  and  church 
of  God.     These  are,  first,  the  proclamation  of  the  everlasting  Gospel  as 

previous  to  the  final  judgments  of  God  :  next,  the  fall  of  Babylon,  as  an 

encouragement  for  the  patience  of  the  saints  :  third,  the  final  defeat  and 

torment  of  the  Lord's  enemies.     After  these  is  heard  a  voice  proclaiming 

the  blessedness  of  the  holy  dead.     Then  follow,  in  strict  accord  with 

these,  four  announcements,  1)  the  harvest  and  the  vintage  of  the  earth, 

and  the  seven  last  plagues,  symbolized  by  the  out-pouring  of  the  vials  :  2) 

the  ample  details  of  the  fall  and  punishment  of  Babylon  :  3)  the  triumph 

of  the  Church  in  the  last  defeat  of  her  Lord's  enemies  :  4)  the  millennial 

reign,  and  finally,  the  eternity  of  bliss.     But  on  each  of  these  somewhat 
more  must  be  said. 

58.  I  have  found  reason  to  interpret  the  harvest,  of  the  ingathering  of 

the  Lord's  people  :  the  vintage,  of  the  crushing  of  His  enemies  :  both 

these  being,  according  to  the  usage  of  this  book,  compendious,  and  in- 
clusive of  the  fuller  details  of  both,  which  are  to  follow. 

59.  The  vintage  is  taken  up  and  expanded  in   detail  by  the  series  of 
the  vials  :  seven  in  number,  as  were  the  seals  and  the  trumpets  before. 

These  final  judgments,  specially  belonging  to  the  Church,  are  introduced 

by  a  song  of  triumph  from  the  saints   of  both  dispensations,  and  are 

poured  out  by  angels  coming  forth  from   the  opened  sanctuary  of  the 
tabernacle  of  witness  in  heaven. 

60.  The  course  of  these  judgments  is  in  some  particulars  the  same  as 

that  of  the  trumpets.     The  earth,  the  sea,  the  rivers,    the    lights  of 

heaven — these  are  the  objects  of  the  first  four :  but  ever  with  reference  to 

those  who  worship  the  beast  and  have  his  mark  on  them.     At  the  fifth, 
as  in  each  case  before,  there  is  a  change  from  general  to  special :  the 

throne  and  kingdom  of  the  beast,  the  river  Euphrates,  these  are  now  the 

objects  :  and  the  seventh  passes  off,  as  in  each  former  case,  to  the  con- 
summation of  all  things. 

61.  Meantime,  as  so  often  before,  anticipating  hints  have  been  given 

of  new  details  belonging  to  the  other  angelic  announcements.     At  the 

sixth  vial,  we  have  the  sounds  of  the  gathering  of  an  approaching  battle 258] 
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of  God's  enemies  against  Him,  and  the  very  battle-field  pointed  out. 
After  the  seventh  and  its  closing  formula,  Babylon  comes  into  remem- 

brance before  God,  to  give  her  the  cup  of  His  vengeance.  Thus  then  we 
pass  to  the  second  of  the  angelic  announcements — the  fall  of  Babylon. 
Here  the  Seer  is  carried  in  spirit  into  the  wilderness,  and  shewn  the 
great  vision  of  the  woman  seated  on  the  beast.  I  have  entered  in  the 
Commentary  into  all  the  details  of  this  important  portion  of  the  prophecy: 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  here.  It  may  suffice  to  say,  that 

the  great  persecuting  city,  the  type  of  the  union  of  ecclesiastical  corrup- 
tion with  civil  tyranny,  is  finally  overthrown  by  the  hands  of  those  very 

kingdoms  who  had  given  their  power  to  the  beast,  and  tnis  overthrow  is 
celebrated  by  the  triumphant  songs  of  the  Church  and  of  Creation  and  of 
innumerable  multitudes  in  heaven. 

62.  But  here  again,  according  to  the  practice  of  which  I  cannot  too 
often  remind  the  student,  a  voice  from  heaven  announces  the  character  of 
the  new  and  final  vision  which  is  to  follow :  Blessed  are  they  which  are 
called  to  the  marriage  supper  of  the  Lamb.     And  now,  in  the  prophetic 
details  of  the  third  of  the  previous  angelic  announcements,  and  of  the 
proclamation,  of  the  blessedness  of  the  holy  dead,  the  great  events  of  the 
time  of  the  end  crowd,  in  their  dread  majesty,  upon  us.     First,  the  pro- 

cession of  the  glorified  Redeemer  with  the  armies  of  heaven  following 
Him,  coming  forth  to  tread  the  winepress  of  the  wrath  of  Almighty  God. 
Then  the  great  battle  of  the  Lord  against  His  foes,  the  beast  and  the 

false  prophet,  leagued  with  the  kings  of  the  earth  against  Him.     Then, 

the  binding  of  the  dragon,  the  old  serpent,  for  a  season.    Then,  the  first 
resurrection,  the  judgment  of  the  church,  the  millennial  reign ;  as  to 

which  I  have  again  and  again  raised  my  earnest  protest  against  evading 

the  plain  sense  of  words,  and  spiritualizing  in  the  midst  of  plain  declara- 
tions of  fact.    That  the  Lord  will  come  in  person  to  this  our  earth:  that 

His  risen  elect  will  reign  here  with  Him  and  judge  :  that  during  that 

blessed  reign  the  power  of  evil  will  be  bound,  and  the  glorious  prophecies 

of  peace  and  truth  on  earth  find  their  accomplishment : — this  is  my  firm 

persuasion,   and    not    mine   alone,    but    that  of  multitudes    of  Christ's 
waiting  people,  as  it  was  that  of  His  primitive  apostolic  Church,  before 

controversy  blinded  the  eyes  of  the  Fathers  to  the  light  of  prophecy. 

63.  But  the  end  is  not  yet,     One  struggle  more  and  that  the  last. 

At  the  end  of  the  millennial  period,  Satan  is  unloosed,  and  the  nations 

of  the  earth  are  deceived  by  him — they  come  up  against  and  encircle  the 

camp  of  the  saints  and  the  beloved  city :  and  fire  comes  down  out  of 
heaven  and  consumes  them:  and  the  devil  who  deceived  them  is  cast  into 

the  lake  of  fire.    Then  is  described  the  general  judgment  of  the  dead,  the 

destruction  of  death  and  Hades,  and  the  condemnation  of  all  whose  names 

are  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life. 259] 
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64.  Finally,  in  accord  with  the  previous  proclamation  of  the  blessedness 
of  the  holy  dead,  the  description  of  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  forms  the 
glorious  close  of  the  whole. 

65.  It  remains  that  I  say  a  few  words  in  explanation  of  the  annexed 
Table,  which  contains  an  arrangement  of  the  Apocalyptic  matter  in 
accordance  with  the  view  upheld  above. 

66.  In  the  upper  part  of  the  table,  extending  all  across  it,  are  speci- 
fied the  general  subject  of  the  book,  printed  in  black,  and  the  Epistles  to 

the  seven  churches.  Then  follow,  printed  in  red,  the  heavenly  scenery  and 
personages  common  to  the  whole  following  prophecy,  till  all  the  various 
visions  merge,  at  the  bottom  of  each  column,  in  the  new  heavens  and  new 
earth,  the  description  of  which  is  again  printed  in  red  across  the  table 
beneath  the  columns, 

67.  The  columns  themselves  contains  the  various  visions,  followed  by 
the  episodes  which  occur  in  them,  in  order :  each  in  turn  passing  away 
into  the  great  day  of  the  Lord,  and  the  events  of  the  time  of  the  end. 
Any  one  who  has  followed  the  Commentary,  or  even  the  epitome  given 
in  these  Prolegomena,  will  have  no  difficulty  in  making  use  of  the  con- 

spectus given  in  the  table. 

68.  The  words  printed  in  thick  type  are  intended  to  direct  the  reader's 
attention  to  their  recurrence  as  furnishing  landmarks,  or  tests  of  inter- 

pretation :  e.  g.  the  numbers,  seven,  four,  twelve :  the  white  horse  and 
its  Rider :  the  ruling  the  nations  with  a  rod  of  iron,  as  unmistakably 
identifying  the  Man-child  of  ch.  xii.  with  the  Victor  of  ch.  xix.:  &c.  &c. 

69.  I  have  now  only  to  commend  to  my  gracious  God  and  Father  this 
feeble  attempt  to  explain  the  most  mysterious  and  glorious  portion  of  His 
revealed  Scripture :  and  with  it,  this  my  labour  of  now  eighteen  years, 
herewith  completed.    I  do  it  with  humble  thankfulness,  but  with  a  sense 
of  utter  weakness  before  the  power  of  His  Word,  and  inability  to  sound 
the  depths  even  of  its  simplest  sentence.    May  He  spare  the  hand  which 

has  been  put  forward  to  touch  His  Ark :  may  He,  for  Christ's  sake,  for- 
give all  rashness,  all  perverseness,  all  uncharitableness,  which  may  be 

found  in  this  book,  and  sanctify  it  to  the  use  of  His  Church :  its  truth,  if 
any,  for  teaching :  its  manifold  defect,  for  warning.      My  prayer  is  and 
shall  be,  that  in  the  stir  and  labour  of  men  over  His  Word,  to  which  these 
volumes  have  been  one  humble  contribution,  others  may  arise  and  teach, 
whose  labours  shall  be  so  far  better  than  mine,  that  this  book,  and  its 
writer,  may  ere  long  be  utterly  forgotten. 

AMHN  EPXOY   KYPIE   IH^OY. 
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CHAPTEE   IX. 
APPARATUS    CRITICUS. 

SECTION  I. 

LIST    OP   MANUSCRIPTS   REFERRED    TO   IN"   THIS    VOLUME. 

[PROLEGOMENA- 

Heb. Cath. 
Apoc 

Designation. Bate. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

Gosp. 

A A A Alexandriniis. V. See  Vol.  I. A 
B B — Vatican,  1209. IV. See  Vol.  I. B 
— — 

IB 

Basilianus,    Vatican, VIII. Card.      Quirini     (for    Wetstein) 
2066. Tischendorf  and  Tregelles.  Pub 

lished  by  Tischendorf,  and  by 
Mai  at  the  end  of  his  edition  o: 
the  Codex  Vaticanus. 

__ 

C C C Ephrsemi. 
V. 

SeeVol.  I. C 
D —  . 

Claroinontanus2. 
VI. See  Vol.  II. — 

H — — Paris,  Coisl.  202  A. VI. See  Vol.  II.  Contains  of  this  Vol 

only  Heb.  ii.  11  —  16,  in.  13  —  18, 
iv.  12—15. 

__ 

—  . Hr f See  Heb.  179  below. 
K K — Moscow  Synod,  98. IX. See  tol.IL _ 
L L — 

Angelicus     or     Pas- 
IX. 

See  Vol.  II. — 
sionei. 

M — — tlffenbachianus. X. 
See  Vol.  II.  (Def.  Heb.  iv.  3— 

xii.  20.) 
— 

P P P St.  Petersburg. VIII. See  Vol.  II.   (Def.  Heb.  xii.  9,  10; 

Porphyrli3. 1  Joh.  in.  19—  v.  1  ;  Jude  4—15; 
Kev.  xvi.  12  —  xvii.  1,  xix.  21  — 
xx.  9,  xxii  —  6  —  end.) 

K K Sinaiticus. IV. See  Vol.  I. K 

Frag.  Mosquense. 
VI? 

Matthaei.    Contains  Heb.  x.  1  —  7, 
32—38. — 

*a 

a _ Lambeth,  1182. XII. Scrivener. — 
b b — 

Lambeth,  1183. 
1358 

Scrivener. — 

6c 

c — 
Formerly    Lambeth, 

XV. Sanderson  in  Scrivener. — 

1184. 

1  In  this  edition  we  have  distinguished  this  MS.  from  the  preceding,  by  the  use  of 

a  different  type  for  the  letter  denoting  it.    The  difference  is  farther  marked  by  quoting 

the  cursive  supplement  to  the  great  MS.  uniformly  as  "  Br,"  and  no  longer,  with 

'IVegelles,  as  «  91." 
2  It  seems  no  longer  necessary  to  quote  the  Codex  Sangermanensis  ("E")  side  by 

side  with  this  manuscript,  as  It  has  been  clearly  proved  that  the  one  is  a  transcript  of 

the  other. 

3  A  few  readings  communicated  by  I>r.  Tregelles  were  inserted  in  the  third  edition  of 

the  Apocalypse.      [The  whole  of  the  Apocalypse  has  now  (1871)  been  collated  with 

Tischdf.'s  ed.  of  the  MS.  in  Mon.  Sacra  Inedit..  vol.  vi.,  and  the  readings  in  the  Epp. 

inserted  from  Tregelles'  New  Test.] 

4  Appendix  to  Mr.  Scrivener's  edn.of  the  «  Codex  Augiensis,"  Cambridge,  1859.  ̂   It 
has  not  been  thought  worth  while  to  encumber  the  page  with  every  various  reading 

found  in  these  manuscripts ;  but  whenever  any  variation  of  the  uncials  is  mentioned, 

the  testimony  of  these  accurately- collated  documents  is  added. 

»  A  manuscript  once  in  the  possession  of  Professor  Carlyle;  returned  to  the  Patriarch 
of  Jerusalem  in  1817. 261] 
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#eb. 
Cath 

Apoc 
Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

Gosp. 

64 

d — Lambeth,  1185. XV. Scrivener 
e — a Lambeth,  1186. 

XI. 
Scrivener. — 

f f —  . Theodori. 1295 Scrivener.   Belonged  to  Pickering 
the  publisher. 8 

g g — Wordsworth. XII  J,  Scrivener. 1 7h 
£ b Butler  2.  Brit.  Mus., 1357 Scrivener.  (=  Heb.  104,  Cath.  91 

Addl.  11837. Gosp.  201  below.) ra 
— j Burney  48.  Brit.Mus. XIV, Scrivener.  Contains  Catholic  Epis- 

tles only.  They  are  found  at  fol 
221  of  the  2nd  Vol.  of  a  MS.  of 

Chrysostom's  homilies,  but  not in  the  same  hand  with  them. — 
k k _ Trin.  Coll.  Camb.  B. 

1316 Scrivener. w 
x.  16. 

1 1 _ Chr.  Coll.   Camb-  F. XII. Scrivener.  Mill  (Cant.  2).  (=Heb. 
i.  13. 29,  Cath.  24  below.) 

—  . 

— — c Brit.      Mus.,    Harl. XV. Scrivener.  (=  Apoc.  31  below.) — 
5678. 

. t  , d Brit.      Mus.,     Harl. XII. Apoc.,  Scrivener.  Epp,,Mill  (Sin.). 
5778. (=Heb.34,Cath.28,Apoc.8below). — 

f .  . e Brit.Mus0Harl.5613. 1407 Scrivener   (in  Apoc.)   1    Pet.,    1 
John  v.  collated  by  Griesb.  (:= 
Heb.  63,  Cath.  60,  Apoc.    29 below.) 

— 
m Dl f The  Leicester  MS, XIV. Scrivener.  (=  Heb.  37,  Cath.  31, 

Apoc.  14.)  See  69,  Vol.  Z 69 
n n — Emm.  Coll.  Camb.  i. XII. Scrivener.  Mill  (Cant.  3).  (=  Heb. 

4.35. 30,  Cath.  53.) 
—  , 

0 o — Camb.  Univ.Lib.jMS. XII  or Scrivener.     Mill's  Hal.     (r=  Heb. Mm.  6,  9. XIII. 61  and  221,  Cath.  61  and  111, Gosp.  40.) v 
__ — g PABHAM  No.  17. XII. Scrivener. — 

— h Parham  No*  2. XIV. 
Scrivener, 

— — j Brit.  Mus.,  Addl.  MS. XIV. Scrivener. — 
MTo.  17469. 

— — k Jiber  Canonicus,  No. 1516 Scrivener. — 
34. 

.  . .  . 1 Brit.Mus.,Harl.5537. 
1087 

Apocr,  Scrivener.  JSpp.j  Mill  (Cot). 
2  ).  {=  Heb.  31.,  Cath.  25,  Apoc. 
7  below.)     (Def.  1  Job,  v.  15— 2  Job.  6.) — 

m 9 m MiddlehilL,    Worces- 
XL  or 

Apoc.,  Scrivener.     (=  Heb.  242, 
tersh.     Ho.     1461 XII. Cath.  178,  Apoo.  87.  Epp.,  in- 

(formerly     Meer- spected  by  Scholz  ?)  (Def.  Heb. man  118), 
ix.  3—  x,  29  ;  Ja.  i.  1—5  ;  iii.  6— 
iv.  16;  3  Pet.  iii.  10—1  Job.  i. 
1  ;  iii.  13  —  iv.  2  }  Jude  16—  end.) — 

~— — n lodleian,  Baroc.  4  . XV. crivener. — 
1 1 — ileuchlmi.   Basle,  K. X. Wetstein,   "bis  atque  accurate/3 

iii.  3   (late  B.   vi. Tregelles  and  Roth,    in   Gosp. 27). 
(See  below,  Apoc.  15  note.) — 

6  et  Might  almost  be  considered  a  series  of  fragments  in  several  different  hands."  The 
Catholic  Epistles  are  written  by  one  scribe,  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  by  another. 

*  Formerly  Cod.  Prsedicatorum  S.  Marci,  701 .     See  Scrivener,  Collation  of  MSS.  of 
Gosp.  p.  xlv.    Iiitrod.  to  N.  T.  Criticism,  p.  163. 262] 
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Het. Cath. 
Apoc. Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

GrOSp. 

2 2 — Basle  (late  B.ix.ult.). XV. 
Mill  (5  2).   The  basis  of  Erasmus' 1st  edn. 

__ — 1 Reuclilini. p 
See  note  8. 3 3 — 

Vienna,F.'sl5,K/s5. 
XII. Alter.  Known  as  Corsendoiicensis. 3 

4 4 — Basle  (late  B  x.  20). XV. Wetstein     throughout  Epp.    Mil] 

(£  3),  in  1,  2,  3  Job. 
— 

5 5 
—  „ 

Paris,  106. XII. 
Stephens*  5'.  Seholz. 

5 
6 6 — Paris,  112. 

XL 

Stephens*  e'. 

6 
7 — — Basle  (lateB.vi.17). X. Readings  given  in  Wetstein.  Text 

surrounded  by  various    Scholia 
from    Thdrt.,     Grennad.,     <Ec., 
Sevrn.j   &c.        On   parchment. 
(Ends  Heb.  xii.  8.) 

— 

(8) — 
Stephens*    £'  (=  Cath.  50.    Iden- v / 

tified  ~by  some  with  Heb.  132, Cath.  113  below). 
9 7 — Paris,  102. X. 

Stephens*  *'.     ]STo  lacunae. 
— 

(10) (8) 
— Not  identified. — 

Stephens*  iaf. 
— 

11 9 — Camb.     Univ.     Lib. XL 
Stephens*  i-/.    Belonged  to  Vata- MS.  Kk.  6,  4. blus.    (Def.   Heb.   vii.  26—  xi. 

10  ;  xi.  23  —  end.) 
— 

12 10 2 Paris,  237. X. 
Stephens*  i€\  Wetstein  "  de  inte- 

gro."  Many  additional  readings in  Scholz. __, 

(13) See  Vol.  III. w »  • — Jacob!  Fabri  Daven- XVL 
See  Vol.  III.     (==  Cath.  47.) 

90 triensis. 

(15) 
.    

Amandi. See  Vol.  III. 
_—  . 

11 — Paris,  103. X. <p=  Heb.  140.)    Beiche  (in  Heb.), 
Wetstein     (in    Cath.)      Marg. 
Schol.     (Def.  Heb.  xi.  35—  end. 
Heb.  xi.  35—  xii.  1,  supplied  in 
xiv.  or  xv«  cent.) — 

—  , — (3) Not  identified. — 

Stephens*  IT'. 

— 
16 12 

94 

Paris,  219, XL 
Wetstein.     Inspected  by  Reiche. 

Apocalypse  re-examined,  in  cer- 
tain places,  by  A.  W.  Grafbon. 

Text  mixed  up  with  commen- 
tary, but  easily  distinguishable. 

Belonged  to  J.  Lascarls. — 

8  The  only  MS.  of  the  Apocalypse  (containing  i.  1— xxii.  16,  yevos  rov  5a5| )  used  by 
Erasmus  for  his  first  edition.     It  was  found  in  the  library  at  Mayhingen  by  Prof. 
Delitzsch  of  Erlangen,  who  published  an  account  of  its  readings  as  compared  with  the 
texts  of  Erasmus  and  Tischendorf.     This  account  has  been  incorporated  in  the  digest, 
the  only  exception  to  its  faithful  reproduction  being  that  palpable  and  undeniable 
clerical  errors  in  the  MS.  have  not  been  noticed.     Such,  e.g.,  are,  \eviK6s  for  Xevfcts, 
xix.  11:  &Kd0r](rav  for  eKaQurav,  xx.  4:  Kal   Jcocr/ATtytevTiJ'  (accents  sic),  xxi.  2:  els  aurouy 
euwvas-,  xxii.  5.  The  text  in  the  MS.  is  mixed  up  with  the  commentary  of  Andreas,  who 
lived  in  the  latter  half  of  Cent.  V.     Its  age  is  not  definitely  stated;  but  it  bears  marks 
of  being  copied  from  an  earlier  uncial  MS.     See  Delitzsch,  Haudschriftliche  Punde, 
pt.  i.  pp.  7 — 16  and  pt.  ii.  pp.  1 — 21. 

9  The  mss.  (of  the  Apocalypse)  themselves  were  consulted  by  me  in  nearly  every 
place  where  in  the  last  edition  they  were  either  cited  e  silentio  or  queried.     Roughly 
speaking,  each  manuscript  was  examined  in  about  200  readings,  one  or  two  of  them  in 263] 
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Heb. Cath. 
Apoc Designation. 

Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

Gosp. 

(5) Various         readings 

given  by  Lauren  - tius  Valla. 17 _3 Paris,14.(Colb.2844.) XL Tregelles.     See  33,  Vol.  I. 
33 18 14 * Paris,  Coisl.  199. XL Wetstein.     (=  Apoc.  17  below.} 

A  very  few  additional  readings 
in  Scbolz.   Apoc.  re-examined. 

35 

15 Paris,  Coisl.  25. XL Wetstein.     Scholia. 
19 16 — Paris,  Coisl.  26. 

XL Wetstein.  Variorum  Comm. 
20 — Paris,  Coisl.  27. X. Wetstein.Varior.Comm.Mutilated 

„___„, 

21 
17 

^     9 Paris,  Coisl.  205. 
XL 

Wetstein.    (=r  Apoc.   19   below.) 
Apoc.  re-examined.     (Heb.  xiii. 
15  —  end  of  Ep.  Apoc.  i.  1  —  ii. 
5,  supplied  in  a  recent  band.) 

—  «. 

22 18 
.     . Paris  Coisl.  202  A. XIII. Wetstein.     Variorum  Comrn.  (= 

Apoc.  18    below.)      Apoc.    re- 
examined.     Andreas*  Comm. 

__ 

23 19 Paris,  Coisl.  200. XIII. Wetstein.     Stephens  tf.     "  Con- 
tinet  totum  N.T.  praeter  Apoc. 
(nam  in  Catalogo  hujus  Bibli- 
othecse  Apoc.    pro.   Ep,   Paul. 

ponitur)  ."     Wetstein. 

38 

24 .  . Bodleian,  Misc.  136. XII. Occasionally   cited  by  Wetstein. 
Ebnerianus.  (=  Catb.  48  below.) 

105 

25 
20 

_ 

Brit.     Mus.,   King's 
XIV. Wetstein        (Westnionasteriensis 

Lib.  1.  B.  1. 935).  Mutilated. 

__ 

(26) 21 _ Camb.Univ.  Lib.,MS. XIII. Wetstein,    Identified  witb  Mill's Dd.  11.  90. 
Lee.   Belonged  to  "  Jo.  Luke/' 
(Tbe  whole  of  Heb.  is  lost.) _ 

27 — Camb.Univ.  Lib.,MS. XL Catena  chiefly  from  Photius. 
   . 

Ff.  1.  30. 
*  • 22 Brit.  Mus.,Addl.  MS. XII. 

Inspected  by  Wetstein.     "  Lectt. 
5115-7. ex  1  Tim.  communicavit.     Rev. 

Paulus"  (Griesbach).   Belonged 
to  Meade,  and  then  to  Askew. 
(=  Heb.  75  below.)      Gospels 
written  in  1326. 

109 

28 23 6 Bodleian,  Baroc.  3. XL Mill  (Baroc.).     Caspar  Wetstein. 
(29) (24) 

_ 
TTie  same  M  S.  as  "  I" (Def.  1  Pet.  iii.  7—23.)  Scholia, 

above. that  on  Apoc.  edited  by  Cramer. 
(30) .  . — The   same    MS.    as (=  Cath.  53.) — 

ft  n  "  above. 
31 

25 
(7) The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.  "1"  above. 32 
26 

Brit.Mus.,Harl.5557. XII. Mill  (Cov.  3). 
33 

27 

Brit.     Mus.,      Harl. 
XV. 

Mill  (Cov.  4).  No  lacunae  (Griesb. 
5620. Symb.  Crit.).      In  Cath.,  either 

a  transcript  of  29,   or  derived 
from  the  same  original. 

-   ± 

34 28 
(8) The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.  "  d  **  above. 

very  many  more.  ("4"  and  "9  "were  examined  in  about  182  places.  "10  "was 
collated  up  to  ch.  ii.  21,  and  consulted  in  the  rest  whenever  there  was  reason  to  think 
that  Mill  had  passed  over  any  of  the  variations,  the  authorities  for  which  were  to  be 

stated  in  the  digest  of  this  volume.  "17"  was  examined  in  about  364  places;  "  18/* 
in  about  283  ;  and  "  19,"  in  about  220.)  A,  W.  G.  (note  in  2nd  edn.) 264] 
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35 29 — Geneva,  20. XIL mil(Genev). 

^n..Tit 

36 30 

99 

Bodleian,  Misc.  74. XIII Mill  (Hunt.   1).     Apocalypse  par 
tially    re-examined.       Formerly 
known  as  Huntingdon  131. 

—  , 

— — no Camb.  Univ.  Lib.,MS XIV. 
Mill    (M.}.       Apoc.   re-examined Dd.  6.  69. Marginal  comm. 60 

»  • .  . 

(ii 

Petavii  ?     Situation ? Mill  (Pet.  2).     (=  Heb.  45,  Cath unknown. 
39.)     (Def.    Ja.  i.    1—  v.   17 

3  John  9  —  end  of  Jude.) 

_«. 

.  . *  . 12 Vatican,  Alex.  179. — Mill   (Pet.   3).      Zacagni.      Birch 
Inspected  by  Scholz.     (=  Heb 
46,  Cath.  40.) 

-„, 

.  . .  . 13 Frankfort   on    Oder XI. 
Middledorpf      in      RosenmuUer*s Seidel. Comm.  Theol.  Vol.  2.  (=  Heb.  48 

Cath.  42.)      (Def.  2  Pet.  i.  1,  2  , 
1  Joh.  v.  11—21.) 

_.  -, 

(37 
(31 

(14) The   same    MS.    a 
Heb.   Cath.    «m/ 
Apoc.  «'f  "  above. 38 

32 — Bodleian,    Laud.   31 XIIL 
Mill  (Laud.  2).    (Def.  2  Pet.  iii.  2— 

(late  715)* 

18.) 

51 
39 33 — Line.    Coll.    Oxford 

XI. 
Mill   (Lin.    2).      (Entered  among 

82. Latin  MSS.  in  Coxe's  Catalogue.) 
(Def.  2  Pet.  i.  1—15.) 40 34 •  • Dublin,     Montfort. 

MS. 
XVI. 

Barrett  (App.  to  edn.  of  Z.  of  Gosp.] 
and  Dobbin.  (=  Apoc.  92.)     The 
Apocalypse  was  certainly  trans- cribed from  Cod.   Leicestrensis. 
In  this  edn.  therefore  citations 
are  almost  wholly  confined  to  the 

concluding  portion,  where  *'f  "  is defective. 

61 

— — 15 Basle  fragment,  A.  N. — :tev.  hi.  3  —  iv.  8  written  in  cur- 
iii. 12. sive  letters  in  the  volume  referred 

to  as  "  E  "  in  the  Gospels1. 

-_^ 

41 35 — Magd.  Coll.  Oxf.,  9. 
XL Mill  (Magd.  1) 

57 

— 36 — New  Coll.  Oxf.,  58. XIII. 
Mill  (N.  1).    Edited  by  Cramer. 

Catena. 

-  „ 

43 37 — tfew  ColL  Oxf.,  59. XIIL Mill  (N.  2).     Marginal  gloss. 

--» 

44 38 Leyden,  77  Voss. 
XIIL 

Sarrau.      Wetstein.  Addl.  readings 
in     Dermout    (Mill's    Pet.    1). 
No  lacunae  (  Dermout)  .   Belonged 
to  Petau  and  to  Vossius. 

—  _ 

(45) 
(39), .  , The    same    MS.  as 

Apoc.  11,  above. 
46 40 .  . The    same    MS.   as 

Apoc.  12,  above. 
47 — — odleian,  Roe  16. XIL 

Mill  (Roe  2).    Marginal   Scholia. 
[Tregelles.] 

— 
.  . 41 ,  . Vatican,  2080. XII. nspected  by  Scholz.  (=  Heb.  194, 

Apoc.  20.)        Part  of  the  last 
chapter  of  Apoc.  transcribed  by 
Blanchini. 75 

48 42 . The    same    MS.   as 
Apoc.  13,  above. 

49 43 — ienna,  L/s  28,  N?s XIL 
Iter.    Mill's  Tien. 

76 300. 

1  So  Tischdf.j  but  Delitzsch  states  that  it  is  in  the  cursive  ms.  <f  1  "  of  the  Gospels. 265] 



PROLEGOMENA.]         APPAEATUS  CRITICUS. 
[CH.  IX. 

Heb. Cath. Apoo. Designation. 
Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

Gosp. 

(50) __ Situation  unknown. A  MS.  brought  from  Rhodes,  occa- 
sionally referred  to  by  Stunica, 

one  of  the  Complutensian  editors. 
(=  Cath.  52.) 

— 

(51) 

(A  A,  ~\ 

See  Vol.  III.  and  Apoc.  5  above. 
82 

\*s-*-j 
52 45 

16 Hamburg XV. Bengel's  Uffenbachianus,  in  his  Ap- 
paratus Criticus.  In  Apoc.  closely 

allied  with  our  '  '  1  "  =  7  above. 
— 

(53) 
— — 

Part    of    the    MS. "  M  "  above. 
55 46 — Munich,  375. 

XL 
Bengel  (Augsburg  6).  (Ec.  comm. 

— 

(56) See  Vol.  III.  note, 
.  . 

917 

The   same    MS.    as 
Heb.  18,  Cath.  14, 
above. 

m t 

918 

The  same  MS.  as  Heb. 
22,  Cath.  18,  above. 

.  . .  . 19 The    same    %£S.    as 
Heb.  21,  Cath.  17, 

20 
The    same    MS.    as 

Cath,  41,  above. 
— — 

221 

Vallicella  Lib.  Rome, XIV. 
Uncited.    Andreas*  comm. 

— 
D.20, 

• t 

222 

"Vallicella  Lib.  Home, 
XIII. Inspected  by  Scholz.  (=  Heb.  204, 

B.  86. Cath.  166.) — 

(23) 
See  note  **. 57 ,  „ 

\auj 

Vienna,  L,*s  1,  N/s XIII. Edited  by  Alter.  (=  Cath.  65,  Apoc. 
23. 

33.) 

218 

58 — Vatican,  165. XII. 
Edited  by  Zacagni.     Called  Crypto- 

ferratensis. — 

*  • (47) — The    same    MS.    as 
Heb.  14,  above. 

m  t 48 The   same    MS.    as 
Heb.  24,  above. — 49 Not  known  now. — 

Wetstein  (  Andre  se  Faschii).    Con- 
tains Cath.  Epp.  with  Scholia  of 

Sev.,  Arnmon.,  Max. 
92 „  . (50) The    same    MS.    as 

Heb.  [8],  above. 
9  , 51 m    4 Paris,  56. XII. Inspected  by  Scholz.  (=r  Heb.  133, 

Apoc.   52   below.)     [Def.   Apoc. 
xxii.  17—21.] — 

.  . (52) The    same    MS.    af> 
Heb.  [50],  above. 

9  f (53) The  same  MS.  as  Heb. 
Cath.  "n"  above. 

2  Scholz*s  citations  of  these  numbers  are  taken  from  Wetstein,  and  not  from  these 

mss.  as  would  be  inferred  from  his  list.      Wetstein's  21,  22  are  two  (supposititious  ?) 
French  mss.  which  appear  in  Bentley's  specimen  of  the  last  chapter  of  Revelation  in 
his  proposals  for  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament. 

3  Scholz  inserts  here  a  MS.  (Paris,  Coisl.  200),  which  Wetstein  says  does  not  con- 
tain the  Apocalypse.      The  Medicaean  readings  once  designated  by  this  number  ought 

not  to  be  reckoned  as  if  they  represented  the  variations  of  some  one  MS, 266] 



§'•] LIST  OF  MSS. 
[PROLEGOMENA. 

Heb. Cath. 
Apoc Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

Gosp. 

.  . 54 — Paris,  Bibl.  de  F  Ar- XII. Inspected  by  Scholz.     Known   as 
senal,  4. San-Maglorianus.    (=  Heb.   130 below.) 

43 

— 
(55) 

— Not  known  now. — A  second  copy  of  Ep.  Jude,  in  the 
MS*   numbered  Heb.  14,  Cath. 

47,  above. 
— 

59 — — Paris,  Coisl.  204. XL Inspected.     Catena* 
— 

(60) See  Vol.  III.  note. V        / 

.  . 24 Vatican,  2062. XI. 
Inspected  by  Scholz.       Readings 

from  the  latter  chapters  of  Apoc. 
given  byBlanchini.  (;zzHeb.  193, 
Cath.  160.)  Apoc.  follows  Acts. 

*    * 25 Vatican,  Palat.  171. XIV. 
(Def.  Heb.  ii.  1  —  end.) 

Zacagni.     Readings  given  in  Ame- 

—  . 

lotte's    French    version   of    the 

Apocalypse.       Additional    read- 
ings and  corrections  of  ch.  i.  1  — 

iii.  9,  given  in  Birch.      (=  Heb. 
88,  Cath.  77.) 

149 

— — 
26 

Ch.  Ch.  Oxf.,  Wake XI. 
Caspar  Wetstein  (=  lect.  57). 

[12.    (1,  Scholz)]. 
•  • -  • 

27 
Ch.  Ch.  Oxf.,  Wake 

34     [2,  Scholz]. 
XI. Caspar  Wetstein.      (=  Heb.  244, 

Cath.  190.)      1  Joh.  collated  by 
Scholz.       (Ja.   and   1   Pet.,    no no 
trace  contained  in  the  MS.) No. 

_ — (28) The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.  **n"  above. .  . 56 — Bodleian,  Clarke  4* XII.? 
Date  not  given  in  the  printed  Cat. 

of  Clarke's  MSS.  On  parchment. 
Inspected   by   Scholz.        (Omits 
Jnde  ?)  (=r  Heb.  227.) 

,    . 57 . Copenhagen,  1. 
1278 

Hensler.       Cited  by    Bengel   and 
Birch.  (=  Heb.  72.) 

234 

.    . 58 — Bodleian,  Clarke  9. XIII.  ? 
Date  not  given  in  Cat.     On  parch- 

ment. Inspected  by  Scholz.  (= Heb.  224.) 
.    . 59 — Brit.      Mus.,      Harl. XIII. 1  Pet.  collated  by  Griesb.  (=  Heb. 

5588. 

62.) 

— 
•    . 60 29 The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.  <fe"  above. 
(61) (61) 

— The    same    MS.    as 

Heb.    Cath.    "o" above. 
62 . The    same    MS.    as 

Cath.  59  above. 
63 . B  B The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.    «e"   Cath. 60  above. 
65 62 

— Paris,  60. XIV. [nspected,  and  1  Joh.  v.  collated  by 
Griesbach. 

— 

(66) See  Vol.  III.  note. 
67 m 

Vienna,  L/s  34,  N.'s 
XII. 

Alter  and  Birch.  (=  Cath.  66,  Apoc. 
302. 34.)        Collated   by  Alter  with 

Apoc.  33.     The  readings  inserted 
by  a  corrector  are  very  valuable. 
Scholi  a. 

68 63 — 
Vienna,  L.'s  35,  N.'s 

XIII. Alter  and  Birch. — 

313. 
69 64 

— 
Vienna,  L.'s  36,  NVs XIII. Alter  and  Birch. — 

303. 
267 3 



APPAEATUS  CRITICUS. 
[CH.  IX. 

Heb. Cath. 
Apoc. Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

Gosp. 

•  • %  9 30 Wolfenbiittel,  xvi.  7. XIV. 
Knittel    in    Mattbsei's    Appendix. 

(=  Heb.  74,  Catb.  69.) — 
_ — 

31) 

The    same    MS.   as 

Apoc.  "  c  "  above. — — 

32 
Dresden,  Loescheri. 

XV, Matthaei  (t  in  Appendix). — 

.  * 65 
33 

The    same    MS.   as 
Heb.  57  above. .  . 66 

34 
The    same    MS.   as 

Heb.  67  above. 
—  . _ 35 

Vienna,  248. XIV. Alter.       Collated  with   Apoc.   33. 
An  dr.  comm.      Some  readings  in 
Delitzsch. — 

— — 36 
Vienna,  Koll.  26. XIV. Alter.       Collated  with    Apoc.    33. 

Andr.  comm. — 

70 67 — Vienna,  L/s  37,  N/s 1331 Alter  and  Birch. — 

221. 
71 

— — Vienna,  F/s  19,  K/s XII. Alter  and  Birch, — 
10. 

72 ,  . — The    same    MS.   as 
Catb.  57  above. 

73 68 
— 

Upsala,    Sparwenfeld 
XL Aurivillius.     Catena. — 

42. 

74 69 . The    same    MS.    as 
Apoc.  30,  above. 

75 .  » — The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  22,  above. 77 

70 .  . Vatican,  360. XI. Inspected  by   Birch    and    Scholz. 
(=  Apoc.  66.) 

131 

78 
71 Vatican,  363. 

XL 
Inspected  by  Birch  and  Scholz. 

133 

79 
72 

37 Vatican,  366. XIII. Inspected  by  Birch  and  Scholz. 
— 

80 
73 

— Vatican,  367. 
XL 

Bircb,  "  per  omnia  contuli." 
— 

— — 
38 

Vatican,  579, XIII. Birch.    .Re-collated  for  this  volume 

byB.  H.  Alford. 
— 

83 — — Vatican,  765. XL Inspected  by  Birch.      Conmi.   on marg. 
—  — 

84 — — Vatican,  766. XII. Inspected  by  Birch.       Comm.  on marg. .  —  . 

(85) 
— 39 Vatican,  1136. 

XII. 
Birch  (throughout  Apoc.).     (Does 

not  contain  Heb.      Begins  Apoc. 
iii.   8;  but    illegible   to   iv.    7-) 
Apoc.  before  Epp. — 

86 
75 

40 Vatican,  1160. XIII. Birch.     "  Apoc.  accurate  examinavi 
csetera  cursim  perlustrans." 141 87 76 — Vatican,  1210. XL "Ep.  Jac.,1  et2Pet.,l  Joh.necnon4 
priora  Cap.  Ep.  ad  Ebrseos  exacte 
contuli."     Birch. 142 88 77 •  • The    same    MS.    as 

Apoc.  25,  above. 
(89) 78 

— Vatican,  Alex.  29. XII. 
Birch,   "  accurate   exam/1      (Does not  contain  Heb.) 

—  . 

— — 41 Vatican,  Alex.  68. XIV. Birch  (throughout  Apoc.).     Andr. 
comm. —  _ 

90 79 
— Vatican,  Urb.  3. XL Inspected  by  Birch. 

— 

91 80 42 Vatican,  Pio.  50. XII. Birch,    "per  omnia   diligenter  bis 

coll." 

—  . 
.  — — 43 Barberini  Lib.  Borne, XIV. Contains   among    other    things   a 

23. fragment  of  a  catena  upon  the 
Apocalypse  (ch.  xiv.    17  —  xviii. 
20).    Collated  by  Birch. — 268] 



§1-1 LIST  OF  MSS. 
[PROLEGOMENA. 

Heb.     Cath. Apoc Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

Gosp. 

_— 81 — Barberini  Lib.  Rome XI. 
Inspected  by  Birch.  Commentary — 

377. 
92 82 

44 
Propaganda  Lib. 

1274 
Engelbreth  in  Birch.  (Once  Sorff 

Rome,,  250. 

4.) 

180 

93 83 ? Naples  i.  B.  12. XI. 
Birch.     ,Ta.    i.,  ii.    <fper  omni 

contuli." 

-_ 

94 84 — Laur.  Lib.  Florence X. Inspected  by  Birch.  Mutilated  a 
iv.  1. end.  Marginal  commentary. — 

95 (85) 
— Laur.  Lib.  Florence 

XIII 
Inspected  by  Birch.  Does  not  con iv.  5. tain  Cath.  Epp.  Thl/s  eonim. 

— 

96 86 .  . Laur.  Lib.  Florence XI. Inspected  by  Birch.  Margl.  comm 
iv.  20. (=  Apoc.  75.) 

— 
97 87 — Laur.  Lib.  Florence 

X. 
Inspected  by  Birch. — 

iv.  29. 
98 88 — Laur.  Lib.  Florence XL 

Inspected  by  Birch. — 
iv.  31. 

99 89 45 Laur.  Lib.  Florence XI. Inspected  by  Birch;    and  Apoc. 
iv.  32. i.—  »iii.  collated. — 

— 90 — Laur.  Lib.  Florence XI. Inspected  by  Birch.  Contains  Ep. 
viii.  14. of  Ja.  with  marginal  scholia. 

197 

100 — — Laur.  Lib.  Florence XII. Inspected  by  Birch.     Comm. 
— 

x.  4. 
101 — — Laur.  Lib.  Florence XI, Cnspecfced  by  Birch.    Comm. 

— 
x.  6. 

102 — — Laur.  Lib.  Florence XL Inspected  by  Birch.  Var.  comm. 
— 

x.  7. 
103 — — Laur.  Lib.  Florence 

XI. 
tnspected  by  Birch.    Catena. 

— 
x.  19. 

(104) (91) »  . The    same   MS.    a& 

201 

Heb.   Cath.    «  h.' 
Apoc.  "b"  above. 105 

92 
— 

Bologna,  Can.  Reg-., XI. [nspected  by  Scholz. 

204 

640. 
106 93 •  * 

St.  Mark's  Venice,  5 XV. Rinck.  (=  Apoc.  88;  Apoc.  copied from  46  below.) 

05 

107 94 — 
St.  Mark's  Venice,  6 

XV. itinck. -06 

108 95 46 St.  Mark's  Venice,10. 
XV. linck. 

09 109 96 — 
Sfc.  Mark's  Venice,ll. XIII. iinck. — 

110 — — 
St.  Mark's  Venice,33. XL fcinck.    Comm. — 

111 — 
St.  Mark's  Venice,34. XI. £inck.     Comm. — 

112 — 
—  . 

St.  Mark's  Venice,35. 
XL 

Rinck.    Comm.    (Def.  Heb.  x.  25 

—end.) 

... •  • 97 —  . Wolfenbiittel,     Gad. XII. Cath.,  Langer  in  Griesbach     (98). 
Gr.  104  A. (=  Heb.  241.)  (Heb.  inspected 

by  Scholz.) 
— 

*113 98 — (Moscow?) XL Matthaei  (a).  Belonged  to  Matthsei 
himself. 

—  . 114 99 
Moscow,  Synod.  5. 1445 

kfatthaei  (c) — 

115 
116 

100 
101 Moscow,  Synod.  334. 

Moscow,  Synod.  333. 
XI. 
XIII. Matthsei  (d)     Thl.'s  comm. MatthsBi  (f  )     Scholia. 

— 

(117) 
102) 

The  same  J£#.a.?Heb. 
Cath.  "  K"  above. 

118 103 Moscow,  Synod.  193. XII. Matthsei  (h).  A  volume  of  scholia 
with  texts  on  margin. 

— 

120 104 
47 

Dresden,  Cod.  Matth. XI. Matthsei  (k). 

41 

4  Rinck  uses  this  number  for  St.  Mark's  Venice,  36. 269] 



PBOLEGOMEHTA.]  APPARATUS    CRITICUS- 
[CH.  IX. 

Heb. Cath. 
Apoc Designation. Date Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

Gosp. 

121 105 48 
Moscow,  Synod.  380 .    XII. 

Matthsei  (1). 

242 

122 106 
__ Moscow,  Synod.  328 

.    XL Matthsei  (m). — 

123 
49 

Moscow,  Synod,  99. 
Moscow,  Synod.  67. 

XL 
XV. 

Matthsei  (n). 

Matthsei  (o).     Andr.  comm. 

— 

? (107) 
50 Moscow,  Synod.  206 

Dresden,  252, 
.    XII. 

XV. 

Matthaei  (p). 

Matthaei  (19).     See  App.  to  Joh 
(Gosp.)  p.  378.    A  Euchologium 
containing  amongst  other  JST.  T 
lections  Heh.  ii.2—  10;  11—18 
vii.  26—  viii.  2  ;  xiii.  17—21;  Ja 
v.  10—20  (10-—  16  a  2nd  time) 
2  Pet.  i.  10—19  5  1  Joh.  iv.  12— 
19.     This  MS.  ought  to  be  en 
tered  amongst  the  lectionarie 
(ev.  57). 

— 
125 VTunich,  504. 

1387 
Inspected  by  Scholz* 

— 

126 Munich,  455. XIV. 
Inspected  by  Scholz*   3?rob.  copied 

from  same  MS,  as  preceding. — 

128 t 9 Munich,  211. XL 
Scholz   says,    "Coll.  integer   fere 

cod./'  but  it  is  only  cited  occa 
sionally.  (=  Cath.  179,  Apoc.  82.) 
Some  readings  in  Apoc.  given 

by  Belitzsch. 
— 

129 — — "Munich,  35* XVI, [nspected  by  Scholz.  Thl/s  comm. 
(so  Hardt.) 

—  . 

130 t  4 The    same    JbfJSf.    a 
Cath.  54*,  above. 5108 

_ Escurial  X'  *v-  17. XL No  published    collation     of    the 
Epistles.     (=  Heb.  228.) 

226 

5109 
2scurial  %.  iv.  12. XIV. 

So      published     collation  of    the 
Epistles.     (=  Heb.  229.) 

27 

(110) Cainb.    Univ.     Lil)., — 
A  folio  copy  of  the   Greek   Bible \**v/ 

MS.  Nn.  5.  27. 
printed  "  Basilese  per  Joan.  Her- 
vagium  1545."   A  few  notes  are written  on  the  margin,  (rr  Heb. 222). 

41 

«      r 

c«iii) The  same    MIS.    as 

Heb.     Cath.  "  o" above. 
•      « 

CC112) nhe  M^S.   numbered 
Heb.  11.   Cath.  9, 
above. 

131 ... 
Paris,  Coisl.  196. XI. nspected  by  Scholz.  (=Cath.  3  32.) 

30 

132 113 51 
Paris,  47. 

1364 leiche). 
18 

133 . 52 The    same    MS.  as 
Cath,  51,  above.    . 

s  These  appear  to  be  the  MSS.  spoken  of  by  Eev.  Edw.  Clarke  in  his  "Letters 
concerning  the  Spanish  Nation/'  4to,  London,  1763,  p.  133.  "I  took  down  two  of  the 
oldest  MSS.  of  the  Epistles  which  I  could  find  in  the  Escurial. .  .  .  Both  concur  word 
for  word  in,  this  reading/'Ori  rpets  etcnv  ol  fiaprvpovvres  rb  Trveu/j.a.  KOI  T&  vSoop  teal  rb 
afjucr  Kal  oi  rpets  els  T&  *v  ela-iv  el  T%V  papTvpiav  reav  avQp£ircav  K.T.\."  (This  passage 
was  kindly  pointed  out  to  me  by  Dr.  Tregelles.  A.  W.  G-.) 

«  See  Vol.  III.,  note. 270] 



§1-] LIST  OF  MSS. 
[PROLEGOMENA. 

Heb. Cath. 
Apoc. 

Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 
Gosp. 

134 114 Paris,  57. XIII. ileiche. 

__ (135) 
115 — Paris,  58. XIII. Inspected  by  Scholz.     [Does  not 

contain  Heb.J 

„_.  _ 

136 116 53 Paris,  59. XVI Inspected  by  Scholz. 
137 117 

(54) Paris,  61. XIII. Reiche  (Epp.);  who  states  that  it 

138 118 55 Paris,  101. XIII. 
does  not  contain  the  Apocalypse, 

[nspected  by  Scholz. 
263 

139 119 56 Paris,  102  A. 

X. 

inspected  by  Scholz.    Reic  he. — 
140 — The     same     MS.  as 

Cath.  11,  above. 
141 120 — Paris,  103  A. XL inspected  by  Scholz.   (Def.  1  Job. 

ii.  11—  iii.  3;  iii.  24—  v.  14;  2 
Job.  ;  3  Job.  11—  -end  of  Jude.) 

142 121 — Paris,  104. XIII. (  Coll.  max.  cod.  pars/'  Scholz. 
— 

143 122 — Paris,  105. XIV. c  Coll.  max.  cod.   pars,"     Scholz. 
(Contains  of  Cath.  Epp.  only  the 

follg.  fragments:  1  Pet.  ii.  20  — 
iii.  2;  iii.  17  —  end  of  2  Pet.; 
1  Job.  i.  1—  iii.  5;  iii.  21—  v.  9?; 
2  Job.  8—3  Job.  10;  Jude  7— 

end.) 

— 
144 123 — Paris,  106  A. XIV. 

"Coll.  max.  cod.   pars/'    Scholz. 
Scholia.  (Def.lPet.i.9—  ii.  7.) 

— 
148 — — Paris,  111. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz. — 
149 124 

57 
Paris,  124. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz. — 

150 125 — Paris,  125. XIV. Inspected  by  Scholz. — 
151 — — Paris,  126. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz. — 
— — 58 Paris,  19. XVI. Inspected  by  Scbolz. — 
— — 59 Paris,  99  A, XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Comm. 

— 

152 — 60 Paris,  136  A. XVI. Inspected  by   Scholz.      Contains 
(only  ?)  Heb.  Apoc. 

«_ 

153 126 — Paris,  216. 
X. 

Inspected  by  Scholz  and  Reiche. 
Scholia. — 

154 
127 — Paris,  217. XL Inspected  by  Scholz  and  Reiche. 

Thdrt.'s  comm. 
155 128 Paris,  218. XI. Inspected  by  Scholz.     Catena. 

— 

156 129 — Paris,  220. XIII. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Comm.,  text 
often  omitted. — 

— 130 — Paris,  221. XII. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Catena.  (Def. 
2  Pet.  i.  14—  end  ;  1  Job.  iv.  11 
—Jude  8.) 

— 
157 — — Paris,  222. XL 

"  Coll.  magna  codicis  pars,"  Scholz. 
— 

158 131 — Paris,  223. 1045 Inspected  by  Scholz  and  Reiche 
Catena. 

— 

132 The    same   MS.    as 
Heb.  131,  above. 

— 
61 Paris,  491. XIII. A   defective   copy  of   the    Apoc 

among   various    works  of  Bas. 
Thdrt.  Max. 

— 
62 

Paris,  239,  240. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Andr.  comm 
— 

— 
—  . 

63 Paris,  241. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Andr,  comm 
— 

159 
,    

64 Paris,  224* 
XL 

Inspected  by  Scholz.  Aretb.  comm 
— 

160 — — Paris,  225. XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz.     Fragments 
with  Thl/s  comm. .  — 163 Paris,  238. XIII Inspected    by  Scholz.      Contains 
Heb.  i.  —  viii.  with  cat. 

So  Scholz  :  but  on  1  John  v.7,  be  speaks  of  "122"  as  "Tioc  loco  muttfus.9* 
271] 



PROLEGOMENA.] APPARATUS  CRITICUS. 

[CH,  IX. 
Heb. Cath. 

Apoc 
Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

1 

GrOSp. 

164 —  — Paris,  849. XVI Inspected     by    Scholz.     Thdrt/ 
comm.,  w.  text  on  marg. 

   , 

165 
166 133 

— Turin,  C.  1.39(284). 
Turin,  C.  i.  40  (285) 

XVI 
XII Inspected  by  Scholz. 

Heb.,  "  Coll.  loc.  sel."  Cath.,  ac 
curate/*  Scholz. 167 134 

— Turin,  C.  ii.  17  (19). XI. Inspected  by  Scholz. 168 
169 

— — Turin,  C.  ii.  38  (325) 
Turin,  C.  ii.  31  (1). 

XII. 
XII. Inspected  by  Scholz.    Comm. 

Inspected  by  Scholz.  Mutilated  i 

-"""" 

Heb,     (=  Cath.  136.) 
170 135 .   . Turin,  C.  ii.  5  (302). XIII 

Inspected  by  Scholz.  (=Apoc.  83. 
339 

*  . 136 — The    same    MS.    as 
Heb.  169,  above. __ 65 Moscow,  Uiiiv.  Lib., XII. A  fragment  containing  Apoc.  xvi 25. 

20-*  end,  inspected  by  Scholz. 

_  . 

171 — — Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan, XIII. Inspected  by  Scholz.    (Def.  Heb 

6. 

iv.  7  —  end.) — 

172 — — Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan, 
15. 

XII. 
inspected  by  Scholz.  Comm.  after Chr. _ 

f 137 — Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan, XI. Cath."  Coll.  cod.  fere  integer,"  Ep. 
97. Paul.  "  loc.  plur."(=  Heb.  176). 

— 
173 138 — Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan, XIV. 

inspected  by  Scholz. 
— 

102. 
174 139 Ambrop.  Lib..  Milan, 1434 

Inspected  by  Scholz. 
— 

104. 
175 — Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan, XV. inspected  by  Scholz.     Continuous 125. 

comm. 
— 

176 The   same     MS.     as 
Cath.  137,  above. 

f  f 140 . S.  Mark's     Venice, XI. Part  Cent,   xiii.)     Inspected  by 
546. Scholz.  (=  Heb.  215,  Apoc.  74.) 

Epp.  Catena,  Apoc.  comm. 
— 

.  . 141 — jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XII. nspectedby  Scholz.  (=:  Heb.  239). 
— 

vi.  27. 
177 — — Modena,  14  (MS.  II. XV. Coll.  cod.  integer,"  Scholz. 

— A.  14), 

178 142 — Modena,    243      MS. XII. 
Coll.  cod.  integer/'  Scholz  under III.  B.  17). 
Paul."  Coll.  loca  selecta/'  Scholz under  Acts. 

__ 

(179) . — Modena,  196  MS.  II. XII. ?he  cursive  portion  of  H  of  the 

«r-  3). 
Acts  (cited  in  the  Catholic  Epp. 
as  Hr.).    Scholz.  Comm. 

— 
— 143 — L/aur.  Lib.,  Florence, XI. Contains  Chr.on  Mt.  Lu,  and  Cath. 

vi.  5. 
Epp.  with  catena. 

? 
180 144 — jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XIII. inspected  by  Scholz. 

63 
vi.  13. 

181 145 jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XIII. inspected  by  Scholz. 65 
vi.  36, 

182 146 ? jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, 1332 [nspected  by  Scholz. 

67 

(2708?) 
183 147 jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XII. inspected  by  Scholz.  (=  Apoc.  76.) — 

iv.  30. 
184 148 — jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, 984 nspected  by  Scholz. 

93 
(2574?) — 149 — jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XIII. ontains  Cath.  Epp.  with    Latin 
(176  ?) version. — 

.  . 150 .  * liccardi    Lib.,    Flo- XV. nspectedby  Scholz.  (=  Heb.  230, 
rence,  84. Apoc.  84.) 08 

185 
*  . 

— Vallicella  Lib.,  Rome, nspected  by  Scholz.(=  Cath.  167.) 

93 

E.  22. 272] 



§1.] LIST  OF  MSS. [PROLEGOMENA. 

Heb. Cath. 
A.poc. Designation. 

Date. 
Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

osp. 

186 . — 
Vallicella  "Lib.,  Rome, 

1330 [nspectedby  Scholz,  (=  Cath.  170.) F.  17. 
*  . 66 The    same     MS.    as 

Heb.  77,  Cath.  70, 
above. 

— — 67 
Vatican,  1743. 

1320 
[nspected  by  Scholz.    Andr.  comm. — 

— — 68 Vatican,  1904. 
XL 

*  Integre  fere  coll."  Scholz.      Con- 
tains  Only   ch.   vii.   17  —  viii.  2; 

xxi.  —  end.  Arith.  comm. — 

.  . .   . 69 
Vatican,  Ottob.  -258. 

XIII. Latter  part  xiv.  Cent.,  Latin  ver- 
sion.    Scholz  says  "  Coll.  integer 

fere  cod.  ;"  but  it  is  only  cited  in 
a  few  places.     Mutilated  at  end. 
(=  Heb.  198.  Cath.  161.) — 

,  , 151 
70 

Vatican,  Ottob.  66. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz   (=  Heb.  199.) 
•  . (152) 

— Camb.     Univ.     Lib., A  copy  of  the  printed  Greek  Test., 
MS.  Nn.  3.  20,  21. 8vo.  London,  1728,  interleaved, 

and  bound  up  in  two  volumes. 
Contains    MS.    notes    by    John 
Taylor.     (=  Heb.  223.) 42 

„ 153 — 3rit.Mus.,Harl.5796. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz.  (  =  Heb.  240.) — 

(187) 154 Vatican,  1270. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Comm.  (Does 
not  contain  Heb.) — 

188 155 — Vatican,  1430. XII. Inspected  by  Scholz.    Commentary 
by  a  different  hand. 

— 

189 Vatican,  1649. XIII. Inspected    by    Scholz.        Thdrt/s 
comm.  Heb.  bef.  Past.  Epp. — 

190 156 — Vatican,  1650. 1073 Inspected  by   Scholz.     Comm.   on 
Heb. 

— 

(191 
157 Vatican,  1714. XII. 

Inspected  by  Scholz.     Contains  Ja. 
iii.  1—4,  iv.  11  —  end;   Jude;  3 

Job. 
— 

192 158 Vatican,  1761. 

XL 

Inspected  by  Scholz.      Heb.  ix.  14 
—  end  and  Past.  Epp.  edited  by 
Mai  as  supplementary  to  B. — 

___ 159 Vatican,  1968. XL "  Cursim  coll.  cod.  integer/*  Scholz. Contains  .  .  .  Ja.   1   Pet.   with 
Scholia. — 

193 160 . The    same    MS.   as 

Apoc.  24,  above. 
194 «  • .  . The    same    MS.   as 

Cath.  41,  Apoc.  20, 
above. 

195 _,„ „„ Vatican,  Ottob.  31. 
X. 

Inspected  by  Scholz.     Comm. 
— 

196 Vatican,  Ottob.  61. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz. 
— 

197 . Vatican,  Ottob.  176. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz.  (=  Apoc.  78.) 
— 

198 161 . The    same    MS.   as 

Apoc.  69,  above. 
199 f ,  . The    same    MS.  as 

Cath.    151,   Apoc. 
70,  above. 

200 162 Vatican,  Ottob.  298. XV. 
Inspected  by  Scholz.  Latin  version 

— 

201 163 Vatican,  Ottob.  325. XIV. Inspected  by  Scholz. 
— 

203 164 
165 71 

Vatican,  Ottob.  381. 
Vatican,  Ottob.  417. 

1252 
XIV. 

Inspected  by  Scholz. 
Inspected   by    Scholz.        Contain 

Cath.  Epp.  among  various  work 

390 

of  St.  Ephrem  and  others. 
— 

204 166 The    same    MS.    <u 

Apoc.  22,  above. 27 

3] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  APPAKATUS  CRTTICUS. 
[en.  ix. 

Heb Cath Apoc.            Designation. 
Date. 

Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

Gosp. 

167    , The    same    MS.    a* 
Heb.  185,  above. 

205 168 Vallicella  Lib.,  Rom XIV. 
Inspected  by  Scholz. 

— 

F.  13. 
206 169 — Ghigi     Lib.,     Rom 

1344 
Inspected  by  Scholz. 

— 

R.  v.  29. 
207 

-._.„.. 
— Ghigi    Lib.,     Rom XV. Inspected  by  Scholz.     Comm. 

— 

R.  v.  32. 
208 — Ghigi     Lib.,     Roin XI. Inspected    by    Scholz.       Thdrt. 

R.  viii.  55. comm. 

—  —  • 

72 
Ghigi     Lib.,    Rome XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz.    Andr.  comm 

— 

R.iv.  8. 
— 

73 
Corsini  Lib      Rome XVI. Andr.  comm. — 

838. 
170 — The    same    MS.    a 

Heb.  186,  above. 
209 171 \  Two  MSS.  in  th XVI. Inspected  by  Scholz. 

— 

210 
(211) 

172 

(173) 
— 

>     Library    of   th 
J      Collegio  Roman 
Naples  (no  number). 

XVI. 
XI. 'nspected  by  Scholz. 

Inspected  by  Scholz.      Apparently 
the  same  as  Heb.  93,  Catli.  83 

— 

above. — 

212 
213 

174 — 
Naples,  1.  C.  26. 
Sarberini  Lib.  Rome, 

XV. 
1338 

Scholz  (magna  pars). 
Inspected  by  Scholz.     Scholia. 

— 

29. 
215 t 

74 

The    same    MS.  as 
Cath.  140,  above. 

. .  , 75 The    same    MS.   as 
Heb.  96,  Cath.  86, 
above. 

. 
76 

The    same    MS.   as 
Heb.     183,    Cath. 
147,  above. 

— — 77 jaur.  Lib.,  Florence, XV. Inspected  by  Scholz.  Areth.  comm. — 
vii.  9. 

78 
"'he    same    MS.    as 
Heb.  197,  above. 

79 Munich,  248,  Codex XVI. F.   Sylburg  1596  in  ed.  of  Andr. 
Syrleti. comm.         Some     readings      in 

Delitzsch.      (Copied    from     the 
same  MS.  as  Andr  .a  ?) — -  — 

— 80 funich,  544. XIV. Inspected  by  Scholz.     (The  same MS.  as  Andr.  p?) — 

81 "unich,  23. XVI. Cheod.  Peltanus  1547.  Andr.  comm. 
216 175 — Mon.  of  S.  Bas.  Mes- XII. ^Inspected  by  Munter  ?) — 

sana,  2. 
217 — _ alermo. XII. Cuspected  by  Scholz.     (Def.  Heb. ii.  9  —  end.) 
218 176 — 

yracuse. 
XII. inspected  by  Munter. 

21 

219 177 — -.eyden,      Meerman, XII. Dermout.       (Def.  1  John  iv.  20  — 
116. end;  2,  3  John;  Jude.) 22 

»  . 178 .  • ^he    same    MS.   as 

Apoc.  "mj>  above. .  • 179 82 The    same    MS.  as 
Heb.  128,  above. 

180 — 
trasburg,  Molsheim- XII. Various  readings  communicated  to 
ensis. Scholz.     (=  Heb.  238.) 

131 

220 181 
—  _ 

Berlin,  Diez.  10. 
) 
XV. 

Pappelbaum.     (Def.  Heb.  i.  1—9.) 

00 

274] 



§*•] LIST  OF  MSS. 
fPROLKGOMENA. 

Heb. Cath. 
A.poc. Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  Information. 

3osp. 

6(221) The    same    MS.    as 

Heb.    Catb.     "o" above. 
(222) .   . — The    same    MS.    as 

Catb.   (110)  above. 
(223) .    . 

— The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.    (152)  above. 

224 .    . — The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  58,  above. 

6(225) 4    . 
— The    MS.    numbered 

Heb.  11,  Catb.  9, 
above. 

6(226) ,  — — The   MS.    numbered 
Heb.  27,  above. 

227 .   . — The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  56,  above. 

228 .   , — TJie    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  108,  above. 

229 — The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  109,  above. 

. 
83 

The    same    MS.    as 
Heb.    170,     Catb. 
135,  above. 

230 
84 

The    same    MS.    as 
Catb.  150,  above. 

•  • 

182a 

I Dwo  MSS.  in  a  Monas- 
tery on  tbe  Island 

of  Patmos. 

XII. 

XIII. 
\  Inspected  by  Scbolz       (=  Beb. 

f      243.) 

— 

231 183 — Gr.  Mon.  Jerusalem, XIV. 
Inspected  by  Scbolz. 

— 

8. 
232 184 85 Gr.  Mon.  Jerusalem XIII. 

Inspected  by  Scbolz.     Couom. 
— 

233 185 
. 

Mon.    S.    Saba,    nr XI. Inspected  by  Scbolz. 
— 

Jerusalem,  1. 
234 186 — Mon.    S.     Saba,    nr XIII. 

Inspected  by  Scholz. 

457 

Jerusalem,  2. 
235 187 

86 Mon.    S.    Saba,    nr XIII. 
Inspected  by  Scbolz. 

462 

Jerusalem,  10. 
236 188 — Mon.    S.    Saba,    nr XII. Inspected  by  Scbolz. 

— 

Jerusalem,  15. 
. (87) The  MS.  designated 

Apoc.  "m"  above a . 88 The    same    MS.    as 
Heb.     106,     Catb 
93,  above. 

237 189 89 Mon.    S.    Saba,    nr XIII. 
Inspected  by  Scbolz. 

466 

Jerusalem,  20. 
238 m  t — The    same    MS.    as 

Catb.  180,-  above. 
239 The    same    MS.    as 

Catb.  141,  above. 
240 f The   same    MS.    a 

Catb.  153,  above. 1 
241 The    same    MS.    a ] 

Catb.  97,  above. 
242 m The    same    MS.    cw 

Apoc.  "m"  above 243 ) The  same  MSS.  a 

r* 

_ 
Catb.  182,  above. 243 ; ' 275] 



PBOLEGOMENA.]          APPARATUS  CEITICUS. 
[CH,  IX. 

Heb Cath. 
Apoc Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information. 

Gosp. 

244 190 The    same    MS.    as 
Apoc.  27,  above. 245 191 — Ch.Ch.Oxf.,Wake38 XII. 

(  Inspected  by  Scholz  ?)     Catena. 
— 

[3,  Scholz]. 2-16 192 — Ch.Ch.Oxf.,Wake37. XI. (Inspected  by  Scholz  ?) 
— 

[4,  Scholz]. 
8-pe 8-pe — St.  Petersburg,  xi.  1. XII. Muralto. 

8-pe 

2.  230. 
— — 90 Synod  Lib.,  Moscow, X. Matthsei  (a).     (Scholz's  (502.) 

— 
Cod.  Matth. 

— — (91) The  cursive  portion  of 
Vatican  1209. 

XVI. Mico    for    Bentley.      (Printed    in 

App.    to    Woide's   edn.  of  Cod. 
Alex.)       Some  readings,    and   a 
transcript  of  Kev.  xxii.  17-  21, 
by  Brun  iu  Delitzsch.      Cited,  as 

92 The    same    MS.    as 
Heb.  40,  Cath.  34, 
above. 

276] 



§1.] LIST  OF  LECTTONARIES.          [PROLEGOMENA 

The  following  is  a  List  of  Lectionaries* 

Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

lect-1 jeyden,  243.     Scaligeri. 
XI. 

Wetstein  and  Dermout.     Contains  .  .  . 
Heb.  ix.  11—  24;  1  Pet.   i.  1—  ii.  3; 
ii.  17—25;  iii.  8—18;  iv.;  1  Joh.  i. 
1—9  ;  Jude  1—6.                   (=  ev-6) 

lect-2 3rit.  Mus.,  Cotton.     Vesp. XI. s  Contains   the  portions   of  Acts    and B.  18. 
Epp.  appointed  to  be  read  through- 

out the  whole  year.     Casley  collated 
it  in  1735,  and  Wetstein  inserted  his 
extracts."      (Michaelis.)      Mutilated 
at  beg.  and  end. 

lect-3 Bodleian,  Baroc.  202  ? 995 Quoted  by  Mill.  Heb.  x.  22,  23  qu.?  ) 
lect-4 Brit.  Mus.,  Harl.  5731. XIV. Grriesbach.       Contains     the     following 

fragments:  —  Heb.    L  1—12;  ii.    2  — 
10;  id.  11—18;  vii.   26—  viii.  2;ix. 
1—7;  xi.  9,  10;  id.  32—40;  xiii.  17 
—21.                                (=  Gosp.  117) 

lect-5 Bodleian,  Cromwell.  11. 1225 
Grriesbach,  who    says   "Variantes   lec- 

(Glim  226.)       A  liturgy tiones   collegi  e   .  .  .  .    Heb.    i.    1  — 
book,  containing  5thly 12;  iv.  14—  v.  6;  xi  24  —  26;  xi.  32 
(pp.  149  —  290),  eua77€- —  xii.  2." \oairocrr6\uv    rwv    fie- 
•y&Kwv  eopT&v. 

lect-6 Gottingen  (C.  de  Missy). XV. 
Matthaei  (v.).  -See  his  appendix  to  Thess. 

Contains  a  large  number  of  the  usual 
lections,  but  not  that  which  includes 
1  Joh.  v.  6  —  8. 

lect-7 Copenhagen,  3. XV. lensler  in  Birch.     Not  quoted  at  all  in 
Epp.  Cath.                            (=  ev-44) 

lect-8 Propaganda  Lib.,  Rome,  287. XL Birch.     Contains  Ja.  v.  10—20. (•=  ev-37) 

lect-9 Paris,  32. XII. 
inspected  by  Scholz.               (=  ev-84^ 

lect-10 Paris,  33. XII. inspected  by  Scholz.               (=  ev-85) 
lect-11 Paris,  104 XII. inspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-12 Paris,  375. 1022 Scholz.  An  important  MS.     (=  ev-60) 
lect-13 Moscow,  Synod.  4. X. 

Matthsei  (b)». 
lect-14 Moscow,  Synod.  291. XII. Matthsei  (e)8. 
lect-15 Moscow,  Typogr.  31. 1116 Matthaji  (tz).     Contains  besides  O.  T. 

lections,  only  3  pericopae  of  1   Joh. 
but  not  iv.  20  (or  v.  5)  to  v.  21. 

lect-16 
lect-17 

Moscow,  Synod.  266. 
Moscow,  Synod.  267. 

XV. 

XV. 
Matthsei  (|)  1  Do  not  contain  /  (=ev-52) 
Matthsei  (x)  >  the  1  Joh.  v.<  (=ev-53^ lect-18 

lect-19 
Moscow,  Synod.  268. 
Moscow,  Typogr.  47. 

1470 
XVII Matthaei(^)J    pericopa.         L(=:ev-54) 

Matthaai  (o>).  Contains  Ja.  v.  10—16; 
v.  7—18;  1  Joh.  iv.  12—19;  Ja.  v. 
10—20;    2  Pet.  i.  10—  19.  (=  ev-55) 

lect-20 Moscow,  Typogr.  9. XVI. Matthsei  (16).  Contains  Heb.  i.  i—  12. 

lect-21 Paris,  294. XI. Inspected  by  Scholz.                (=  ev-83) 
lect-22 Paris,  304. XIII Inspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-23 Paris,  306» XII. Inspected  by  Scholz. 

8  These  contain  the  lection  from  1  John  v.,  but  not  the  received  gloss, 277] 



PROLEGOMENA.]  APPARATUS  CRITICUS. 

[CH.  IX. 
Designation. Date. Name  of  Collator  and  other  information 

lect-2i Paris,  308. XIII Mostly  O.  T.  lections  ;  only  three  in  1 Joh. 

lect-25 Paris,  319. XL i  Pet.  ii.  iii.  collated  by  Scholz. 
lect-26 Paris,  320. XII. 

.nspected  by  Scho^.     Mutilated. 
lect-27 Paris,  321. XIII L  Joh.  collated  by  Scholz.     Defective. 
lect-28 Bodleian,  Selden2. XV. Griesbach.                                   (=  ev-26) 
lect-29 Paris,  370. XII. Some  lections  from  Gospp.    and  Epp., 

esp.  Heb.                                 (=  ev-94) 
lect-30 Paris,  373. XIII 

lect-3I Paris,  276. XV. 
Inspected  by  Scholz.                 (=  ev-82) 

lect-32 Paris,  376. XIII Entered  in  list  of  MSS.  of  Gospels  as 
324.     Inspected  by  Scholz. 

lect-33 Paris,  382. XIII 
"  Cursim   coll.     magna    codicis    pars," 

Scholz. 
lect-34 Paris,  383. XV. Inspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-35 Paris,  324 

XIII. 
Inspected  by  Scholz.                       (ev-92) 

lect-36 Paris,  326. XIV. 
Inspected  by  Scholz.                      (ev-93) 

lect-37 Riccardi  Lib.,  Florence,  84. XV. See  368.   Vol.  I. 
lect-38 Vatican,  1528. 

XV. 

Iect-39 Vatican,  Ottob.  416. XIV. (ev-1333) 

lect-40 Barberini,  Lib.,  Rome,  18. 
XIV, 

Some  parts  of  Cent.  X. 
lect-41 Barberini,    Lib.,  Rome    (m 

XL 
The  first  114  leaves  are  lost. 

number). 
lect-42 Vallicella  Lib.,  Rome,  C.  46 

XVI. 

lect-43 Riccardi  Lib.,  Florence,  2742 ? 
'Inspected  by  Scholz  ?) 

lect-44 
lect-45 

Glasgow  (Missy  BB). 
Glasgow  (Missy  CC)  . 1199 Manuscript  collations  by   Missy  were 

once  in  Michaelis*  possession, lect-46 Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan,  63. XIV. "nspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-47 Ambros.  Lib.,  Milan,  72. XII. 

'nspected  by  Scholz.                      (ex-104) lect-48 Laur.  Lib.,  Florence,  2742. XIII. 
inspected  by  Scholz.                     (ev-112) 

lect-49 Mon.St.  Saba,nr.  Jerus.,  16. XIV. 
'Inspected  by  Scholz  ? 

lect-50 St.  Saba,  18. 
XV. 

nspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-51 St.  Saba,  26. XIV. nspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-52 St.  Saba  (no  number). "nspected  by  Scholz. 
lect-53 St.  Saba  (no  number)  . 

XTV. 
nspected  by  Scholz.                    (ev-160.) 

lect-54 St.  Saba  (no  number)  . 
XIII. 

lect-55 Preves  Cathedral  Lib.,  Codex X. Edited  by  Steininger.     Contains    1  Pet 
S.  Siineonis. i.3—  9,  13—  19,  ii.  11—  24;   1  Joh.  iii 

21—  iv.   6,  iv.   11—16,  id.    20—  v.  5. 

lect-57 Ch.   Ch.     Oxf.,    Wake    [12 XL 
=  26  Apoc.) 

(1,  Scholz)]. 
lect-58 Ch.  Ch.  Oxf.,  Wake  [35  ?]. 1172 
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SECTION  II. 

ANCIENT    VERSIONS    KEFEEKED    TO   IN    THIS    VOLUME. 

vss.       the  versions  in  general, 

vulg.    the  Latin  VULGATE. 

The  following  manuscripts  are  cited  when  they  differ  from  the 
Clementine  edition : — 

am.       amiatinus,  written  about  A.D.  541.     Tischendorf  has  edited  it, 
and  considers  it  the  oldest  and  most  valuable  extant, 

demid.  demidovianus.       Published   by    Matthaei.        Written   in   the 
Xllth  century, 

fuld.      fuldensis.      Readings  given  by  Lachmann.     Written  in  the 
Vlth  century, 

harl.     harleianus,  No.  1772.      Collation  given  by  Griesbach  Symb. 
Grit. 

,.        "  I  three  manuscripts  of  the  Apocalypse  belonging  to  the  Univer- 
,.        "  j      sity  of  Leipzig.     Readings  given  by  Matthaei. 
lux.       luxoviensis.     A  lectionary  cited  by  Mabillon  and  Sabatier. 
tol.        toletanus.     A    collation  was    published   by  Blanchini  in  his 

"  Vindicise  Can.  Script." 

The  OLD  LATIN  Version  in  use  before  Jerome's  revision  is  known  from 
the  following  dociiments  : — 

In  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews^  from  the  copy  written  side  by  side 
with  the  Greek  of  MS.  D.  Cited  as  D-lat  when  either  the  Latin 
words  are  quoted  or  the  Greek  and  Latin  are  at  variance. 

In  the  Third  Epistle  of  J~okn,  from  the  Latin  of  Codex  Bezae  (D.  of  the 
Acts)  of  which  a  fragment  is  extant  containing  "qui  malefacit," 
ver.  11  to  end.  Cited  as  D-lat. 

In  the  Epistle  of  James,  and  beginning  of  1  Peter,  from  two 
manuscripts : — 

corb.     Corbeiensis.     Published  by  Martianay  in  1695  from  the  MS. 

cited  in  the  Gospels  as  lat-jf1. 
vmd.     Vindobonensis.     A  few  palimpsest  fragments  of  the  Acts  and 

Catholic  Epistles,  copied  by  Tischendorf.       Contains  Ja.  i. 
1_53  Hi.  13 — is,  iv.  1,  2,  v.  19,  20,  and  1  Pet.  i.  1—12. 

In  the  Apocalypse,  the  citations  from  Primasius  are  the  chief  repre- 
sentatives of  the  old  text. 
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spec,     denotes  the  Latin  readings  contained  in  Mai's  "  Speculum." latt.       denotes  the  consent  of  the  Latin  versions. 

Syr.      The  Peschito  (or  simple)  SYRIAC  version.      Supposed  to  have 

been  made  as  early  as  the  second  century 9. 

syr.       The    later    or    Philoxenian    version.     Cent.   V.     Revised   by 
Thomas  of  Harkel,  A.D.  616. 

syr-dd.(m  the  Apocalypse}  a  version  of  the    Apocalypse    published 

by  De  Dieu  in  1627  from  a  MS.  in  the  Leyden  Library. 

Tregelles  says,   "  It  is  possibly  not  really  an  ancient  work  ; 

though  its  age  is  wholly  uncertain,  and  its  internal  character 
and    the    nature    of  its    text,  as    well    as  the  want  of  all 

external  credentials,  place  it  indefinitely  low  as  to  critical 

value," syrr.     denotes  the  consent  of  the  Syriac  versions
. 

copt.     the  COPTIC  or  Memphitic  Egyptian  version. 
sah.      the  Thebaic  or  Sahidic  Egyptian  version. 

basm.    the  Bashmuric  Egyptian  version1. 
coptt.  denotes  that  the  Egyptian  versions  agree  in  supporting  a  given 

reading. 

copt-wilk.  Wilkins'  edition  of  the  Coptic  version. 
copt-schw.  that  of  Schwartze. 

copt-dz.  Codex  Diez,  written  about  the  tenth  century. 

sah-ming.  Mingarel's ;  sah-mnt,  Munter's  edition  of  the  Thebaic. 
gah-woide,  the  MS.  of  the  Thebaic  published  in  the  ap- 

pendix to  Woide's  edition  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus. 

goth.  the  G-OTHIC  version :  made  from  the  Greek  by  Ulphilas  about 
the  middle  of  the  fourth  century. 

seth.      the  J£THIOPIC  version  :  assigned  to  the  fourth  century. 
seth-rom.  the  edition  given  in  the  Roman  polyglott. 

seth-pL  Pell  Platt's  edition. 
arm.      the  ARMENIAN  version :  made  in  the  fifth  century. 
arm-use,  arm-zoh.  the  editions  of  Uscan  and  Zohrab  respectively. 

9  The  Peschito  does  not  contain  2  Pet.,  2,  3  0  ohn,  or  Jude ;  they  have  been  added 

in  modern  editions  from  a  later  Syriac  version  found  by  Pococke  in  a  ms.  in  the  Bod- 
leian. This  is  cited  as  "  syr-pk." 

1  This  version  follows  sah  so  closely  as  to  have  no  independent  critical  value  except 
where  sah  is  not  extant.  (See  Treg.  in  Home,  vol.  iv.  p.  299.) 
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SECTION  III. 

FATHERS    AND   ANCIENT    WRITERS    CITED   IN   THE    DIGEST    TO    THIS 

VOLUME. 

(N.B. — The  abbreviation  is  designated  by  the  thick  type.     In  the  remainder  of  the 
word  or  sentence  Latin  writers  are  described  in  Italics.) 

Ambrose,  Bp.  of  Milan,  A.D.  374 — 
397 

Ampliilochius,  Bp.  of  Iconium,  374 

Andreas,  Bp.  of  Ceesarea  in  Cap- 
padocia,    Centy.     VI.,    cited    as 
Andr-a  from  Cod.  Augustanus, 
twelfth  century  ;   Andr-b,  from 
Cod.  Bavaricus,    sixteenth  cen- 

tury (Delitzsch)  ;  Andr-p,  from 
Cod.    Palatinus,    fifteenth    cen- 

tury ;     and     Andr-coisl,     Cod. 
Coislinianus,     No.    223,     tenth 

century  (see  Tischdf.) 
Andreas  of  Crete,  635 
Ansb^rt,  Ambrose,  d*  767 
Antiochus  of  Ptolemais,  614 
Antonius  Monachus,  b.  251,  d.  356 

Arethas,  Bp.  of  Csesarea  in  Cappa- 

docia,  Cent?.  X.2 
Athanasius,    Bp.    of    Alexandria, 
326—373 

Augustine,  Bp.  of  Hippo,  395 — 430 
Basil,  Bp.  of  Csesarea,  370 — 379 
Bede,  the  Venerable,  731 

Cassian?^,  Cent".  V. 
Csesarius  of  Constantinople,  368 
C&sarius,   Episc.  Axelatensis,  502 —544 

Cassiocbrws,  b.  479,  d.  575 
Ckromatius,  Bp.  of  Aquileia,  402 
Chronicon  Paschale,  Centy.  YIL 
Chrysostom,  Bp.  of  Constantinople, 

397—407  ;  Chr-mss  as  cited  by 

Tischdf.  from  Matthsei  ;  -montf, 

from      Montfaucon  ;      Chr-wlf, 
Wolfenbiifctel  ms.  of  Chr.  written 
in  the  sixth  century. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  fl.  194 

Clement,  Bp.  of  Rome,  91 — 101 
Cosmas  Indicopleustes,  535 

Cyprz'cm,  Bp.  of  Carthage,    248 — 258 

Cyril,  Bp.  of  Alexandria,  4 12— 444 
Cyril,  Bp,  of  Jerusalem,  348—386 
Damascenus,  Johannes,  730 

"  Bialogi  de  Trinitate,"  variously 
ascribed  to  Ath  Thdrt  Max 

Didymus  of  Alexandria,  370 
Dionysius,  Bp.  of  Alexandria,  247 

—265 

Ephrem  the  Syrian,  b.  299,  d.  378 

Epiphanius,  Bp.  of  Salamis  in  Cy- 

prus, 368 — 403 Epistle  of  the  Church  of  Lyons 

Eusebius,  Bp.   of  Csesarea,  315 — 
320 

Euthalius,  Bp.  of  Sulci,  458 
Eutkymius  Zigabenus,  1116 
Fastzdms,  Bp.  in  Britain,  430 
Faustinas,  383 
Firmicws,  Julius,  F.  Maternus,  345 

"EuLgentius,  Bp.  in  Africa,   508 — 533 

Gelasius  of  Cyzicum,  fl.  476 
Gildas,  fl.  581 

(jjycas  of  Sicily,  1120 

2  Respecting  the  difficulties  at  present  besetting  the  question  of  Arethas'  text,  see Delitzsch,  Handschriftliche  Punde,  ii.  p.  26  ff. 281] 



PROLEGOMENA..]         APPAEATUS  CRITICUS. 

Haymo,  Bp*  of  Halberstadt,  841 — 
853 

Hesychius  of  Jerusalem,  Centy.IV. 
or  VI. 

Hilary,  Bp.  ofPoictiers,  354—368 

Hippolytus,   disciple    of   Irenseus, 

Bp.  of  Portus,  220 
Idaoms,  the  name  under  which  Vig. 

published  his    work   "  de   Trini- 

tate." 
Irenseus,  Bp.  of  Lyons,  178.    Ge- 

nerally cited  (aslren-int  or  Iren- 

lat)  from  a  Latin  translation  old 

enough  to  have  been  used  by 
Tertullian. 

Isidore  of  Pelusium,  412 

Jerome,  fl.  378—420 

Leo,  Bp.  ofEome,  440 — 461 

Luci&r,  Bp.  of  Cagliari,  354 — 367 
Macarius  of  Egypt,  301 — 391 

Martm,  Bp.  of  Home,  649 — 655 
Maxamws  Taunngnsts,  430 — 466 

Maximus  Confessor,  fl.  630—662 
Meletius,  Bp.  of  Antioch,  381 
Methodius,  fl.  290—312 
Nazianzemis, Gregory,  fl.  370 — 389 
BTilus    of    Constantinople,    end  of 

Cen^.  IV. 

Novatz'aft,  251 
Nyssa,  Gregory,  Bp.  of,  371 
Oecumenius,     Bp.    of    Tricca    in 

Thrace,  Centy.  XI.  ? 

Optafo*,  fl.  364 — 375 
Origen,  b.  185,  d.  254 
Orosm*,  416 
Orsiesius  the  Egyptian,  345 
Pac/a^ws,  Bp.  of  Barcelona,  370 
Pelagii  Ep.  ad  Demetr.  417  ? 

Peter,  Bp.  of  Alexandria,  300 — 311 
PMlastfrews,  Bp.  of  Brescia,  fl.  380 

Philo  Carpasius,  Centy.  V. 

[CH.  IX. 

,  Bp.  of  Agen,  cir  350 
—390 

Photius,     Bp-    of   Constantinople, 
858 — 891 

Poly  carp,  Bp.  of  Smyrna,  d.  169 

Primasms,  Cent*.  VI. 
Proclus,Bp.  of  Constantinople,  434 

Procopius  of  Gaza,  520 
"  De  Promissz'0m"#ws  dimid.  temp? 
66  ftusBstz'o^^s  ex  vet.  et  nov.  Testt" 

Printed  among     the     works     of Aug. 

J&nfmus  ofAquileia,  397 
Salvianus,  440 
Beitoltus,  430 
Severus  of  Antioch,  Centy.  VI. 

"  De      Singularitate    Clericorum" 

Among  Cyprus  works. Socrates  of  Constantinople,  44O 

Synopsis  ascribed  to  Athanasius. 
Textullian,  200 

Theodore,  Bp.  of  Mopsuestia,  399 
—428 

Theodore  of  the  Studium,  795— 826 

Theodoret,    Bp.of   Cyrus,   420— 458 

Theophylact,    Abp.    of  Bulgaria, 
1071 

Tichonius,  390 

Timothy,  Bp.  of  Alexandria,  380 

Titus,  Bp.  of  Bostra,  cir.  360— 
371 

Victor  of  Antioch,  401 

Victor    Vitensis,  an    African  Bp., 
Centy.  V. 

Victorinws,  380 

Victor,  Bp.  of  Tunis,  565 
Vigilms  of  Thapsus,  484 
"  De  Vocatz*<m#  gentium? 

Zeno,  Bp.  of  Verona,  362—380 
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To  this  list  it  may  be  useful  to  add  the  following  ABBREVIATIONS 
USED    IN    THE    DIGEST  : 

aft,  after. 
al,  alii. 

appy,  apparently. 
bef,  before. 
beg,  beginning. 
comm,  commentary — when  appended  to  the  name  of  a  Father,  denotes 

that  the  reading  referred  to  is  found  in  the  body  of  his  commentary, 
and  not  in  the  text  (txt)  printed  at  the  head  of  the  commentary. 
This  last  is  often  very  much  tampered  with. 

corr,  corrector,     corrd,  corrected, 
ctra,  contra, 
def,  defective, 
ed  or  edn,  edition, 
elsw,  elsewhere. 
elz,  elzevir  edition  of  the  Greek  Test, 
e  sil,  e  silentio  collatorum. 
exc,  except, 
expr,  expressly. 
follg  or  fllg,  the  following  words, 
gr,  Greek,     gr-lat-ff,  Greek  and  Latin  Fathers, 
ins,  insert — "  ins  KCU  AB  "  means  that  the  MSS.  A  and  B  insert  /cat. 
int,  interpreter  or  interpretation — appended  to  the  name  of  a  Father, 

means  that  the  citation  is  made  from  a  translation,  not  from  the 
original, 

marg,  margin, 
om,  omit — "  om  /cat  AB  "  means  that  the  MSS.  A  and  B  omit  the  /cat 

given  in  the  text  or  inserted  by  other  MSS. 
Ps,  Pseudo — used  in  citing  the  spurious  works  ascribed  to  Ath.  and 

other  Fathers, 

pref,  prefix, 
rec,  the  textus  receptus,  or  received  text  of  the  Greek  Testament. 

This  is  used  when  Steph  and  elz  agree, 
rel.   reliqui — means  that  all  the   other  manuscripts   named    on   the 

margin  have  the  reading  to  which  it  is  appended  3. 
simly,  similarly. 

Steph,  Stephens*  Greek  Testament, 
transp,  transpose. 

8  rel-scr,  occasionally  used  in  the  Apocalypse,  means  *  the  rest  of  the  inss.  collated 
by  Scrivener/ 283] 
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txt,  text—  when  followed  by  a  list  of  MSS.,  versions,  &c«,  means  that 

the  reading  adopted  in  this  edition  is  supported  by  those  MSS., 
versions,  &c.  (See  also  under  coram  above.) 

ver?  verse. 
versions. 

vv,  verses. 

The  figures  2,  3,  &c.,  inserted  above  the  line  to  the  right  hand,  imply 

a  second,  third,  &c.,  hand  in  a  MS.  Thus  B1  means  the  original 

scribe  of  B  ;  C2,  the  first  corrector  of  C  ;  C3,  the  second  ;  Dr,  a 
recent  scribe  in  D,  by  whom  corrections  were  made  or  parts  not 
originally  in  the  MS.  supplied. 

The  same  figures  below  the  line,  imply  recurrence  of  the  reading 

2,  3,  &c.  times  in  the  author  mentioned  ;  e.g.  Augr,  Orig5,  Bas3:4 
similarly  are  used  the  words  saape,  aliq  or  alic  (aliquoties  or  alicubi), 
ubique. 

Words  printed  in  the  digest  in  the  larger  type  used  for  the  text 
itself  are  to  be  taken  as  of  equal  authority  with  the  reading  printed  in 

the  text  :  the  place  in  the  text  where  such  readings  occur  being  indi- 
cated by  an  asterisk. 

SECTION  IV. 

LIST     AND     SPECIFICATION     OP     EDITIONS     OF     OTHER     BOOKS     QUOTED, 

REFERRED    TO,    OR    MADE    USE    OF    IN    THIS    VOLUME. 

(Itf.B.   Works  mentioned  in  the  lists  given  in  tlie  Prolegomena  to  the  previous 
volumes  are  not  here  again  noticed.) 

ALTER,  F.  C.,  Novum  Testamentum  ad  Codicem  Vindobonensem  grace 

expressum,  varietatem  lectiouis  addidit,  Vienna  1787. 
AMBROSE  ANSBERT  (+  767)  in  S.  Johannis  Apocalypsin.     Printed  in 

the  Bibliotheca  Patrum  maxima,  vol.  xiii.  pp.  403  ff. 

AUBERLEN,  Der  Prophet  Daniel  und  die  Offenbarung  Johannis  in  ihren 

gegenseitigeii  Verhliltniss  betrachtet,  u.s.w.,  Basel  1854. 

BARKER,  Rev*  W.  G-.,  Friendly   Strictures  on  certain  portions  of  the 
Bev.  E.  B.  Elliott's  Horse  Apocalypticse,  London  1847. 

BEDE,  Opp.  ed.  Colon.  1688. 
BENGAL,  Erldarung  der  Offenbarung  Joh.  u.s.w.,  Stuttgart  1740  (cited 

second-hand). 
Idem,  Apparatus  Criticus,  Tubingen  1673. 

4-2-mss*  appended  to  the  name  of  a  Father  means  that  tlie  reading  cited  is  contained 
iu  two  nass.  of  that  Father. 

Chr-5-mss3  means  that  in  5  mss,  of  Chrysostom  the  reading  cited  occurs  3  times. 284] 
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BIRCH,  Andreas,  Variae  Lectiones  ad  Textum  Apocalypseos,  8vo.  Copen- 
hagen 1800. 

BIRKS,  T.  R.,  Outlines  of  Unfulfilled  Prophecy,  London  1854. 
BLEEK,  Der  Brief  an  die  Hebraer  erlautert  u.s.w.,  3  vols.,  Berlin  1828 

—1840. 

BOSSTJET,  L' Apocalypse,  avec  une  Explication.     CEuvres,  ed.  "Versailles 1815,  torn.  3. 
BRIGHTMANN,  Commentary  on  the  Apocalypse,  Lond.  1616. 
CATENA  in  Epistolas  Catholicas.     Accesserunt  GEeumenii  et  Arethae 

Commentarii  in  Apocalypsin  ad  fidem  Codd.  MSS.     Edidit  J.  A. 
Cramer.  S.  T.  P.,  Aulae  Novi  Hospitii  Principalis,  Ox  on.  1840. 

DATJBTJZ,  Perpetual  Commentary  on  the  Apocalypse,  fol.  Lond.  1720. 
DELITZSCH,  Prof.  F.,  Commentar  zum  Briefe  an  die  Hebraer,  Leipzig 

1857. 

Idem,  Haudschriftliche  Funde,  erstes  Heft:  die  erasmischen  Entstel- 
lungen  des  Textes  der  Apokalypse,  nachgewiesen  aus  dem  verlorcn 
geglaubten  Codex  Reuchlins,  Leipzig  1861. 

Idem,  Handschriftliehe  Funde,  zw^ites  Heft :  neue  Studien  iiber  den 
Codex  Reuchlins  u.  neue  Textgeschichtliche  Aufschliisse  iiber  die 
Apokalypse  aus  den  Bibliotheken  in  Miinchen,  Wien,  Rom,  u.s.w.: 
mit  Beitragen  von  S.  P.  Tregelles,  Leipzig  1862. 

DE  WETTE,  Exegetisches  Handbuch  u.s.w.  (see  previous  volumes.) 
DIETLEIN,  Der  zweite  Brief  Petri  u.s.w. 
DtiSTERDiECK,  Dr.  Friedr.,  Die  drei  johanneischen  Briefe :  mit  em  em 

vollstandigen     theologischen     Commentare,    2    volL,    Gottingen 
1852-1854. 

Idem,  Kritisch-exegetisches  Handbuch  iiber  die  Oifenbarung  Johannis 

(being  the  sixteenth  portion  of  Meyer's  Commentary  on  the  New 
Test.),  Gottingen  1859. 

EBRARD,  Dr.  J.  H.  A.,  Der  Brief  an  die  Hebraer  (being  the  second 

part   of  the  fifth   vol.   of  Olshausen's    Biblischer    Commentar), 
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CHAF.  I.  1 — II.  18.]  APTEE  MANI- 
FOLD BEVELATIONS  IK  TOEMER  TIMES, 

GOD  HAS  NOW  EEVEALED  HlMSELP  TO 

us    IN    His    SON    (i.    1— 4),   WHO    is 
GEEATEB  THAN  THE  ANQ-ELS,  THE  DIS- 

PENSERS OE  THE  LAW  (i.  4 — 14;  infer- 
ence, ii.  1 — 4),  THOUGH  FOE  A  TIME  HE 

WAS  MADE  LOWEE  THAN  THE  ANGELS, 

AND  SUBJECTED  TO  SUKFEEINGS,  IN  OB- 
DEB  TO  BE,  AS  OUE  HlGKS  PBIEST,  OUE 

BECONCILEE  TO  GOD  (ii.  5—18).  And 

herein  (i.  1 — 4),  introduction  and  state- 
ment of  position. 

We  may  notice,  1.  The  opening  of  this 
Epistle  without  any  address,  or  mention  of 
the  Author.  Various  reasons  have  heen 
assigned  for  this,  and  inferences  drawn 
from  it  (see  Prolegg.).  Some  have  said 
that  the  matter  to  be  treated  was  so 
weighty,  that  the  Writer  merged  altogether 
Ms  own  personality,  and  trusted  to  the 
weight  of  his  subject  to  gain  him  a  hear- 

ing. But,  as  Ebrard  remarks,  this  would 
not  account  for  entire  omission  of  the  name 
of  the  man  and  his  standing.  He  therefore 
imagines  that  another  shorter  letter  of 
a  more  private  nature  must  have  accom- 

panied this.  But  we  may  reply,  that  this 
idea  derives  no  countenance  from  the  phse- 
nomena  of  the  Epistle  itself,  containing  as 
it  does  at  the  end  private  notices  which 
might  well  have  been  dispensed  with,  if 
such  a  commendatory  Epistle  had  accom- 

panied it.  We  must  therefore  deal  with 
this  circumstance  without  any  such  hypo- 

thesis to  help  us.  On  the  supposition  of 
the  Paulino  authorship,  some  account  may 
be  given  of  it,  —  viz.  that  the  name  of  the 
Apostle  was  concealed,  from  the  nature  of 
the  relations  between  himself,  and  those  to 
whom  he  was  writing  (see  this  hypothesis 
examined  in  the  Prolegomena).  And  on 
the  idea  of  Pauline  superintendence,  it 
would  obviously  admit  of  the  same  solu- 

tion. 2.  The  carefully  balanced  and  rhe- 
torical style  in  which  the  Epistle  begins, 

characteristic  indeed  of  its  whole  diction 

(see  Prolegg.),  but  especially  marking  this 
first  period  (vv.  1  —  4).  The  clauses  are 
joined  by  close  grammatical  and  rhe- 

torical dependence:  there  is  no  anaco- 
luthon,  no  carelessness  of  construction,  but 
all  is  most  carefully  and  skilfully  disposed. 

1.]  In  many  portions  (for  the 
usage  of  7roXv|j,ej>ws  and  of  its  cognate 
adj.  TToXvuepfa  we  have  two  passages  of 
Maximus  Tyrius,  in  which  TroXvrpoiros  is 
also  conjoined  with  it  :  Dissert,  xvii.  7,  TTJJ 
TOV  ayQp&irov  ̂ XV  ̂ °  opydftav  ovrcw 
TTpbs  <r^€crtv,  rov  fjiev  air\ov} 
vovv,  TOV  5e  iroiKiAov  fcal 

and  ib.  vii.  2,   ov6ey  §€?  T$JS  troAujuepoSsr 

also  ib.  xxxix.  2, 

/cal  ico\v<l>(avov  rov  ruv  ffvfjL&Tfov  7roA,e- 
/iov,  &s  KaXovfjLtv  v6ffovs  :  Plut.  de  Virt. 
Mil.  p.  757  D,  iroutiXov  T-I  5pajua  K.  wo- 
Aujuepe's  :  id.  de  Invid.  et  Odio,  p.  537  D, 
TOV  Qfoorirov  6  woiyjr^s  T^JV  fj.lv  TOV 



IIP02  EBPAIOT2. 

I. 
«  =  Luke  ,.72.  Tujcra?  eTots  e  rrarpda-iv  f  ev  TO!?  irpo^ratf  e  err      etr^a-  ABDK xi  48.    John  *  IiMPt^ 

m.  13  al.°fr   absol.,  John  vi.  58.  vil.  22.    Acts  vd.  10.  xiu.  32   zzvi  6.    Rom.  ix  5,  xi  28.  xv  8.    2  Pet  in  4  only.  &  b  C  d  e f  3  Kings  xxu.  ?8.  g  gen  ,  Mark  n  26.    Luke  «u.  2   IT.  27.    Acts  xi  28.     1  Tim.  M  12.  h  constr.   I  g  ft  K  1 
(fi««  note),  1  Pet.  i.  20.    Num.  xxiv.  14.    Deut.  xv.  30.    Dan.  via.  19,  23   x.  14.  m  n  O 

Kaiaai/     -n-oAvwepws1     «rai 

er«>.  Aristotle  (ija  Stephanus,  but  without 
a  reference)  has  TroAvjUcpeVTaros  ir6vros, 
also  De  Part.  Anim,  iv.  7.  1,  r&v  ocrrpa/fo- 
Sep/MDV     OVX      €(TTl       T&       <r£/ia      TTO\VjJ.€p€St 

and  Plato,  Tim.  Locr.  p.  98  D,  ifoaros  arot- 
'X*tov  tfoKv^p^ffTot.'rov.  Hesychius  inter- 

prets the  adj,  els  TroAAa  ftcpitfiJLWov  ;  and 
the  adverb,  TroAtxrxeSwy.  Hence  we  may 

gather  the  meaning  to  be  *  in.  many  por- 
tions/ or  'parts/  manifoldly  as  regards 

the  distribution.  <l  Non  enim  ornnia,  nee 
eadem,  omnibus  prophetis  revelata  sunt, 
sed  quasi  partibus  mysteriorum  distri- 
butis  :  alia  aliis  inspirata.  Exempli  caussa  ; 
Jesaise,  partus  virginis  et  passio  Christi  : 
Danjeli,  tenipus  adventus  ejus:  Jonae, 
ejusdern.  sepultura:  Malachise,  adventus 
praecursoris.  Ac  rursum  aliis  phira,  aliis 

pauciora."  Estms.  TroXvjxepois  says  Thdrt., 
T^S  TravToSaTraff  oiKOvoju-ias  crTjfjLaiuei,  So 

that  "  at  sundry  times  3>  is  not  an  accurate 
rendering;  nor  can  it  be  said  as  by  the 
schol.  in  ms,  113,  cited  by  Bleek  (T& 

Term,  Kad*  o$s  |Va(rT(fs>  ns  raJv Ttva 

\  Cal- 
vin, Bleek,  Liinemann,  al.,  to  express  the 

meaning  :  time  is  a  historical  condition  of 
the  sequence  of  parts,—  persons  to  whom, 
an  anthropological  condition,  —  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  '  at  sundry  times'  or  *  to 
sundry  persons'  gives  the  force  of  'in 
divers  parts:*  because  it  might  be  the 
same  thing  which  was  revealed  again  and 
again.  This  revelation  in  portions,  by 
fragments,  in  and  by  various  persons,  was 
necessarily  an  imperfect  revelation,  to 
which  the  one  final  manifestation  in  and 
by  One  Person  is  properly  and  logically 
opposed,  without  any  e^a-Tra^  or  air\S>$  as 
Tholuck  seems  to  desiderate  in  the  apodo- 
sis)  and  in  divers  manners  (#AAa>*  yap 

Ka.1  'Hcraias  c  K.  Aavi7)\  K.  Ie€/a7;A, 
Hidtyopa  tOedcravTO  crx^ara,  Thdrt. 
Bleek  remarks  that  in  Num.  xii.  6—8,  the 
diversity  of  manner  of  revelation  is  recog- 

nized :  dreams  and  visions  being  set  be- 
neath that  open  speaking,  mouth  to  mouth, 

which  the  Lord  used  towards  His  servant 
Moses.  Wetst.  cites  a  remarkable  parallel 
from  Eustathius,  where,  speaking  of  Odys- 

seus, he  says,  TtoKvTp&ir&s  avsyvwp  lo-Otj 
irct<riv  ofy  %\9ef  ctr 

ov  crvfj.ir€ff6vros  erepy  a^a- 
yvcaptcrfjup  Tb  <TVVQ\OV  ^AAws  yap  T(j5 
T^Ae/ia;^,  ercpws  rrj  Eupu/cAe/a,  Irepwy 

rots  8ov\oi$,  &\\ov  5e  rporrov  rip  Aae'pTT?, 
Kal  '6\<i35  aj'o/totcws  aTracri.  See  also  ref. 
It  will  be  seen,  that  I  cannot  agree  with 
Chrys.  and  many  others  in  regarding  the 
two  adverbs  as  a  mere  rhetorical  redund- 

ance —  rovrecTTi  5m$o'pcuj.  Both  set  forth 
the  imperfection  of  the  O.  T.  revelations. 
They  were  various  in  nature  and  in  form  : 
fragments  of  the  whole  truth,  presented  in 
manifold  forms,  in  shifting  hues  of  sepa- 

rated colour  :  Christ  is  the  full  revelation 
of  God,  Himself  the  pure  light,  uniting  in 
His  one  Person  the  whole  spectrum  :  see 
below  ou  airai>yaff/j.a.  Kypke,  Bleek, 
and  others,  have  pointed  out  the  mistake 
of  Lambert  Bos  (Observ.  Misc.  p.  109),  who 
imagined,  from  the  passage  of  Max.  Tyr. 
Diss.  vii.  2,  cited  above,  that  these  words 
were  originally  applied  to  music)  in  time 
past  (generally  interpreted  of  the  O.  T. 
period,  ending  with  Malachi.  But,  as 
Ebrard  well  observes,  there  is  no  need  for 
cutting  off  the  period  there.  In  the  interim 

between  Malachi  and  the  Writer's  time, 
though  the  0.  T.  canon  was  closed,  we 

cannot  say  that  God's  manifold  revelations 
of  Himself  had  absolutely  ceased.  Nay, 

strictly  speaking,  the  Baptist  himself  be- 
longed to  the  former,  though  he  pointed  on 

to  the  latter  period.  No  doubt  Bleek  is 
right  in  denying  that  he  was  here  in  the 
Writer's  view,  and  in  maintaining  that  the 
period  of  former  revelations  is  here  re- 

garded as  distinct  from  the  final  Christian 
one  :  but  for  all  that,  we  must  not  put  an 
artificial  terminus  where  he  puts  none) 
God  having  spoken  (see  the  usage  of 
Aa\e?i>  in  this  sense  in  reff.  and  Bleek,  p. 
12)  to  the  fathers  (see  usage  in  reff!  It 
is  evident  from  this  term  being  common 
to  the  Writer  and  his  readers,  where  no 
reference  is  made  to  Jews  in  the  context 
(as  in  Horn.  ix.  5  al.),  that  he  was  writing 
as  a  Jew  and  to  Jews.  ot  irarepcs, 

"qui  in  carne  et  in  fide  nos  genuere." 
Ps.-Anselm)  in  (not  =  Bta,  though  it  in- 

cludes it.  The  readers  of  Vol.  III.  of 
this  work  need  hardly  be  reminded  that 
such  a  rendering  of  4v  has  never  been 
acquiesced  in  by  me.  Nor  can  I  concede 
to  any  number  of  Commentators  that,  as 
Primasius  here,  —  "Praepositio  pro  alia 
praepositione  saepe  accipitur,  sicut  in  mul- 
tis  locis  epistolae  invenitur  his  praeposi- 
t.inrnhna    in/liffijfnTit-oi*    rtfi  *' tionibns  indifferenter Nor 
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must  we  bring  in  tlie  convenient  solution 
of  Hellenism,  when  we  find  the  same 
usage  in  Greek  classical  writers,  and  the 
same  inadequacy  of  explanation  of  it.  In 
such  exprepsio  is  as  \a\etv  Iv,  viewed  irre- 

spectively of  the  idea  of  Beza,  "  Deum  quasi 
prophetis  ipsis  insidere,"  the  eV  designates the  element  in  which  the  KO.KGLV  takes 
place,  and  holds  therefore  its  own  proper 
force.  That  we  may  be  sometimes  com- 

pelled by  English  idiom  to  render  it  *  "by' is  possible,  though  I  do  not  at  present 
recall  an>  instance  :  certainly  such  an  one 
does  not  occur  here,  where  the  contrast  is 
much  weakened  by  making  it  instrumental, 
instead  of  conditional.  It  may  be  well  to 
state,  that  this  merging  of  the  proper  force 
of  prepositions  is  not  confined  to  those  who 
deal  with  Greek  as  a  dead  language.  Chrys. 
liere  says,  £v  vl£i,  8ia  TOV  viov  (prjcrt  .... 

6pas  OTI  KCU  rb  eV,  b*td  eVri :  similarly  (Ec., 
Thl.,  Primasius  (above),  and  in  modern 
times  Luther,  Calvin,  Groc.,  al.,  Reiche, 
Thol.,  Ebrard,  Delitzseh,  al.  On  the  other 

hand,  Thos.  Aquinas  (in  Bl. :  "  Quod  pro- 
phetse  non  ipsi  loquuti  sunt  ex  se,  sed  Deus 

loquutus  est  in  eis"),  Beza  (see  above), 
Gerhard,  Calov.,  Seb.-Schmidt,  Owen, 

Wolf,  Bengel  ("Ergo  Deus  ipse  erat  in 
prophetis :  turn  maxime  in  Filio.  Rex 
mortalis  loquitur  per  legatum  :  non  tameii 

in  legato"),  Uhland,  Bleek,  De  W.,  Lune- 
inann,  al.  Erasm.-Schmid,  al.  take  eV  -rrpo- 
QyTcus  to  mean, "  in  the  prophetic  writings  r" 
but  for  this  there  seems  no  ground,  and 
thus  the  antithesis  would  be  marred. 
The  sense  contended  for  above  agrees  with 
the  expressions  of  Philo,  e.  g.  De  Praem.  et 
Poen,  §  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  417,  epjjLTjvevs  yap  ccrriv 
6  irpotyTjTTjs,  %vfto0€V  uTrir]xQvVTO$  TO.  Ae/crea 
TOV  6*0 v.  See  also  De  Monarch,  i.  9,  pp. 
221  f . ;  De  Spec.  Leg.  §  8,  p.  343 :  Quis 
Her.  Div.  Hser.  §  53,  vol.  i.  p.  511 :  all  these 
are  cited  in  Bl.)  the  prophets  (to  be  taken 
here  apparently  in  the  wider  sense, — as 
including  not  only  those  whose  inspired 
writings  form  the  O.  T.  canon,  but  all  who 
were  vehicles  of  the  divine  self-manifesta- 

tion to  the  fathers.  Thus  Enoch  in  Jude 
14  is  said  TrpofyTjrevcrai.  Moses  is  of  course 
included,  and  indeed  would  on  any  view  be 
the  chief  of  those  here  spoken  of,  seeing 

that  by  him  the  greater  part  of  God's  reve- 
lation of  Himself  to  the  fathers  was  made), 

— at  the  end  of  these  days  (see  var.  read. 
In  order  to  understand  this  expression,  it 

will  be  well  to  call  to  mind  certain  Jewish 
modes  of  speaking  of  time.  The  Rabbis 
divided  the  whole  of  time  into  n-irr  pjrtyrr, 
altttv  OVTOS,  and  Nlin  D^3??l,  al&v  e/r^o/xej'oy, 
or  fjL€\Xc»v.  There  has  been  much  learned 
dispute  as  to  the  exact  limits  of  these 
two  :  —  whether  the  days  of  the  Messiah, 
rr^piprr  rriD\  were  counted  in  the  former  or 
in  the  latter.  Bleek,  aft.  Witsius,  Khen- 
ferd,  and  Sch5ttg.,  has  given  Kabbinical 
passages  favouring  both  views.  A  safe 
inference  from  the  whole  seems  to  be,  that 
the  days  of  the  Messiah  were  regarded  as 
a  period  of  transition  from  the  former  to 
the  latter,  —  His  appearance,  as  the  ushering 
in  of  the  termination  of  at  rjfjifpat  afirat, 
the  beginning  of  the  end,  —  and  His  second 
coming  in  glory  as  the  a-vfr4\€ta  Tear 
v)jj.€p£>v  TOVTUV  or  TOV  GLtwros  (rouTou). 

And  with  this,  K".  T.  usage  agrees,  —  see ref.  1  Pet.,  also  James  v.  3  :  Jude  18  :  2  Pet. 

iii.  3.  Thus  cir*  ccrxarov  TWK  -qfi.  TOV- 
TWV  would  mean,  *  at  the  end  of  this  age? 
in  the  technical  sense  of  these  words  as  sig- 

nifying the  whole  world-period,  the  'ter- 
minus ad  quern*  of  which  is  the  general 

Resurrection.  And  thus  is  the  manifesta- 
tion of  Christ  in  the  flesh  ever  spoken  of, 

and  especially  in  this  Epistle  :  cf.  ch.  ix.  26; 
and  notes  on  ch.  ii.  5  ;  vi.  5.  See,  on  the 

whole,  Bleek's  note;  and  Stuart's,  who 
however  has  mistaken  the  meaning,  in  ren- 

dering "during  the  last  dispensation"  and 
making  TOVTWV  to  import  that  the  period 
had  already  begun*  It  is  not  of  a  begin- 

ning, but  of  an  expiring  period,  the  Writer 
is  speaking.  The  ancient  expositors 
principally  use  these  words  as  ground  of 
consolation  —  e^  TOVT<P  CLUTOVS  5tcwt(TT77<rt 
\sywv  8rt  fj  trvvriXeia.  tyyvs.  6  yap  e*/  TO> 

TOV  ay&vos  rJ>  *reXoy,  avcnrvei 

Thl.  aft.  Chr.)  spake  (not  "  hath  spoken  .-" 
the  Zffxaro*'  is  looked  back  on  as  a  definite 
point,  at  which  the  divine  revelation  took 
place.  The  attention  of  the  readers  is  thus 
directed  not  so  much  to  the  present  state  in 
which  they  nre,  as  to  the  act  of  God  towards 
them.  Thus,  as  almost  always,  the  dis- 

tinction between  the  aor.  and  perfect  is 
important)  unto  us  (i.  e.  all  who  have 
heard  that  voice,  or  to  whom  it  is  to  be 
announced.  There  is  no  distinction  be- 

tween those  who  received  God's  revelation 
immediately  from  the  Son,  and  those  who 
received  it  mediately  through  others.  To 
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a  b  C  d  e 

f  ghkl m  n  o 

this  latter  number  belonged  the  Writer 
*  himself,  cf.  ch.  ii.  3)  in  (see  above)  his  Son 

(•utw  without  the  art.  is  to  be  noted,  and 

has*  been  variously  explained.  Tbe  omis- sion would  not  at  any  time  surprise  us 
after  a  preposition ;  but  here  after  eV  rots 
Trpo^Taty,  we  should  expect,  as  an  anti- 

thesis, eV  r$  vt$.  Hence  we  must  seek  a 
reason  beyond  that  usual  idiomatic  omis- 

sion. Emphatic  position  will  often  dispense 
with  the  art. :  and  this  may  be  alleged  here. 
But  even  thus  we  do  not  get  at  the  final 
cause.  If  the  position  of  vt$y  whenever 
anarthrous,  is  emphatic  to  this  extent,  it 
must  be  for  some  reason  still  latent.  Some 
have  suggested  official  denomination, 
making  vt6$  into  a  quasi-proper  name. 
But  this  again  is  only  an  introduction  to 
the  final  reason.  Why  is  such  an  anarth- 

rous name  here  used,  as  designating  our 
Lord?  And  thus  we  come  to  the  word 
itself,  as  we  must  do  in  all  such  cases,  for 
our  account  of  the  idiom.  And  that  ac- 

count here  seems  to  be  found  in  the  pecu- 
liar and  exclusive  character  of  that  relation 

to  God,  which  vl<$s  expresses.  We  may 

say,  that  Jesus  is  *  the  Son  of  G-od  .**  by 
this  is  definitely  enough  expressed  the  fact, 
and  the  distinction  from  other  sons  of  God 
implied :  but  we  may  also  say  that  He  is 

*  Son  of  God  :*  and  we  thus  give  the  pre- 
dicate all  fulness  of  meaning  and  promi- 
nence, and  even  more  emphatically  and 

definitely  express  the  exclusive  character 
of  His  Souship.  And  by  this  anarthrous 
appellation  does  the  Writer  frequently 
speak  of  Him :  e.  g.  ch.  vii.  28,  I  v6fj.os 
yap  avOpcairovs  Kadicrr^ffiy  /c.r.A   6 
\6yos  S£  TT}S  fipKUjmocrias  rrjs  /uera  rbj/ 
v6fjuiv,  tuov  €iy  rJ>v  alava  rereXetaifjievov : 
see  also  iii.  6 ;  v.  8 ;  vii.  8.  Nor  is  the 
usage  confined  to  him :  cf .  John  x.  36 ; 
xix,  7,  and  in  the  case  of  vlbs  at>6p(&irov, 
v.  27.  So  far  is  this  or  any  other  usage  of 

the  art.  from  being  e(  arbitrary,"  as  Stuart 
here  maintains.  I  will  quote  his  sentence 
for  a  caution  to  tiros :  "  After  all  the  rules 
which  have  been  laid  down  respecting  the 
insertion  or  omission  of  the  article  in  Greek, 
and  ail  the  theories  which  have  been  ad- 

vanced, he  who  investigates  for  himself,  and 
is  guided  only  by/acto,  will  find  not  a  little 
that  is  arbitrary  in  the  actual  use  of  it. 
The  cases  are  certainly  very  numerous, 
where  Greek  writers  insert  or  reject  it  at 

pleasure/'  The  direct  contrary  of  this  as- 
sertion is  the  fact,  and  cannot  be  too  much 

impressed  on  every  Greek  Testament  stu- 
dent. The  rules  respecting  the  art.  are 

rigid,  and  are  constantly  observed;  and 
there  is  no  case  of  its  omission  or  insertion 
in  which  there  was  not  a  distinct  reason  in 

the  mind  of  the  Writer,  —  usually,  but  not 
always,  discernible  by  the  patient  and  ac- 

curate scholar  among  ourselves.  In  this 
particular  case  our  language,  though  it  al- 

lows the  predicate  in  the  nominative,  e  Sou 
of  God/  to  be  used  anarthrously,  does  not 
allow  it  to  be  so  used  with  a  preposition, 
nor  in  the  objective  case  :  so  that  we  are 
here  obliged  to  take  refuge  in  the  nearly 

equivalent,  though  not  so  accurate  'in  Sis 
Son*  To  render  it  *  in  a  Son  '  would  be 
directly  to  contravene  the  logical  account 
of  the  anarthrousness  of  the  predicate.  We 

might  periphrase,  *in  Him  who  was  Son 
of  God/  We  now  pass  off  into  a  description 
of  the  dignity,  and  person,  and  work,  of 
this  Son  of  God  :  which  description  ends 
in  asserting  and  proving  Him  to  be  higher 
than  angels,  the  loftiest  of  created  beings), 

2.]  whom  He  constituted  (aor.,  not 
perfect,  referring,  as  also  €iroiii<rev,  to  the 
&  apxfj  —  thfi  date  of  the  eternal  counsel 
of  God.  Ti0T]ju  with  this  double  ac- 

cusative is  commonly  reputed  a  Hebraism. 
But  as  Bleek  remarks,  our  Epistle  is 
singularly  free  from  Hebraistic  construc- 

tions, and  there  is  in  fact  no  reason  what- 
ever for  deducing  our  present  expression 

from  such  a  source.  Eisner  gives  from 
Xen.  de  Rep.  Lac.  p.  684,  6*ls  robs  ycpov 
ray  Kvplovs  rov  irepl  TTJS  ̂ ux^y  wy&vosi 
Arrian.  Epict.  p.  264,  roiovr6v  ere  6£j- 

pev  TroAiTTjv  KopuQ'uav  :  Eur.  Hec.  722  : 
and  Bleek  from  Xen.  Cyr.  iv.  6.  2,  £s7re/> 
&v  eu&afyiova  irarepa  ircus  TifjL&v  TiQsiri) 
heir  (£0?7K€  KXypovSjAOV,  rovrecrri  rovrov 

rb  TTJS  vMryros  yvficriov,  Kal  rb  TTJS 
Kvpi6mr)Tos  &vQ,ir6<riTa.(rTov,  Chrys.  :  and 
so  Tbl.  "  Convenienter  statim  sub  Filii 

nomen  memoratur  hasreditas/*  Bengel. 
That  K\T|p,  is  not  equivalent  to  ictptov 
simply,  is  plain:  the  same  expression 
could  not,  as  Bleek  well  remarks,  have 
been  used  of  the  Father.  It  is  in  virtue  of 
the  Sonship  of  our  Lord  that  the  Father 
constituted  Him  heir  of  all  things,  before 
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the  worlds  began.  "  In  Him  also,"  says 
Delitzsch,  "culminates  the  fulfilment  of  the 
promise  given  to  the  seed  of  Abraham,  rb 

K\t]pov6iJ.ov  elfcu  rov  Kda-fiov."  See  below. 
See  for  St.  Paul's  use  of  the  word  and 
image,  reff.  :  and  Gal.  iv.  7)  of  all  things 
(neuter:  rovreo-ri,  rov  K^O-^OV  ira.vr6s, 
Chr.  And  we  cannot  give  this  a  more 
limited  sense,  nor  restrict  it  to  this  world  ; 
especially  as  the  subsequent  portion  of  the 
chapter  distinctly  includes  the  angels  in  it. 
It  is  much  disputed  whether  this  heirship 
of  Christ  is  to  be  conceived  as  belonging  to 
Him  essentially  in  his  divine  nature,  or  as 
accruing  to  Him  from  his  work  of  redemp- 

tion in  the  human  nature.  The  Fathei's, 
and  the  majority  of  the  moderns,  decide  for 
the  latter  alternative.  So  Chrys.,  and  even 
more  emphatically  Thdrt.  :  owrb  rfav  avQpa>- 
Trivuv  6  06?os  a.7c6(Tro\os  tfpZaro,  Kal  ra, 
TaTTGU/drepa  irpwrov  \eywv  oftrcas  aTrrerai 
fieityvuv.  K\7)pov6[jLO$  yap  Travruv  &  Sear- 

€0~rt.  irdvrcav' pa>7roy.  cos  yap 

$eo"ir6r7)s.  And  so  the  Socinian  and  quasi- 
Socinian  interpreters,  arriving  at  the  same 
view  by  another  way,  not  believing  the  prae- 
existence  of  Christ.  But  it  is  plain  that 
such  an  interpretation  will  not  suit  the  re- 

quirements of  the  passage.  For  this  humili- 
ation of  his,  with  its  effects,  first  comes  in 

at  the  end  of  ver.  3.  All  this,  now  adduced, 
is  referable  to  his  essential  Being  as  Son  of 
God;  not  merely  in  the  Godhead  before 
his  Incarnation,  but  also  in  the  Manhood 
after  it,  which  no  less  formed  a  part  of  His 

'constitution*  by  the  Father,  than  his 
Godhead  itself.  So  that  the  eS-rjiccv,  as  ob- 

served above,  must  be  taken  not  as  an  ap- 
pointment in  prospect  of  the  Incarnation, 

but  as  an  absolute  appointment,  coincident 
with  the  crfijuepov  yeyevvjjKd  ere,  belonging 
to  the  eternal  Sonship  of  the  Lord,  though 
wrought  out  in  full  by  his  mediatorial 
work.  Delitzsch  contends  for  its  exclusive 
application  to  the  exaltation  of  Christ  in 
his  historical  manifestation,  beginning  with 
the  creation  of  the  world  :  but  I  cannot  see 
that  he  has  proved  his  point),  by  whom 
(see  ref.  John  :  as  His  acting  Power  and 
personal  instrument  :  so  Thl.,  aft.  Chrys.  : 
JlireidTj  §e  atrios  6  irar^jp  rov  vtov,  CLKOTWS 
lea!  T&V  vir*  avrov  yevopevtav*  Stcc  TOVT& 
Qijcrt,  Si,*  ov.  6  -rrar^jp  yap  Sofcel  iroietV,  6 
rby  Troi^trcwTa  vibv  yewf)<ras.  The  idea 
of  Grotius,  fortified  by  a  misrendering  of 

Beza's,  Bom.  vi.  4,  —  that  "  81*  ov,  per  quern, 
videtur  hie  reete  accipi  posse  pro  8t*  Sv, 

propter  guem,"  is  only  worth  recording,  to make  us  thankful  that  the  labours  of  the 
great  scholars  of  Germany  have  brought  in 
a  day  when  it  no  longer  needs  refutation) 
He  also  made  (created.  According  to  the 
ancient  arrangement  of  the  words,  adopted 
in  the  text,  the  word  brought  into  emphasis 
by  KaC  is  not  TOU?  ai&vas,  but  liroL^crev. 
And  so  Bengel,  t(  Emphasis  particulse  Kai, 
et>  cadit  super  verbum  fecit,  hoc  sensu  : 
Filium  non  solum  definiit  hseredem  rerum 

omnium,  ante  creationem  :  sed  etiam  fecit 

per  eum  saecula  ")  the  ages  (the  meaning 
of  TOVS  aicovos  has  been  much  disputed. 
The  main  classes  of  interpreters  are  two. 
1.  Those  who  see  in  the  word  its  ordinary 

meaning  of  "  an  age  of  time;39  2.  those 
who  do  not  recognize  such  meaning,  but 
suppose  it  to  have  been  merged  in  that  of 
"  the  world,"  or  "  the  worlds."  To  (1) 
belong  the  Greek  Fathers:  Chrys.  (see 
however  note  on  ch.  xi.  3),  Thdrt.  (TOVTO 
St]\(ariK^y  TTJS  QedTijTOS.  ov  fjidvav  y&p 

ttvr'bv  $i}fJLiovpy6v,  a\\a  Kal  aLHiiov  eSct^c*'* 
6  yap  (d&v  OVK  ovcria  ris  ecrnv,  aAA.'  ay- 

tpvcriv.  KaXelrai  yap 

f  al&v  '  Kal  rb  airrb  TT}S  rov  K6<rju.ov  crvcrrd- 
ffecos  fjL€Xpi  T?;y  ffvvreKtias  5mavri7/ua.  This 
he  then  supports  by  Matt,  xxviii  2D:  Ps. 
Ixxxix.  8,  LXX  :  Eph.  i.  21;  ii.  7  ;  and  con- 

cludes, al&v  TQLVVV  ecrrl  T&  TTJ  Knarry  tyvffet 
tvov  Siaffr^fjux,.  rS>v  alcavcav  5e 
pijKG  rbv  vlfif,  aiSiov  avrhv  eivai 
Kal  iratSevcav  rifjias  &s  ael  ̂ v 

iravrbs  OVTWOSOVV  inrepKttfAevos  xpavt«a£> 

<Sta<rr'f)fjLaros))  ThL  (TTOV  5e  elffiv  01  Xeyav- 
T€<?,  Tjv  STC  OVK  ̂ v  ;  avT^s  TOVS  al&vas 
^Troiriffe,  KO\  TTWS  r]v  al&v  STC  OVK  tfv  aur^s/), 
(Ec.  &c.,  and  Thorn.  Aquin.,  and  Heinsius. 
On  the  other  hand,  (2)  is  the  view  of  the 
majority  of  Commentators.  It  is  explained 
and  defended  at  length  by  Bleek,  none  of 
whose  examples  however  seem  to  me  to  be 
void  of  the  same  ambiguity  which  charac- 

terizes the  expression  here.  The  Jews,  it 
appears,  came  at  length  to  designate  by 

their  phrase  rnn  pbirn  (see  above  on  CTT'  Icr- 
%C£TOU  ic.r.A.),  not  only  the  present  age,  but 
all  things  in  and  belonging  to  it  —  and  so  of 
the  "future  age"  likewise.  He  produces  a 
remarkable  instance  of  this  from  Wisd.  xiii. 

9,  €t  yap  rocrovrov  ta"xyc'av  elft&vat,  'tva, 

rovrwv  (of  the  things  in  the  world)  S€<T- 
ir6ri]v  TT&JS  rdxiov  ovx  *vpov  ;  He  there- 

fore would  regard  rot>s  atwvas  as  strictly 
parallel  with  trdvra.  above,  and  would  in- 

terpret, "  Whom.  He  has  constituted  lord, 
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•es  here  only 
aUTOl),    p  d>€p(t)V    T6     q  TO,     TTaVTCb    TO)    r  pTJUaTL    T77?    ABDK LMPH d  e 

Deut.  t.  9  q  -=  Rom  xi.  ?$.    1  Cor.  MU.  6.  xi.  12.  x\ .  28.    Fph.  in  9.    Phil  in.  21.    Col.  i  16, 17,  20.  m.  J  l  .    .    , 
11.    I  Tim.  vi.  13.  ch  M  8, 10.    Rev.  iv.  11.    Job  vut.  3.  r  =  ch.  xi.  3.  see  Eph  v.  26.  dat.,  1  Cor.  u.  I  g  n  K  1 
7.  xi.  5.    2  C'or.  i.  15  al.  HI  n  0 

17.47 

3.  for  <£epo>j/,  Qavepw  B^Tischdf  expr :  txt  B3,  but  former  reading  restored  in 
13th  cent). 

possessor  and  ruler  over  all,  over  the  who^e 
world,  even  as  by  Him  He  has  made  all,  the 

universe."  Andnearly so  Deli  tzscb,  Ebrard, 
and  Liinemann :  these  two  latter  adding 
however  somewhat,  inasmuch  as  they  take 
it  of  all  this  state  of  things  constituted  hi 
time  and  space.  Ebrard  says :  £)te  ettn^e 
©elbftsoffenbarung  ©otteg  in  fid)/  burd) 
bag  ettrige  2Cugfpred)en  feiner  guile  im 
ewujfn  perf&nlidjen  SBorr/  bag  ©ott  gu 
fid)  (3o$.  i.  1)  rebel,  tmb  im  SEetjen  beg 
(Snrigen  ©eifteg,  bilbet  ben  ©runb  unb 
(omit  bag  (SttJtge  (nidjtgeitlidje)  $)riug  ber 
com  SBiUen  beg  SDrcietntgen  auggefyenben 
£)ffenbarung  feiner  in  einer  ©pfyare,  bte 

ntdjt  enn'a,  fonbern  jeittid)  raumlid)/  ntdjt ©ott/  fonbern  (Sreatur  if}.  And  this  last 
view  1  should  be  disposed  to  adopt,  going 
however  somewhat  further  still :  for  where- 

as Ebrard  includes  in  rovs  al&vas  God's 
revelation  of  Himself  in  a  sphere  whose  con- 

ditions are  Time  and  Space,  and  so  would 
understand  by  it  all  things  existing  under 
these  conditions,  I  would  include  in  it  also 
tke.se  conditions  themselves, — which  exist 
not  independently  of  the  Creator,  but  are 
His  work — His  appointed  conditions  of  all 
created  existence.  So  that  the  universe, 

ag  well  in  its  great  primaeval  conditions, — 
the  reaches  of  Space,  and  the  ages  of  Time, 
as  in  all  material  objects  and  all  successive 
events,  which  furnish  out  and  people  Space 
and  Time,  God  made  by  Christ.  It  will 

be  plain  that  what  has*  been  here  said  will 
apply  equally  to  ch.  xi.  3,  which  is  com- 

monly quoted  as  decisive  for  the  material 
sense  here.  Some  (Schlichting,  al.)  have 
endeavoured  to  refer  rovs  aitavas,  3.  to 
the  new  or  spiritual  world,  or  the  ages  of 
the  Messiah,  or  of  the  Christian  Church : 
principally  in  the  interests  of  Socinianism : 
or,  4.  as  Sykes  and  Pyle,  to  the  various 

dispensations  of  God's  revelation  of  Him- 
self: or  even,  5.  as  Fabricius  (Cod. 

Apocr.  i.  p.  710,  Bl.),  to  the  Gnostic  seons, 
or  emanations  from  the  Divine  Essence,  and 
so  to  the  higher  spiritual  order  of  beings, 
the  angels.  Against  all  these,  besides  other 
considerations,  ch.  xi,  3  is  a  decisive  testi- 

mony). It  will  be  seen  by  consulting  the 
note  on  John  i.  1,  how  very  near  the  teach- 

ing of  Philo  approached  to  this  creation  of 
the  universe  by  the  Son.  See,  among  the 
quotations  in  my  Vol.  I.  Edn.  6,  p.  679, 
especially  those  from  Philo,  vol.  i.  p. 
106 :  and  that  in  p.  681  from  ib,  p.  162. 

See  Isa.  ix.  6  Heb.  and  LXX-AK. 
3.]  "  The  Son  of  God  now  becomes  Him- 

self the  subject.  The  *verbuin  tinitum* 
belonging  to  the  relative  05  is  not  found 
till  fKaQiffw  at  the  end  of  the  verse. 
But  the  intermediate  participial  clauses 
do  not  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the 
main  sentence.  The  first  members,  &^ 
aTrauyacTjUa  .  *  .  Suj/ajUeooy  aurov,  still 
set  forth  those  attributes  of  the  Son  of 

God  which  are  of  a  permanent  cha- 
racter, and  belonging  to  Him  before 

the  Incarnation:  whereas  the  following 
member,  the  last  participial  clause,  stands 
in  nearer  relation  to  the  main  sentence,  ex- 

pressing as  it  does  the  purification  of  man- 
kind from  sin,  wrought  by  the  incarnate 

Son  of  God,  as  one  individual  historical 
event,— as  the  antecedent  of  that  exaltation. 
of  Him  to  the  right  hand  of  God,  which 
the  main  sentence  enounces."  Bleek. 
Who  (the  8s  represents,  it  will  be  evident, 
rather  the  prse-existent  than  the  incarnate 
Logos.  But  it  is  perhaps  a  mistake  to 
let  this  distinction  be  too  prominent,  and 
would  lead  to  the  idea  of  a  change  having 
taken  place  in  the  eternal  relation  of  the 
Son  to  the  Father,  when  He  subjected  him- 

self to  the  conditions  of  space  and  time. 
Even  then  He  could  say  of  himself,  6  vlbs  rov 

avdp<&irov  6  &v  ev  T$  ovpav£.  See  Ebrard*s 
note),  being-  (cf.  inr<ipx<»v,  Phil.  ii.  6,  also 
of  His  prae-existent  and  essential  being. 
This  comparison  seems  decisive  against 
Hofmanu,  who  (Schriftbeweis,  i.  140  ff.) 
takes  &v  and  fyipwv  according  to  his 
theory  that  all  the  attributes  of  the  Son  of 
God  spoken  of  in  the  ]ST.  T.  are  adduced  in 
connexion  with  and  as  manifested  by  His 
work  of  Redemption.  See  against  this 
view  Delitzsch,  h.  1.  p.  7.  But  it  must 

also  be  remembered  that  o>v  and  4>e'po>v 
are  present  participles.  They  must  not 
be  rendered  utpote  qui,  or  cum  esset 
and  ferret,  but  kept  to  their  essential  and 

timeless  sense, — * being /  and  'bearing') 
the  brightness  (ejfulgentia,  not  "reper- 
cussus,  qualis  est  in  nube  quse  dicitur  -irap- 
•f)\io$,"  as  Grot.,  Calv.  ("  splendor  ex  illius 
lumine  refulgens, — refulgentia  "),  al.  This 
latter  would  be  legitimate,  but  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  the  ordinary  usage.  Bl. 
cites  from  Philo  de  Concupiscent.  §  11, 
vol.  ii.  p.  356,  T&  Se  efjLQvfftofjievov  (Gen.  ii. 
7)  $?i\ov  &s  aldepiov  tfv  Trvev/aa.  Kal  el  5-^ 
Ti  alBepiov  irjcetf/xaros  /cpeTrroy,  are  TTJS 
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avrov 9  st  Kadapia-fjuov  T&V  s  a 
(see  note.) t  as  above  (s).    Luke  u.  22.  v.  14  ||  Mk.  John  ii.  6.  iii.  25  only.    Le* .  xir.  32. 

rec  aft  avrov  ins  5i*  savrov  (prolally  a  gloss  :  see  note),  with  D3KLM  rel  syrr  Athj 
Chrx  [Thdrt  Damasc-txt]  Augjj  5t*  avrov  D1  Thdrt(rb  A*'  avrov  SacrcW  avayivcao-Ketv 
irpos'fiKei.  avrl  rov  At1  eavrov);  per  quern  copt,  et  per  quern  seth:  om  ABD^[P]3S;  17  [47] 
vulg  arm  Ps-Atl^  Cyr-jerx  Cyrt  [Dia^  Euthal-ms]  DamasCj-comm!  Sedul  Cassiodr 
rec  ironjcrafAevos  bef  rwv  a/uLapricw  (j^PPy  to  bring  the  accus  nearer  the  verb,  esp  as  rnitov 
also  intervened),  with  KL  rel  syr  Chr  Thdrt  [Damascrtxt3]  :  txt  ABDM[P]K  m  17 
[47]  latt  [arm]  Ath,  Ps-Athj  Cyr-je^  Cyr  Didx  Damasc-comm  [Aug].  rec  aft 
a;j.apri(Mv  ins  Tjpcav  (prob  doctrinal  corrn  to  sheio  that  they  were  not  his  own.  So 

JSleefy,  with  B3KL  in  [17.  47]  syr  [arm]  Athj  Ps-Ath  Chr  Thdrt  [Damasch.i.]  : 
v^ctiv  N3:  om  ABD1M[P]^1  rel  latt  Syr  copt  seth  Atl^  Cyr-jei-j  Bidt  Cyr[-p3]  Damasc1 
Aug  Sedul  Cassiodr 

con  of  Cyril,  aKrls  rj\iov  rj  irpc&rv)  rov 
r}\iaKov  $>wrb$  cbrojSoATj.  See  also  Clem- 
rom.  in  reff.  and  several  other  authorities 
cited  in  Bleek)  of  His  glory  (not  simply 

His  light:  nor  need  airavyaa-fta  be  con- 
fined to  such  literal  sense:  cf.  Clem.-rom. 

as  above.  His  glory,  in  its  widest  and 
amplest  reference.  It  has  been  at- 

tempted to  give  to  cbr.  rTJs  $6£r]s  the 
meaning  splendor  gloriosus,  and  to  make 
avrov  below  refer,  not  to  the  Father,  but 
to  aitavyaiTp.a.  But  to  this  Bleek  answers 
after  Seb. -Schmidt,  that  avavyafffj.a  never 
is  found  without  a  genitive  of  the  cbrauya- 
fdpevcv,  which  genitive  here  can  be  no 
other  than  rrjs  Sdj-tjs  (avrov,  i.e.  rov 
0eoi)).  Again,  Owen  (vol.  L  p.  85  f.) 
supposes  the  Shechinah  to  be  alluded  to ; 
— Akersloot,  the  TJrim  and  Thummim.  It 
is  hardly  probable  that  in  a  preliminary 
description,  couched  in  the  most  general 
and  sublime  terms,  any  such  particular 
allusion  should  be  intended.  Notice  again 
the  anarthrous  predicate,  to  which  the 
same  remarks  will  apply  as  to  vi$  above. 

Delitzsch  remarks,  (£$  ift  fein  Sftimy 
bus  um  ©ott/  tt>eld)en  |ier  5<£|a  genannt 
ttrirb/  fonbeni  bic  fiber jinnlidje  Getfttge 
geuer  unb  fitdjtnatur  ©otte§  felber/  wel^e 

er/  um  ft"  d)  sot  ft  d)  felbjl  offenbar  gu  werben/ 
au6ftd)  ̂ erau§fe|t)  and  impress  ("figura," 
vulg.:  "figure/'  Wiclif  and  Bheiins: 
"  very  image,"  Tyndal  and  Cranmer :  "  in- 
graved  forme/'  Geneva:  "express  image/* JB.  V.  The  word  xaPaKT11P»  which  by 
formation  wonld  be  the  stamp  or  die  itself 

on  which  a  device  xaP<*'a'a'€Tai9  an<^  which, 
stamps  it  on  other  things,  never  appears 
to  bear  this  meaning,  but  always  to  be 
taken  for  the  impression  itself  so  stamped. 
Thus  JEsch.  Suppl.  279,  KvTrpios  xapo/c- 
TTjp  T*  ev  ywatKeioLS  rvirofs  ei/ccbs  ircTrATj/c- 
rat  r*Kr6vuv  wpbs  apcrevajv.  "Aristot. 
CEc.  ii.  p.  689,  avevsxQ*vros  $*  rov  8-pyv- 
piov  €TriK6\l/as  %af)««:r77pa :  id.  Pol.  i.  6, 
where  xaPaKT?iPa  ̂ i&d\\eiv  is  to  stamp 
coin,  and  it  is  said,  o  yap  xaPaKT^)P  *T*9'n 
rov  w6a-ov  cnjacTor.  Diod.  Sic.  xvii.  66, 

Kal  rpLSfjiaKapias  ̂ vcrew?  aTrav- 
a,, — where  the  sense  clearly  is,  that 

the  breath  breathed  into  man  was  as  it 
were  a  ray  of  the  divine  nature  itself.  See 
also  id.  de  Opif.  Muud.  §  51,  vol.  i.  p.  35 ; 
de  Plant.  Noe,  §  12,  p.  154.  Cf .  Wisd.  vii. 

26,  where  wisdom  is  called  an  aTrauyao-^a 
Qwrbs  ai'Siov.  And  this  (which,  as  De- 
litzsch  remarks,  is  represented  by  the  <j>cas 
CK  <pcar6$  of  the  Church)  seems  to  have 
been  universally  the  sense  among  the  an- 

cients :  no  trace  whatever  being  found  of 

the  meaning  'reflexion.'  Nor  wott/d  the 
idea  be  apposite  here :  the  Son  of  God  is, 
in  this  his  essential  majesty,  the  expression, 
and  the  sole  expression,  of  the  divine 
Light, — not,  as  in  his  Incarnation,  its 
reflexion.  So  Thdrt. :  rb  yap  aTravyaa-fJia 
Kal  £K  rov  irvp6?  ecrrx,  Kal  abv  T$  irvpi 
€<rrr  Kal  cCiriov  fjiev  €%€«  T&  irvp,  ax*6- 
picrrov  5e  £(m  rov  irvp6s   Kal  T$  Trvpl 

Se  6jj.o<pve$  rb  aTravyacrfJia'  OVKOVV  Kai  6 
vibs  rcf  Trarpi.  (Cf.  Athanasius  contra 
Arianos  Orat.  i.  (ii.)  §  12,  vol.  ii.  (Migne) 

p.  328 :  ris  ovrcas  ecrrlv  aifdijTos,  <<js  a^i- 
^laAAei^  trcpl  rov  alel  elvai  rbv  vl6v ;  TTOTC 

yap  rts  clSe  <£&s  %a?pls  TTJS  rov  ctTrauyacr- 
fjiaros  Xau7rp6r rjros;)  And  Till.  :  Kal  yap 

rb  airavya(r/j.a  rip  airavya^ovTi  trvvea^ai- 

verai.  ot/re  yap  T^Atoy  &pd6r}  irore  %wpis- 
aTrat/yctfTjU-aroy*  oi/re  irarfyp  vo&rai  x°>P^s 

vtov.  orav  o%v  aKOvcrys  rcav  *Apeiavcov 
X*y6vT<av,  "6ri  el  £K  warpbs  6  vl6st  Kanrbv 
vvrepos  avrov'  avriBss  avrois,  ftri  Kal  rb 
awavyacrfjia  €K  rov  7]\iov,  Kal  ot>x  vvrepov 
avrov.  a/aa  yap  %\ios,  aua  awavya<rua. 
And  Origen,  torn,  xxxii.  in  Joann.  §  18, 
vol.  iv.  p.  450:  o\ir)$  pev  ovv  olpai  rjjs 
$61-71$  rov  6*ov  avrov  airavyacrfjia  elvai 

rbv  vtov,  Kara  rbv  *lir6vra  TlavXov  *Os 
&y  aTravyacr^a  rys  Sdi-ijs'  <f>6dvetv  fievroi 
ye  airb  rov  airavyd<ruaros  rovrov  rjjs 

5\7?s-  S6£rjs  iut,€piKa  airavyd(TfJ.ara  67rl  rfyv 
AoiTrV  Aoyt/c^v  KrifftV  OVK  olfiat  yap  rtva 
rb  irav  SvvacrBai  x^P^ffaL  r^s  ̂ A7?s  86&S 

rov  6eov  airavyacrjAa,  %  rbv^  vlbv  avrov. 
Hesychius  gives  as  the  meaning  of  airav- 

7j\lov  <f>4yyos :  and  the  MS.  Lexi- 
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uv v 
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only.    IK  fief.,  Matt,  xxu  23  «i.    Mark  xvi  1£».    Sir.  xn.  12. 
1.    1  Pet.  in  22  only.    Ps.  xv.  11.  see  Mark  xvi.  5. 
Ixx^iii.  11  al.  x  here  only,  see  note. 

.  Hence  the  word  is  taken,  1.  gene- 
rally for  any  fixed  and  sharply  marked 

lineaments,  material  or  spiritual,  by  which 
a  person  or  an  object  may  be  recognized 
and  distinguished.  Herod,  i.  116,  6  x- 
TOV      TTpOSC^TTOV.        Diod.      SlC.     1.     82,     TQVS 

TTJS  tifysus  xaPaKr;nPas>  the  lines  of  the 
countenance.  Lucian,  de  Amoribus,  p. 
1061,  calls  mirrors  r&v  avTifj.6p$<av  xa~ 
poKrypav  aypdcpovs  *lK.6va.s,  and  ib.  p. 
1056,  rjsr  6  fj^ev  ab.7)6£}s  X'  &pop<f>o$.  De- 
mosth.  (in  Stephan.),  ey  fjikv  TOLS  es^Tr- 
rpois  6  TTJJ  fyews,  £v  Se  TOIS  S^t^iais 
0  TVJS  tyvxys  xaPaKT?1P  &k.£irerai.  Philo, 
de  Mund.  Opif.  §  4  (vol.  i.  p.  4),  TOVS  %a- 
paKTijpas  evff<ppayi{€<r6ai,  to  impress  on 
the  mind  the  lines  and  forms  of  an  intended 
city:  id.  Legg.  Allegor.  i.  §  18  (vol.  i.p.55), 
6  r7Js  apcr-jjs-  xaPaKT>WP>  olicetos  &v  cV  rcjj 
Trapafc'Kryi  id.  de  Mundi  Opif.  §  23  (p.  15), 
r-^v  5e  €ft.<f>€p€Lui'  (the  likeness  of  man  to 
God)  /uTjieis-  fiKa^rci)  a-u(j.aros  %apa«* 
TTjpo-**/,  ib.  §  53  (p.  36),  TT}S  exwrepov 
<pvcT€(0s  (viz.  of  God  and  the  creation) 
eb-€ju.ctTT€To  (scil.  man,  while  he  was  alone) 
Tp  $vxy  TOVS  xapaKT7?pas  :  —  and,  2.  of  the 
objects  themselves,  on  which  the  features 
of  another  are  expressed,  —  which  bear  its 
peculiar  image,  so  that  they  appear  as  if 
taken  off  from  it  by  impression  of  a  die. 

So  Philo,  Quad  Det*.  Potiori  Ins.  §  23  (vol. i.  p.  217),  designates  the  TruetJ/ta  imparted 
by  God  to  man  TVKQV  nva  ical  xapa/er%>« 
Belay  SwdfiecAs,  Moses  naming  the  same 
etKt&y,  to  shew  fai  apxervTrov  fjikv  <$>i)ort(a$ 
XQyi^s  6  6&6s  £(TTtf  fiifj.'n^a  5^  Kal  airet- 
ftfijfifffia  foOpu-jras  :  De  Plant.  Noe,  §  5  (p. 
332),  he  says,  Moses  named  the  rational 
soul  TQV  6etou  Kal  aapdrov  eiKtfo'a,  <5<$Ki[jt.ov 

Btov,  ̂ y  6  xapaicnrjp  Hcrny  6 
X6yos.  Here  the  \6yos  is  desig- 

nated as  the  impress  of  the  seal  of  God,  by 
the  impression  of  which  in  like  manner  on 
the  human  soul,  this  last  receives  a  corre- 

sponding figure,  as  the  image  of  the  unseen 
and  divine.  Compare  also  Clem.-rom.  ad 
Cor.  c.  33,  aiirbs  &  Snjjuovpybs  K.  Sco-Trcfrijs 
ebroj'TWV  »  .  .  T^V  .  .  .  avdpamov  Ta?y 
itilais  avrov  Kal  a/iefytots  x€Ptr^J/  eTrAatrcr, 
T^S  laurov  CIK^VOS  xaPaKT4pa*  Hence 
€he  usage  of  xapo-<TTJp  here  will  be  easily 
understood."  Bleek  :  see  also  the  word  in 
Palm  and  Host's  Lex.  Kaff  eavrbv 
ydpt    fyqalv,    vtyeffT'fiKfv,    %Xov    Jv    eavrtp 

*  ABBK 
L 

,         * 

v  as  above  (u).    Rom.  viil  34.    Col.  in.  J  D  c  a  f 
ch.  viu.  1.    Jude  25  only.    2  Kings  vu.  21,  23.    Ps.  I  g  ll  K  1 

m  n  O 

17.47 
TOV  Kupiov  irpbs  T^js  $i\iinrov  Gipiri/j.evovf 
6  HcDpaKws  efj,€,  e&patce  rbv  irarspa  /now. 
Thdrt.)  of  His  substance  (substantial  or 
essential  being  :  "  substance"  Wicl.,  Tynd., 
Cranm.,  Rheims  :  "person"  Geneva,  and 
E.  V.  :  SBefen,  Luther,  &c?  De  Wette, 
Bleek,  al.:  baS  ber  (Srfcfyemung  unter= 
Itegenbe  SSefen/  ber  SBSefenggrunb/  De- 
litzsch.  The  various  meanings  of  VTTO- 
(rraeris  are  well  traced  by  Bleek,  from 
whom,  as  so  often  in.  this  Epistle,  I  take 
the  account.  Etymologically,  the  word  im- 

ports the  lying  or  being  placed  underneath  : 
and  this  is  put  in  common  usage  for,  1. 
sub  stratumQT  foundation—  fundamentum. 
Diod.  Sic.  L  66,  vTr6<rra(ns  rov  rdtyov  : 
id.  xiiL  82,  Kara  rb  fieyedos  TT?S  viro- 
crTa<r£cos  :  Ezek.  xliii.  11,  K.  tiiaypdil/eLS 
rbv  olK.ov  K.  ray  effiovs  avrov  K.  ryv 
wnScrTcuriv  avrov  i  Ps.  Ixviii.  2,  freird- 
yyv  €ts  t\ui>  &v9ov  K.  OVK  Zcrrw  viro<rra- 
0-1,5.  Nearly  connected  with  this  is,  2. 
establishment,  or  the  state  of  being  esta- 

blished: hence  —  a.  firmness,  —  to  which 
idea  the  word  approaches  in  the  last  cita- 

tion :  but  especially  in  reference  to  firm- 
ness of  spirit,  confidence  :  see  more  on  ch. 

iii.  14,  —  j9.  substantial  existence,  reality, 
in  contradistinction  to  that  which  exists 

only  in  appearance  or  idea:  Aristot.  de 
Mundo  iv.  19,  raj/  &  a.4pi  ̂ avracr/jidrtav 

rot  jucy  ear*  «ar*  €fjt,(paffLV3  ra  5e  Kaff  vir6- ffTdffivi  Artemidor.  Oneirocrit.  iii.  14, 
<t>avra<ria.v  jj&v  %X€IV  irhovrov,  virdcrracrLV 

5e  /t^f  :  Diog.  Laert.  ix.  91,  fujrelrat  5"  ovtc 
el  ̂ atVerai  raOra,  ctAA*  c*  tcatf*  vir6ffTacriv 
oC/rws  %x€L  '•  id.  vii.  135,  «ai  icar"  ewiyoiav 
ical  /ca0"  ftTnSffracriv.  Hence  —  7.  generally, 
consistence  or  existence.  So  Philo,  de  In- 

corrupt. Mund.  §  18,  vol.  i.  p.  505,  avyfy 

inr6ffraffiv  Itiiav  OVK.  exct,  yewarai  S*  €fc 
<f>\oyfa  :  Ps.  xxxviii.  5,  KO.\  y  virAffTaffis  fjiov 
&$el  ovQfjs  *vu-ni6v  <rov:  Ps.  Ixxxviii.  47, 
p.vf)(rQ7)Ti  rts  \nr6ffr  affis  /JLOV  (in  both 
places  for  the  existence  of  man,  Heb.  ibn  : 
hence  also,  as  8ircip£is,  for  possessions  or 
goods,  as  JDeut.  xi.  6  :  Jer.  x.  17).  Hence 
also  —  5.  it  imports  the  especial  manner 

of  "being,  the  peculiar  essence  of  an  object. Thus  1  Kings  xiii.  21,  rfj  a^ivy  K.  ry 

Speirdvtp  vTr6a"rao-i$  %v  -^  OVT^  :  Wisd. 
xvi.  21,  TI  JAW  yap  vvdarrao'ls  <rov  (r* 

arcpa.     rouj  yap  irarpiKovs  irepi 
aPaKT^Pa'!f>     TO«/T<JJ   lotfcf  rb  vir 

€<pdvL(r€.  And  this  last  seems  to  be  the 
best  meaning  in  our  place  :  His  essential 
leing,  His  substance.  For  in  regarding 
the  history  of  the  word,  we  find  that  the 

well-known  theological  meaning  'person'9 
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was  not  by  any  means  generally  received 
during  the  first  four  centuries.  We  have  it 
indeed  in  Origen,  torn.  ii.  in  Joann.  §  6, 
vol.  iv.  p.  61  (yj&eis  juevroi  ye  rpels  VTTO- 
ffrd<ret$  Treifl^u.ei'Oi  rvyxowstv,  r<bj>  Trarcpa, 
K.  rbv  vt6v,  K.  rb  ay  toy  irvevfjLa,  K.r.A.)  : 
but  the  usage  is  by  no  means  constant. 
The  INIcene  council  itself  uses  vWcrraoriy 
and  ovcria  in  the  same  sense,  and  condemns 

the  deriving  the  Son  <f£  irepas  vwocrrdo-eoif 
Kal  ovtrias  from  the  Father  (cited  in  Bleek, 
p.  60,  note)  :  aud  so  usually  (in  the 
genuine  works  :  e.  g.  Ep.  ad  Afros,  c.  4, 
vol.  ii.  (Migne)  p.  714  :  rj  V7r6crracris  ov<rla " 

avrb  T&  ov.  .  .  .  fj  yap  vir6crrao~ts  Kal  TJ 
ovffia  v7rap£t$  €<TTLV.  eo*rt  yap  Kal  virapx^i. 
See  Gieseler,  Kirchengesch.  i.  pt.  2,  p.  63) 
Athanasius.  The  fact  was,  that  the  Easterns 
most  commonly  used  vrroorTacns  to  de- 

signate the  three  separate  Persons  (cf.  e.  g. 
Chrys.  de  Sacerdot.  iv.  4,  vol.  i.  p.  410  A, 
r^v  ,U€V  0€OT7jTa  TTarpb?  /c.  vL  K.  ay.  irv. 
fjiiav  6fjLo\oyovvras,  irpoSTidevras  $€  Kal 
ras  Tpe*s  u7ro(TTa<r€iy,  &c.,  and  especially 
Basil,  whom  Gieseler  regards  as  the  repre- 
sentativ*  of  this  view  :  Ep.  236.  6,  vol.  iv, 
p.  363,  ovcria  K.  virdcrra<ris  ravrTjv  ̂ X6t 
T^J  *    SLatyOpdv,    $)V    €X€l    T^>     KOtvbv    TTpbs    T& 

KU&*  ̂ KCUTTOV.  See  other  passages  in  Gieseler, 
ubi  «upra)  in  distinction  from  Sabellianism, 
which  acknowledged  three  Trp6s<aira>  but 
not  three  tfTrooracreiS',  i.  e.  self  -subsisting 
personalities:  whereas  the  Westerns  con- 
tinued  to  regard  {nr6<rracrts  as  =  ou&ia, 
and  assumed  but  one  vTc6orracrLs  :  and  the 

Western  bishops,  assembled  with  Atha- 
nasius at  the  council  of  Sardica  in  347, 

distinctly  pronounced  the  assumption  of 
three  hypostases  heretical,  i.  e.  Arian.  Their 
words,  as  cited  by  Suicer  from  Theodoret, 
Hist.  Eccl.  ii.  6,  are  very  decisive  :  rb 

eivai.  ras  {nroa-rdcreis  rov  Trarpos,  K.  TOV 
viov,  K.  rov  ayiov  irv€v/j.aros>  K.  efvai 

K€X&)PtarlJ'*J/af-  "»7yaeTsr  5c  ravrijv  wapeiA^- 
<j>afji€v  K.  $€§i$dyfjt€0ay  ic.  ravri}v  ̂ o^tev 

rfa  KaBo\tK7jy  irapaSocrtv  K.  ir'tomy  K. 
6jAO\oylav,  y&a,v  slvai  $ir6crrafo'iv9  fyv  aural 
ot  atpertKol  overlap  Trposayopevovari,  rov 
irarposy  K.  rov  vtov,  /c.  rov  ayiov  irvev' 
juaror.  Subsequently  however  to  this,  in 
the  Synod  assembled  at  Alexandria  in  362, 
at  which  Athanasius,  and  bishops  of  Italy, 
Arabia,  Egypt,  and  Libya  were  present, 
the  Easterns  and  Westerns  agreed,  on 
examination  of  one  another^  meaning, 
to  acknowledge  one  another  as  orthodox, 

and  to  allow  indifferently  of  the  use  of 

rpeis  viroa-rdo-ei?  signifying  *  Persons/  and 
jj-la  vir6cnacns  signifying  *  substance/  '  es- 

sence/ ovvia.  The  Epistle  from  this  synod 
to  the  bishops  of  Antioch  is  among  the 
works  of  Athanasius,  vol.  ii.  p.  615  if.,  and 
is  a  very  interesting  document.  But  it 
attempted  conciliation,  in  vain,  the  Miletian 
schism  at  Antioch,  which  began  on  this 
point,  having  been  confirmed  and  per- 

petuated by  external  causes.  See  on  the 

whole  subject,  Bleek's  note:  Jerome, 
Epist.  15  (al.  57)  ad  Damasum,  §  4,  vol.  i. 
p.  40;  and  on  the  use  made  of  this  de- 

scription by  orthodox  and  heretics  in  early 

times,  Bleek,  Chrys.  in  loc.:  Calvin's note,  where  he  gives  some  excellent 
cautions  against  the  speculative  pressing 
of  each  expression:  "JSTam  hoc  quoque 
notandum  est,  non  hie  doceri  frivolas  spe- 
culationes,  sed  tradi  solidam  fidei  doc- 
trmam.  Quare  debemus  in  usum  nostrum 
htec  Christi  elogia  applicare,  sicuti  ad  nos 
relationein  habent."  On  all  grounds 
it  will  be  safer  here  to  hold  to  the  primitive 
meaning  of  the  word,  and  not  to  intro- 

duce into  the  language  of  the  apostolic  age 
a  terminology  which  was  long  subsequent 

to  it),  and  (TC  couples  closely  clauses  re- 
ferring to  the  same  subject,  and  following 

as  matter  of  course  on  one  another)  up- 
holding (we  have  this  sense  of  <f>€peiv  in. 

reff.  and  in  the  later  Greek  writers,  e.  g. 
Plut.  Lucull.  6,  <t>ep€iv  r^v  ir6\tv.  So  in 
Latin,  VaL  Max.  xi.  8.  5,  "  humeris  gestare 
salutem  patrice  :"  Cic.  pro  Macco,  c.  38, 
"quain  (reinp.)  vos  universam  in  hoc 
judicio  vestris  humeris  ....  judices, 
sustinetis :"  Senec.  Ep.  31,  "  Deus  ille 
maximus  poteutissimusque  vehit  omnia." 
But  the  usage  is  principally  found  in  the 
Babbinical  writings,  as  appears  from 

.  the  extracts  in  Schottgen, — e.  g.  Sohar 
Chadaseh,  fol.  ix.  1,  "Creator  benedic- 
tus  portans  omnes  mundos  robore  suo 

(irrm  niD»rr^3  baio)/*  &c.  Chrys.  says, 
tttcpoffVf  Troi/TccrTi  KVf3€pttQ0V)  ra  otafmrrovra 

<rvyKpar&v  :  and  so  Till. :  "  Sursurn  tenet, 
ne  decidant,  et  in  nihilurn  revertantur/* 
Ps.-Anselm)  tlie  universe  (the  same  vdvra 
as  designated  by  irdvruv  above :  not  that 
the  art.  expressly  refers  back  to  that  word, 
for  ra  ir&vra  is  the  ordinary  expression  for 
the  aggregate  of  all  things.  The  meaning 
attempted  to  be  given  by  some  Socinian 

expositors,  "  the  whole  kingdom  of  grace," 
is  wholly  beside  the  purpose :  see  reff,  esp. 
Col.  i.  17,  icoi  TO,  irdvTtt  £v  avr$  crvv- 
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a™7p6aonich'  a  viayopwrepov    D  Trap    avrov$   c  xe(c)vr}povop*r)ftev   a  ovop,at 
Symm  ,  €i/  tlicovi  Sta^opco  (for  0eou).  b  =  Luke  m.  13    ch.  ni.  3.  n.  23.  xn.  24  al.  (see  note  } 

c  —  ner.  14     ch    w    12.   xu.  17.    Matt.  xxv.  3i.    1  Cor.  vi.  9,  10.  xv.  50.    1  Pet.  111.  9  al.    I&a.  Ixv.  9.    Sir.  iv.  13. 
d  SB  Phil.  u.  9, 10. 

ABDK. 

a  b  c  d  o 
ran  o 

17.47 

:  Job  viii.  3,  <5  TO,  iravra  iroir\<ras : 
Rev.  iv.  11,  #T:  crv  eKTicras  TO,  iravra)  by 

the  "word  (expressed  command :  cf.  ch.  xi. 
3,  Trtarei  vooG/xcv  KarTjpricrdai  rovs  alcavas 

p-qjiart  0eo{>)  of  Ms  (Whose  ?    His  own,  or 
the  .Father's  ?  The  latter  is  held  by  Cyril- 
alex.  contra  Julian,  viii.  vol.  ix.  p.  259  c, 

&s  yap  6  <jrdvo~o(pos  ypdcpet  TLav\os*  <f>€pet  ra 
IT.  cV  7$  popart.  TTjjy  Suy.  avrov,  rov  Trarp6$. 
And  so  Grot,  al.   But  Chrys.,  Thdrt.,  Thl., 
and    the   great   body   of   Commentators 
understand  avrov  to  refer  to  the  Son.  That 

it  may  do  so,  it  Is  not  necessary  to  write 

avrov,  as  is  done  in  the  cursive*  rass.  (the uncial  MSS.  being  mostly  without  accents) 
and  in  many  modern  editions.     Bleek  in 
his  note  (vol.  i.  p.  69)  makes  it  probable 
that  the  abbreviated  writing   avrov  for 
eouToO  had  not  been  adopted  in  the  days  of 
the  1ST.  T.     Even  if  it  had,  his  rule  seems 

a  good  one; — that  avrov  should  never  be 
written  unless  in  cases  where,  if  speaking  in 
the  1st  or  2nd  person,  we  should  use  fyav- 
rov  or  ffeavrot'f — i.  e.  never  except  where 
emphatic.   Now  here,  supposing  the  words 
addressed  to  the  Son,  crov  and  not  veavrov 
would  evidently  be  the  word  used :  and  con- 

sequently in  expressing  the  same  sentence 
in  the  3rd  person,  avrov,  not  aurov  (lauroy) 
ought  to  be  written.     The  interpretation 
therefore  is  independent  of  this  distinction. 
But  the  question  recurs,  which  is  the  right 
one  ?    The  strict  parallelism  of  the  clauses 
would  seem  to  require,  that   avrov  here 
should  designate  the  same  person,  as  it  does 
before,  after  rrjs  t/7rocrra<r€a>y.     But  such 
parallelism  and  consistency  of  reference  of 
demonstrative  pronouns  is  by  no  means 
observed  in  the  N.  T.,  e.  g.  Eph.  i.  20,  22, 
Kal  Kaditras  &  5*£i$  avrov  (of  the  Father), 
....  Kal  irdvra  virtra^ev  vvb  rovs  7r6$a$ 
avrov  (of  the  Son).  In  every  such  case  the 
reference  must  be  determined  by  the  cir- 

cumstances, and  the  things  spoken  of.   And 
applying  that  test  here,  we  find  that  in  our 

former  clause,  &v  aravyaa-^a  r.  $6&}S  K. 
X«pcwcT77p    TTJS-    viroarrdcrews    avrov,    it   is 
quite  out  of  the  question  that  avrov  should 
be  reflective,  referring,  as  it  clearly  does,  to 
another  than  the  subject  of  the  sentence. 
But  when  we  proceed  to  our  second  clause, 

'<p€pav  re    ra    trdvra   ry    ft.    r.    Jyyd^uewy 
avrov,  we  find  no  such  bar  to  the  ordinary 
reflective  sense  of  avrov f  but  every  reason 
to  adopt  it  as  the  most  obvious.     For  we 
have  here  an  action  performed  by  the  Son, 

who  <£e'p6t  ra  iravra.  Whereby  ?  r$  pri^art 
rrjs  8wd}M€<ti$  avrov :  where  we  may  cer- 

tainly say,  1.  that  haa  another  than  the 
subject  of  the  sentence  been  intended,  such 
intention  would  have  been  expressed :  and, 
2.  that  the  assertion  would  be  after  all  a 
strange  and  unexampled  one,  that  the  Son 
upholds  all  things   by  the  word   of  the 
Father's  power.     So  that,  on  all  accounts, 
this  second  avrov  seems  better  to  be  re- 

ferred  to  the    Son)    power  (not  to  be 
weakened  into  the  comparatively  unmean- 

ing   rtp  $i\u.ari   avrov    rep   o"vvar<$.      His Power  is  an  inherent  attribute,  whether 
uttered  or  not :  the  p%m  is  that  utterance, 
which  He  has  been  pleased  to  give  of  it. 

It  is  a  "  powerful  word/*  but  much  more  is 
here  stated — that  it  is  the  word  of,  pro- 

ceeding from,  giving  utterance  to,  His 

power),  having  made  (the  vulg.  "faciens  " is  an  unfortunate  mistranslation,  tending  to 
obscure  the  truth  of  the  completion  of  the 
one   Sacrifice  of  the  Lord.     The  words 

St*  kavrov  can  hardly  be  retained  in  the. 
text,  in  the  face  of  their  omission  in  the 
three  most  ancient  MSS.,  joined  to  their 
internal  character  as  an  explanatory  gloss. 

Dr.  Bloomfield's  strong  argument  in  their 
favour,  that  they  "  are  almost  indispensa- 
ble/?infact,pronounces  their  condemnation. 
The  hypothesis  of  homosoteleuton  suggests 
itself  :but  it  is  hardly  likely  in  so  solemn  an 
opening  passage,  and  weighs  little  against 
the  probability  the  other  way.   Meanwhile, 
the  gloss  is  a  good  and  true  one.     It  was 

Si*  tavrov,  in  the  fullest  sense)  purifica- 
tion of  sins  (as  Bleek  observes,  there  is  no 

occasion  to  suppose  the  genitive  here  equi- 
valent to  air})  ruv  a^apncov,  seeing  that 

we  may  say  Ka6api£oyrai  at  apapriai  rov 
avdpurirov,  as  we  read,  Matt.  viii.  3,  e/ca- 
6apio~6tj  avrov  TJ  \4iroa.     Sin  was  the  great 
uncleanuess,  of  which  He  has  effected  the 
purgation :  the  disease  of  which  He  has 

wrought  the  cure.     This  fcadapio"fji,6s  must 
be  understood  by  the  subsequent  argument 
in  the  Epistle  :  for  that  which  the  Writer 
had  it  in  his  mind  to  expand  in  the  course 
of  his  treatise,  he  must  be  supposed  to  have 
meant  when  he  used  without  explanation  a 
concise  term,  like  this.  And  that  we  know 
to  have  been,  the  purifications  and  sacrifices 

of  the  Levitical  law,  by  which  man's  natural 
uncleauness  in  God's  sight  was  typically 
removed,  and  access  to  God  laid  open  to 

him.     Ebrard's  note  here  is  so  important 
that,  though  long,  I  cannot  forbear  inserting1 
it : — "  KaQapi&iv  answers  to  the  Heb.  *irnp, 
and  its  ideal  explanation  must  be  sought 
in  the  meaning  which  suils  the  Levitical 
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6  Tivi  jap  elirev  e  irore  rtov  ayye\G3v  f  TYo?  JJLOV  el  crv, 

0.  rcov  ayye\'jcv  bef  TTOTC  D1  o  [Syr], 

y  e  ̂   1  Cor.ix.7. rer.  13. 

f  Acts  xui.  33.  ch.  v.  5.     PSA.  ii.  7. 

cleansing  In  the  O.  T.cultus.  Consequently, 
they  are  entirely  wrong,  who  understand 
KaBaplfeiv  of  moral  amelioration,  and  would 
so  take  /ca6apicr^tbz/  iroLelv  in  this  place,  as  if 
the  author  wished  to  set  forth  Christ  here 
as  a  moral  teacher,  who  by  precept  and 
example  incited  men  to  amendment.  And 
we  may  pronounce  those  in  error,  who  go  so 
far  indeed  as  to  explain  the  KaBapta-^os  of 
the  propitiatory  removal  of  the  guilt  of  sin, 
but  only  on  account  of  later  passages  in 
our  Epistle,  as  if  the  idea  of  scriptural  /catfa- 
pL(T/jt.6s  were  not  already  sufficiently  clear  to 
establish  this,  the  only  true  meaning.  The 
whole  law  of  purification,  as  given  by  God 
to  Moses,  rested  on  the  assumption  that 
our  nature,  as  sinful  and  guilt-laden,  is  not 
capable  of  coming  into  immediate  contact 
with  our  holy  God  and  Judge.  The  media- 

tion between  man  and  God  present  in  the 
most  holy  place,  and  in  that  most  holy 
place  separated  from  the  people,  was  re- 

vealed in  three  forms ;  a.  in  sacrifices,  j8. 
in  the  Priesthood,  and  y.  in  the  Levitical 
laws  of  purity.  Sacrifices  were  (typical) 
acts  or  means  of  propitiation  for  guilt; 
Priests  were  the  agents  for  accomplishing 
these  acts,  but  were  not  themselves  ac- 

counted purer  than  the  rest  of  the  people, 
having  consequently  to  bring  offerings  for 
their  own  sins  before  they  offered  for  those 
of  the  people.  Lastly,  Levitical  purity  was 
the  condition  which  was  attained, positively 
by  sacrifice  and  worship,  negatively  by 
avoidance  of  Levitical  pollution, — the  con- 

dition in  which  the  people  was  enabled,  by 
means  of  the  priests,  to  come  into  relation 
with  God  *  without  dying '  (Deut.  v.  26) ; 
the  result  of  the  cultus  which  was  past, 
and  the  postulate  for  that  which  was  to 
come.  So  that  that  which  purified,  was 
sacrifice :  and  the  purification  was,  the  re- 

moval of  guilt.  This  is  most  clearly  seen 
in  the  ordinance  concerning  the  great  day 
of  atonement,  Levit.  xvi.  There  we  find 
those  three  leading  features  in  the  closest 
distinctive  relation.  First,  the  sacrifice 
must  be  prepared  (vv.  1 — 10)  :  then,  the 
high  priest  is  to  offer  for  his  own  sins  (vv. 
11 — 14) :  lastly,  he  is  to  kill  the  sin-offering 
for  the  people  (ver.  15),  and  with  its  blood 
to  sprinkle  the  mercy -seat  and  all  the  holy 
place,  and  cleanse  it  from  the  uncleanness 
of  the  children  of  Israel  (ver.  19)  z  and 
then  he  is  symbolically  to  lay  the  sins  of 
the  people  on  the  head  of  a  second  victim, 
and  send  forth  this  animal,  laden  with  the 
curse,  into  the  wilderness.  For  (ver.  30) 
*on  that  day  shall  the  priest  make  an 

atonement  for  you,  to  cleanse  you,  that  ye 
may  be  clean  from  all  your  sins  before  the 
Lord.*  In  the  atonement,  in  the  gracious 
covering  (~iBp%  ver.  30)  of  the  guilt  of  sin, 
consists  purification  in  the  scriptural  sense. 
(And  so  also  were  those  who  had  become 
levitically  unclean,  e.  g.  lepers,  Levib.  xiv., 
cleansed  by  atoning  sacrifices.)  So  that 
an  Israelitish  reader,  a  Christian  Jew, 
would  never,  on  reading  the  words  »ca6a~ 
picrfArOV  -rroieiv,  think  on  what  we  com- 

monly call  *  moral  amelioration/  which, 
if  not  springing  out  of  the  living  ground  of 
a  heart  reconciled  to  God,  is  mere  self- 
deceit,  and  only  external  avoidance  of 
evident  transgression :  but  the  Ko.9apicrjj.6s 
which  Christ  brought  in  would,  in  the 
sense  of  our  author  and  his  readers,  only  be 
understood  of  that  gracious  atonement  fox 
#11  guilt  of  sin  of  all  mankind,  which  Christ 
our  Lord  and  Saviour  has  completed  for 
us  by  His  sinless  sufferings  and  death  :  and 
out  of  which  flows  forth  to  us,  as  from  a 
fountain,  all  power  to  love  in  return,  all 
love  to  Him,  our  heavenly  Pattern,  and  all 
hatred  of  sin,  which  caused  His  death.  To 
speak  these  words  of  Scripture  with  the 
mouth,  is  easy  :  but  he  only  can  say  Yea 
and  Amen  to  them  with  the  heart  who,  in 
simple  truthfulness  of  the  knowledge  of 
himself,  has  looked  down  even  to  the  dark- 

est depths  of  his  ruined  state,  natural  to 
him,  and  intensified  by  innumerable  sins  of 
act, — and,  despairing  of  all  help  in  him- 

self, reaches  forth  hip  hand  after  the  good 

tidings  of  heavenly  deliverance.'*  It  is 
truly  refreshing,  in  the  midst  of  so  much 
unbelief,  and  misapprehension  of  the  sense 
of  Scripture,  in  the  German  Commentators, 
to  meet  with  such  a  clear  and  full  testi- 

mony to  the  truth  and  efficacy  of  the 
Lord's  great  Sacrifice.  And  I  am  bound 
to  say  that  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Lunenmnn, 
and  Delitzsch,  recognize  this  just  as  fully  : 
the  two  former  however  referring  on  fur- 

ther in  the  Epistle  for  the  explanation  of 
the  expression,  and  holding  it  premature 
to  specify  or  explain  it  here.  Observe 
now  again,  before  passing  on,  the  mistake 
of  the  vulgate  in  rendering  iroi'na-dfj.evos 
"faciens."  The  purification  is  completed, 
before  the  action  next  described  takes 
place  :  this  all  seem  to  acknowledge  here, 
and  to  find  an  exception  to  the  ordinary 
rule  that  an  aorist  participle  connected 
with  an  aorist  verb,  is  contemporary  with 
it.  The  reason  seems  to  be  principally 
pragmatic — that  such  session  could  not 
well  be  brought  in,  until  such  purification 
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had  been  accomplished:  see  above),  sat 
down  (itaBifa  is  always  used  intransitively 
in  this  Epistle,  and  always  of  this  act  of 
Christ.  In  fact  it  is  always  intransitive 
in  the  N.  T.,  except  in  the  two  places, 
1  Cor.  vi.  4,  TOVTOVS  Ka6i&re>  and  Epb. 
i.  20,  KaBlffas  <?*>  5e|ta  aurov)  on  the  right 
hand  (cin  the  right  hand/  scil.  portion  or 
side.  The  expression  comes  doubtless  ori- 

ginally from  Ps.  ex.  (cix.)  1,  cited  below. 
Bleek,  in  the  course  of  a  long  and  thorough 
discussion  of  its  meaning  as  applied  to  our 
Lord,  shews  that  it  is  never  used  of  his 
prse-existent  coequality  with  the  Father, 
but  always  with  reference  to  His  exalta- 

tion in  his  humanity  after  his  course  of 
suffering  and  triumph.  It  is  ever  con- 
nected,  not  with  the  idea  of  His  equality 
with  the  Father  and  share  in  the  majesty 
of  the  Godhead,  but  with  His  state  of 
waiting,  in  the  immediate  presence  of  the 
Father,  and  thus  highly  exalted  by  Him, 
till  the  purposes  of  his  mediatorial  office 
are  accomplished.  This  his  lofty  state  is, 
however,  not  one  of  quiescence ;  for  (Acts 
ii.  33)  He  shed  down  the  gift  of  the  Spirit, 
— and  (Rom.  viii.  34)  He  rnaketh  inter- 

cession for  us :  and  below  (ch.  viii.  1  ft7.)  He 
is,  for  all  purposes  belonging  to  that  office, 

our  High  Priest  in  Heaven.  This  *  sitting 
at  the  right  hand  of  G-od  *  is  described  as 
lasting  until  all  enemies  shall  have  been 
subdued  unto  Him,  i.  e.  until  the  end  of 
this  state  of  time,  and  His  own  second 
coming :  after  which,  properly  and  strictly 
speaking,  the  state  of  exaltation  described 
by  these  words  shall  come  to  an  end,  and 
that  mysterious  completion  of  the  supreme 
glory  of  the  Son  of  God  shall  take  place, 
which  St.  Paul  describes,  1  Cor.  xv.  28. 
On  the  more  refined  questions  connected 

with  the  expression,  see  Delitzsch's  and 
Ebrard's  notes  here)  of  majesty  (/ueyaAa>- 
ffTtivri,  said  to  belong  to  the  Alexandrine 
dialect,  is  often  found  in  the  LXX,  and 
principally  as  referring  to  the  divine  great- 

ness ;  see  reff.)  on  high  (in  high  places, 
i.  e.  in  heaven.  Cf.  Ps.  xcii.  4,  6avfj.acrT>)s 

6  Kvptos,  and  cxii.  5,  d  ev 
oiK&v;  and  the  singular  &> 

<£,  Isa.  xxxiii.  5 :  a$>*  vi^Aov,  Isa* 
xxxii.  15:  Jer.  xxxii.  (xxy.)  30.  In  the 
same  sense  we  have  &  y^tVroir,  Luke  ii. 
14;  xix.  38:  Job  xvi.  20:  tfhios  avare\~ 
Xwv  eV  vtytffTois  Kvpiov,  Sir.  xxvi.  16  :  and 
lv  rots  ity.,  Matt  xxi.  9:  Mark  xi.  10. 

Cf.  Ebrard :  "  HEAYEN,  in  Holy  Scripture, 
signifies  never  unbounded  space,  nor  omni- 

presence, but  always  either  the  starry  fir- 
mament, or,  more  usually,  that  sphere  of 

the  created  world  of  space  and  time,  where 
the  union  of  God  with  the  personal  crea- 

ture is  not  severed  by  sin,  —  where  no 
Death  reigns,  where  the  glorification  of 
the  body  is  not  a  mere  hope  of  the  future. 
Into  that  sphere  has  the  Firstling  of  risen 
and  glorified  manhood  entered,  as  into  a 
place,  with  visible  glorified  Body,  visibly 

to  return  again  from  thence/*  There  is  a 
question  whether  the  word  should  be  joined 
with  eKaOtcrev,  or  with  TTJS  fJLeya.\Q)tj"6vr)s  : 
which  again  occurs  at  ch.  viii.  1,  where  we 
have  &s  eKadicrev  ev  Se£i£  TOV  6p6vov  TTJS 
fjityaXcacrvvris  ey  TOIS  ovpavols.  The  strict 
grammarians  contend  for  the  connexion 
with  the  verb,  on  account  of  the  omission 
of  the  art.  ri)?.  But  the  order  of  the 
words  in  both  places  makes  the  other  con- 

nexion the  more  natural  ;  and  no  scholar 

versed  in  N".  T.  diction  will  object  to  it.  Cf. rols  KvpioLS  KarkcrdpKa,  Eph.vi.  5,and  note, 
also  John  vi.  32.  The  omission  of  the  art. 

here  gives  majesty  and  solemnity  —  its  in- 
sertion would  seem  to  hint  at  other  /xeyaAw- 

ffi/vai  in  the  background).  4.]  having 
become  (ycvop-evos,  distinct  from  wv  ver.  3  : 
that,  importing  His  essential,  this,  His  su- 

perinduced state.  This  is  denied  by  Chrys. 

a»5  &f  efrrot  TiSj  iffTiv),  Thl.  (but  not  very 

clearly:  avrl  TOV  awo$€txQ*h'  &sir€p 
6  'Iwdwris  Aeyct  'O  oirio~<*>  (j,ov 
ffjLTrpoardeu  p.ov  yeyove'  TOvreffTL 
T€p6s  ftov  cbreSer^flrr  ov  yap  8^7  irepl 

ovfft&cretos  evravQa  Aeyez),  Estius  ("  Signi- 
ficatur  turn  Christum  angelis  majorem 
effectual,  i.  e.  excrevisse  super  angelos  in 
hominum  estiinatione  et  fide,  postquam 

ccepit  sedere  ad  dexteram  Dei  ")  :  but  they 
certainly  are  wrong.  For  we  are  now,  in 
the  course  of  the  enunciation,  —  which  has 
advanced  to  the  main  subject  of  the  argu- 

ment, the  proving  of  the  superiority  of  the 
New  Covenant,  —  treating  of  the  post-in- 

carnate majesty  of  the  Son  of  God.  He 
WAS  all  that  has  been  detailed  in  ver.  3  :  He 
made  purification  of  sins,  and  sat  down  at 
the  right  hand  of  the  majesty  on  high,  and 
thus  BECAME  this  which  is  now  spoken  of. 
This  is  recognized  by  Thdrt.,  but  in  a  form 
not  strictly  exact  :  tc.  TOVTO  5e  KO.TCC,  TO 
ais6pd>iretoi'  efpTjKev*  ews  yap  6*6$,  ironj- 

Se  avtipairos,  pera  T^V  o,vaffTaffiv 
els   obpavoits    avdpaunv  KpetTT&v 
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Trarepa  teal  avrbs  ecrrat,  p,oi  l  efc  vlov  ;   6  orav  Se  7ra7uz>  » ^J^Jj in 
Matt 5  (from  Gen.  ii.  24).  xxi.  42  al,,  from  Ps.  cmi.  22.  ch.  Yiii.  10. 

Stct    ro    7ra0?7/£a   rov    Qavdrov    (ch.   ii.   9). 
&$irep    roivvv     eXarrcav    r\v     orfyiKwv    &$ 
&vdpCtiTTQ$,       €TT€L$)]       $K€tVOl      fJ.GV      O.Q&VQ.TQV 

€xo<jcri  (pvciv,  avr'os  §€  rb  ird6os  vircpet- veVf  otfrca  fjtfrci,  r^v  els  ovpavovs  avd- 

fiao-iy  Kpsirrcav  ayy&Xav  tyevero.  To 
this  Bleek  very  properly  objects,  that  the 
making  this  exaltation  belong  only  to 

Christ's  human  nature,  and  supposing  Him 
to  have  while  on  earth  possessed  still  the 
fulness  of  the  majesty  of  his  Godhead,  is 

*  not  according  to  the  usage  of  our  Writer, 
nor  of  the  N.  T.  generally,  and  in  fact  in- 

duces something  like  a  double  personality 
in  the  Son  of  God.  The  Scriptures  teach 
us,  that  He  who  was  with  God  before  the 
creation,  from  love  to  men  put  on  flesh,  and 
took  the  form  of  a  servant,  not  all  the  while 
having  on  Him  the  whole  fulness  of  his 
divine  nature  and  divine  glory,  but  having 
really  and  actually  emptied  himself  of  this 
fulness  and  glory,  so  that  there  was  not 
only  a  hidjng,  but  an  absolute  Kevcacris,  a 
putting  off,  of  it.  Therefore  His  subse- 

quent exaltation  must  be  conceived  of  as 
belonging,  not  to  his  Humanity  only,  but 
to  the  entire  undivided  Person  of  Christ, 
now  resuming  the  fulness  and  glory  of  the 
Godhead  (John  xvii.  5),  and  in  addition  to 
this  having  taken  into  the  Godhead  the 
Manhood,  now  glorified  by  his  obedience, 
atonement,  and  victory.  See  Eph.  L  20 — 
22  :  Phil.  ii.  6—9  :  Acts  ii.  36 :  1  Pet.  iii. 
21, 22.  (Ecumenius,  as  an  alternative,  has 

given  this  well :  ̂  rb  •y€V°|x€VOS  °"K  ̂ 7r^ 
crapK^s  €/cAc££oj<r,  Iva.  ju.)]  dLcupeiv  vop.tffBftst 
aAA*  €Tri  rov  xpurrov  rov  %v  /*t$  uirocrraere/ 
wposKWovfjicvov,  Kal  /t€T&  ri)y  traptcbs 
avrov.  The  Son  of  God  before  his  Incar- 

nation was  Head  over  Creation ;  but  after 
his  work  in  the  flesh  He  had  become  also 

Head  of  Creation,  inasmuch  as  his  glorified 
Body,  in  which  He  triumphs  sitting  at 

God's  right  hand,  is  itself  created,  and  is 
the  sum  and  the  centre  of  creation)  so 

much  (reff.  Bleek  cites  from  Philo,  yo/tf- 
(ovres  *6fftp  Oeos  avQptairoov  Siatyepei  /caret 
rb  Kpelrrov,  ro<rofrrcp  Kal  ftacnAclas  &/>x*e- 
ptoo-forij'.  Leg.  ad  CaL  §  36,  vol.  ii.  p. 
586.  In  the  classics,  the  idiom  is  common 

enough  :  see  Palm,  and  Eost's  Lex.  It  is 
wholly  unknown  to  the  writings  of  St. 
Paul)  better  than  (the  usual  word  of 
general  and  indefinite  comparison  in  our 
.Epistle,  whether  of  Christian  with  Jewish 
(ch.  vii.  19,  22 ;  viii.  6 ;  ix.  28),  heavenly 
with  earthly  (x.  34;  xi.  16;  xii.  24), 
eternal  with  temporal  (xi.  35) :  see  also 
vi.  9  ;  vii.  7 ;  xi.  40.  It  is  used  only  three 
times  by  St.  Paul,  and  never  (unless  1  Cor. 

xii.  31  rec.  be  counted)  in  this  sense  :  but 

thirteen  times  in  this  Epistle.  *'  The  Greeks 
used  ot  Htpflrrovesj  to  signify  superhuman 

beings,  gods  and  demi-gods,"  Bl.  So  on 
vpeirrovas,  JEsch.  fragm.  JStn.  2,  Hesych. 
says,  rovy  fypwas.  Kal  of  Qeol  5e.  See  also 
E'irip.  Orest.  709  :  Plato,  Sophist,  p.  216 
(c\r.  init.) :  and  Philo  above)  the  angels 
(of  God :  the  heavenly  created  beings ; 
afterwards,  ver.  14,  called  Aetrov/jyt/ca 
Tnfcu.tara.  All  attempts  to  evade  this 
plain  meaning  are  futile ;  and  proceed  on 
ignorance  of  the  argument  of  our  Epistle, 
and  of  the  Jewish  theology :  see  some  such 
noticed  in  Bleek.  But  why  should  the 
angels  be  here  brought  in  ?  and  why  should 
the  superiority  of  the  Incarnate  Son  of  God 
to  them  be  so  insisted  on  and  elaborated  ? 

Bl.  gives  a  very  insufficient  reason,  when 

he  says  that  the  mention  of  God's  throne 
brought  to  the  Writer's  mind  the  angels 
who  are  the  attendants  there.  The  reason, 
as  Ebrard  remarks,  lies  far  deeper.  The 
whole  O.  T.  dispensation  is  related  to  the 
U.  T.  dispensation,  as  the  angels  to  the 
Son.  In  the  former,  mankind,  and  Israel 
also,  stands  separated  from  God  by  sin ; 

and  angels,  divine  messengers  (cf.  **  the 
angel  of  the  covenant "),  stand  as  mediators between  man  and  God.  And  of  these  there 
is,  so  to  speak,  a  chain  of  two  links  ;  viz. 
Moses,  and  the  angel  of  the  Lord.  The 
first  link  is  a  mere  man,  who  is  raised 
above  his  fellow-men  by  his  calling,  by  his 
office,  the  commission  given  to  him, — and 
brought  nearer  to  God ;  but  he  is  a  sinner 
as  they  are,  and  is  in  reality  no  more  a 
partaker  of  the  divine  nature  than  they 
are.  The  second  link  is  the  angelic  form, 
in  which  God  revealed  himself  to  his  peo- 

ple, coming  down  to  their  capacity,  like 
to  man,  without  being  man*  So  that 
Godhead  and  Manhood  approximated  to 
one  another ;  a  man  was  commissioned  and 

enabled  to  hear  God's  words :  God  ap- 
peared in  a  form  in  which  men  might  see 

Him  :  but  the  two  found  no  point  of  con- 
tact ;  no  real  union  of  the  Godhead  and 

the  Manhood  took  place.  Whereas  in  the 
Son,  God  and  the  Manhood  not  only  ap- 

proximated, but  became  personally  one. 
God  no  longer  accommodates  Himself  to 
the  capacities  of  men  in  an  angelophany 
or  theophany,  but  has  revealed  the  fulness 
of  His  divine  nature  in  the  man  Jesus, — 
in  that  He,  who  was  the  airavyacrjuM  of 
His  glory,  became  man.  The  argument 
of  the  Writer  necessarily  then  leads  him 

to  shew  how  ~boih  Mediators,  the  angel  o£ 
the  O.  T.  covenant,  and  Moses,  found  their 
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higher  unity  in  Christ.  First,  he  shews 
this  of  the  angel  or  angels  (for  it  was  not 
always  one  individual  angelic  being,  but 
various)  by  whom  the  first  covenant  was 
given :  then  of  Moses,  ch.  iii.  iv.  This  first 
portion  is  divided  into  two:  vv.  4 — 14, 
in  which  he  shews  that  the  Son,  as  the 
eternal  Son  of  God,  is  higher  than  the 
angels  (see  the  connexion  of  this  with  the 
main  argument  below)  :  then,  after  an  ex- 

hortation (ii.  1 — 4)  founded  on  this,  tend- 
ing also  to  impress  011  us  the  superior  holi- 

ness of  the  N.  T.  revelation,  the  second 

part  (ii.  5 — 18)  in  which  he  shews  that  in 
the  Son,  the  manhood  also  is  exalted  above 

the  angels  (mostly  from  Ebrard)),  in  pro- 
portion as  (see  above)  he  hath  inherited 

(as  his  own  (yvyo-iov) :  the  word  K€ieXt]- 
povo|XT]Kev  being  perhaps  chosen  in  refer- 

ence to  the  O.  T.  prophecies,  which  pro- 
mised it  to  Him:  see  below.  The  perfect 

is  important,  as  denoting  something  be- 
longing to  His  present  and  abiding  state, 

not  an  event  wholly  past,  as  I«a0i<r€j' 
above,  indicating  the  first  'setting  him- 

self down :'  though  that  word  might  also 
be  used  of  a  permanent  state  of  session,  as 
in  K€KoidiKev,  ch.  xii.  2)  a  more  distin- 

guished (or  more  excellent,  as  15.  V. 
This  sense  of  Siacf>opos  is  confined  to  later 
writers,  as  Polybius  and  Plutarch :  e.  g. 

Polyb.  vi.  23.  7,  exet  53  avry  (T)  fj-dxaipa) 
K€vrv)jj.a  Stafpopov.  So  also  Synnn.  in 

The  comparative  is  found  only,  be- 
iides  ref.,  in  Sextus  Empir.  Phys.  i.  218, 

\  5*  AtyTjcriSTj/uLos  SicHpopwrepov  CTT*  avr&v 

For  the  construction,  see  below  on  Trapd) 
name  (to  be  taken  in  its  proper  sense,  not 
understood,  with  Beza,  Calov.,  al.,  to  mean 
precedence  or  dignity;  as  ver.  5  shews: 
whence  also  we  get  an  easy  answer  to  the 
enquiry,  what  name  5s  intended  :  viz.  that 
of  mo?,  in  the  peculiar  and  individual 
sense  of  the  citation  there.  The  angels 

themselves  are  called  "sons  of  God"  Job 
i.  6;  ii.  1 ;  xxxviii.  7:  Dan.  iii.  25,  and 

Gen.  vi.  2  (notwithstanding  Ebrard's denial  of  this  sense :  see  Delitzsch  in  loc., 
Jude  6,  note,  and  Proleg.  to  Jude,  §  v.  11) ; 
hut  the  argument  here  is,  that  the  title 
*  SON  OP  Gor>  *  is  bestowed  on  Him  indi- 

vidually, in  a  sense  in  which  it  never  was 
conferred  upon  an  angel.  This  view  is 
far  more  probable  than  that  of  Bleek,  who 
thinks  that  the  Writer  used  only  the  LXX, 
in  which  HyyeXoi  0eou  stands  in  all  these 
places  except  Gen.  vi.  2,  and  there  in  the 
alex.  MS.  and  Philo :  and  that  he  inter- 

reff. 
sides 
6 

preted  Ps.  xxviii.  1 ;  Ixxxviii  6,  of  other 
than  the  angels.  To  say  nothing  of  a 
priori  considerations,  the  canon  to  be  fol- 

lowed in  such  cases  is  clearly  never  to  sup- 
pose partial  knowledge  in  a  sacred  writer, 

except  where  the  nature  of  the  case  com- 
pels us  in  common  honesty  so  to  do  :  and 

here  that  canon  is  not  applicable.  See  as 
a  parallel,  Phil.  ii.  9  ff.  Still  it  must  be 
remembered,  as  Delitzsch  beautifully  re- 

marks, that  the  fulness  of  glory  of  the 
peculiar  name  of  the  Son  of  God  is  unat- 

tainable by  human  speech  or  thought :  it 
is,  Rev.  xix.  12,  an  ovo^a  &  ovtiels  olStv  ei 
,ur/  avr6s.  And  all  the  citations  and  ap- 

pellations here  are  but  fragmentary  indi- 
cations of  portions  of  its  glory :  are  but 

beams  of  light,  which  are  united  in  it  as 
in  a  central  sun.  2)er  ubereno,etifd)e 
Sftame  feiber/  ben  ber  auf  bcm  SBege  ber 
©efd)id)te  §u  ©otteS  Sfycon  (Smporftetgenbe 
auf  immer  gu  etgen  betommen,  Uegt  jenfeit 
ber  begriffiid)  jerfptitternben  ©pradbe  ber 
SCRenfdjeru  £>ie  folgenben  (Sdjrtftroorte 

ftnb  nur  ttrie  auftua'rtg  roeifenbe  ginger* 
jetge/  bie  unS  ai)nen  laffen/  ttne  fyerrlici)  er 
ift.  Since  when  has  Christ  in  this 
sense  inherited  this  name  ?  The  answer 

must  not  be  hastily  made,,  as  by  some  Com- 
mentators, that  /ee/cAi7p<W/£77/c6i/  implies 

the  glorification  of  the  humanity  of  Christ 
to  that  Sonship  which  He  before  had  in 
virtue  of  his  Deity :  e.  g.  OEc.  (altern.)  ; 

rj  K\Tjpovofjiia  tcvpiws  T~ 
ylverai,  aAA*  ov  T&V 
€K\f]pov/tju.7)cr€V  ovv,  ftirep  avu&ev  4vj]v  rep 

\6ycp,  TOVTO  iravr a^6B ̂ v  5i*  avrov  Kal  77 
Trpo\7}<j>9e'iara  crdp£.  ri  5e  ecrri  rovro ;  rb 
vl6st — Tb  A€*v€cr0cu  T^V  T&v  ttXcav  Qsoif 
iraTfpa  auTr/y, — *rb  yeyeyyrjKa  o*e.  Evi- 

dently so  partial  a  reference  cannot  be 
considered  as  exhausting  the  sense  of  the 
Writer.  Nor  again  can  we  say  that  it 
was  at  the  time  of  His  incarnation,  though 
the  words  of  the  angel  in  Luke  i.  35,  rb 
y^vvijij^vov  ayiov  K\TJ dyarer at  vibs  Oeov, 
seem  to  favour  such  a  reference:  for  it 
was  especially  at  His  incarnation,  that 
He  was  made  a  little  lower  than  the 
angels,  ch.  ii.  9.  Rather  would  the  sense 
seem  to  be,  that  the  especial  name  of 
SON,  belonging  to  Him  not  by  ascription, 
nor  adoption,  but  by  his  very  Being  itself, 
has  been  ever,  and  is  now,  His  :  inhe- 

rited by  Him,  "qua  yvha-iov"  as  Chrys. 
says :  the  O.  T.  declarations  being  as  it 
were  portions  of  the  instrument  by  which 
this  inheritance  is  assured  to  Him,  and 
by  the  citation  of  which  it  is  proved. 
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Observe,  that  the  KPCITTWV  •yev°|JL£VOs  is 
not  identical  with  the  K6K\-qpovofji,ir|ic€v,  but 
in  proportion  to  it :  the  triumphant  issue 
of  his  Mediation  is  consonant  to  the  glo- 

rious name,  which  is  His  by  inheritance  : 
but  which,  in  the  fulness  of  its  present 
inconceivable  glory  (see  above),  has  been 
put  on  and  taken  up  by  Him  in  the  histo- 

rical process  of  his  mediatorial  humiliation 
and  triumph)  than  (this  construction  of  a 
comparative  with  trapct  is  never  found  in  St. 
Paul  (Rom.  xiv.  5,  is  a  somewhat  doubtful 
exception,  and  &\\o$  irapd  occurs  1  Cor.- 
iii.  11),  but  often  in  this  Epistle  ;  and  once 
in  St.  Luke  (reff.).  It  occurs  in  Esdr. 
iv.  35,  TJ  a\7]0eia  ....  Iff^vporepa.  "jrapa 
irdi/Ta  :  and  in  Thuc.  i.  23  :  Herod,  vii. 

103)  they.  5—13.]  Proof  from 
Scripture  of  this  last  declaration.  5.] 

I*or  (substantiation  of  $La(f>opd>T€pov  KGK\. 
ftt>ojj,a)  to  whom  of  (among)  the  angels 
did  He  (God,  the  subject  of  vv.  1,  2 ;  as 
the  subsequent  citation  shews)  ever  say 
(this  citation  from  Ps.  ii.,  has  brought  up 
in  recent  German  Commentators  the  whole 
question  of  the  original  reference  of  that 
Psalm,  and  (as  in  Bleek)  of  O.  T.  citations 
in  the  N.  T.  altogether.  These  discussions 
will  be  found  in  Bleek,  De  Wette,  and 
Ebrard.  The  latter  is  by  far  the  deepest 
and  most  satisfactory  :  seeing,  as  he  does, 
the  furthest  into  the  truth  of  the  peculiar 
standing  of  the  Hebrew  people,  and  the 
Messianic  import  of  the  theocracy.  Those 
who  entirely  or  partially  deny  this  latter, 
seem  to  me  to  be  without  adequate  means 

of  discussing  the  question.  Ebrard's  view 
is,  that  the  Psalin  belongs  to  the  reign 
of  David.  The  objection,  that  ver.  6 

will  not  apply  to  David's  anointing,  in- 
asmuch as  that  took  place  at  Bethlehem 

in  his  boyhood,  he  answers,  by  regarding 
that  anointing  as  connected  with  his  esta- 

blishment on  Mount  Zion,  not  as  having 
locally  taken  place  there,  but  as  the  first 
of  that  series  of  divine  mercies  of  which 
that  other  was  the  completion.  (Even 
Hupfeld  gives  up  this  objection.)  He  fur- 

ther ascribes  the  Psalm  to  that  portion  of 

David's  reign  when  (2  Sam.  viii.)  Hada- 
dezer,  and  many  neighbouring  nations, 
were  smitten  by  him  :  which  victories  he 
looked  on  as  the  fulfilment  to  him  of 

Nathan's  prophecy,  2  Sam.  vii,  8 — 17. 
In  that  prophecy  the  offspring  of  David 
is  mentioned  in  the  very  words  quoted 
below  in  this  verse,  and  in  terms  which,  he 
contends,  will  not  apply  to  Solomon,  but 
must  be  referred  to  the  great  promised 
Seed  of  David.  He  regards  this  trium- 

phant occasion  as  having  been  treated  by 
the  royal  Psalmist  as  a  type  and  foretaste 
of  the  ultimate  ideal  dominion  of  the  c  Son 
of  David  '  over  the  kings  of  the  earth. 
But  I  must  refer  the  reader  to  his  long 
note,  which  is  well  worth  reading :  and  to 
Bleek's,  in  which  are  several  suggestions, 
valuable  as  notices  of  the  way  in  which  the 
present  and  the  future,  the  political  and 
Messianic  ideas,  are  intermingled  in  the 
Psalms.  See  also  Delitzsch,  h.  1.  Even 
Hupfeld,  who  denies  Messianic  reference 
wherever  he  can,  is  obliged  to  acknow- 

ledge that  the  Psalm  "  probably  applies  to 
no  particular  king,  but  is  a  glorification 
of  the  theocratic  kingdom  in  general,  with 
poetic  reference  to  the  universal  dominion 

promised  to  it :"  and  confesses,  that  this  is in  fact  the  Messianic  idea.  He  also  connects 
the  Psalm  with  the  prophecy  in  2  Sam.  vii. 
We  may  observe,  that  the  connexion  here 
of  the  two,  the  triumphant  expression  ot 
the  Psalm,  and  the  prophecy  of  Nathan,  is 

a  strong  presumption  in  favour  of  Ebrard's 
view),  Thou  (the  seed  of  David,  anointed 
in  God's  counsels  as  king  on  His  holy  hill 
of  Sion  :  see  above)  art  my  Son  (according 
to  the  promise  presently  to  be  quoted, 
finding  its  partial  fulfilment  in  Solomon, 
but  its  only  entire  one  in  the  Son  of  David 
who  is  also  the  Son  of  God),  I  (emphatic : 

*I  and  no  other:3  expressed  also  in  the 
Hebrew)  this  day  have  begotten  tnea  ; 
(First,  what  are  we  to  understand  by  y*- 
Y6vvrjKa?  Bleek  says,  "As  Sonship,  in 
the  proper  sense,  is  dependent  on  the  act 
of  begetting,  so  may,  especially  by  the 

Hebrews,  '  to  beget J  be  figuratively  used 
to  express  the  idea  of  'making  any  one 
a  son,*  in  which  derived  and  figurative 
reference  this  also  may  be  meant.  And 
we  get  an  additional  confirmation  of  this 
meaning  from  Jer.  ii.  27,  where  it  is  said 
of  the  foolish  idolatrous  Israelites,  r$ 

£v\.q>  e?7rcw  #Ti  6  iraTvip  pov  €?  <nJt  KOI 
T£  \tBcp  2i>  tyewna-ds  ̂ .  Accordingly, 
the  meaning  here  is, — CI  have  made 
Thee  my  son  *  (so  Ps.  Ixxxix.  20,  26,  27 : 
*  I  have  found  David  my  servant ;  with 
my  holy  oil  have  I  anointed  him:  .  .  . 
He  shall  cry  unto  me,  Thou  art  my 
Father  *  ...  Also  will  I  make  him  my 
first-born,  higher  than  the  kings  of  the 

earth  *)  : — namely,  by  setting  Thee  on  the 
throne  of  my  people:  and  the  cnjfi.€pov 
will  most  naturally  be  referred  to  the  time 
of  the  anointing  of  the  King  on  Zion,  as 
the  act  whereby  he  was  manifested  as  Son 
of  God  in  this  sense."  And  so  Calvin, 
whom  Bl.  cites,  in  his  comm.  on  Ps.  ii.  r 
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"David  genitus  a  Deo  fuit,  dum  clare 
apparuit  ejus  electio.  Itaque  adverbium 
Jiodie  tempus  illud  demonstration  is  notat, 
quia,  postquam  innotuit  creatum  divinitus 
regem,  prodiit  tanquam  nuper  ex  Deo  geni* 
tus."  The  above  remarks  seem  pertinent 
and  unobjectionable,  as  long  as  we  regard 
them  as  explaining  the  supposed  immedi- 

ate reference  to  David  and  present  circum- 
stances :  but  it  is  plain  that,  according  to 

the  above  view  of  Ps.  iL,  and  indeed  to 
the  usage  of  the  N.  T.,  in  applying  this 
passage  to  our  Lord,  we  want  another  and 
a  higher  sense  in  which  both  words,  yeylv- 
vtjKtt  and  cnjfxepov,  may  be  applicable  to 
Him :  a  sense  in  which  I  should  be  dis- 

posed to  say  that  the  words  must  in 
their  fulness  of  meaning  be  taken,  to  the 
neglect  and  almost  the  obliteration  of  that 
their  supposed  lower  reference.  For, 
granting  the  application  of  such  sayings 
to  our  Lord,  then  must  the  terms  of 
them,  suggested  by  the  Holy  Spirit  of 
prophecy,  which  is  His  testimony,  bear 
adequate  interpretations  as  regards  His 
person  and  office.  It  has  not  therefore  been 
without  reason  that  the  Fathers,  and  so 
many  modern  divines,  have  found  in  this 

word  •YeyevvTjKa  the  doctrine  of  the  ge- 
neration of  the  Son  of  God,  and  have  en- 

deavoured, in  accordance  with  such  refer- 
ence, to  assign  a  fitting  sense  to  cnjp.epov. 

As  the  subject  is  exceedingly  important, 
and  has  been  generally  passed  over  slightly 
by  our  English  expositors,  I  shall  need  no 
apology  for  gathering  from  Bleek  and 
Suicer  the  opinions  and  testimonies  con- 

cerning it.  1.  One  view  refers  cnQjJtcpov 
to  the  eternal  generation  of  the  Son,  and 

regards  it  as  an  expression  of  the  "  nuno 
stans,  as  they  call  it "  (Owen)  of  eternity. 
Thus  Origen  very  grandly  says,  in  Joann. 
torn.  i.  32,  vol.  iv.  p.  33  :  \4yerat  -jrpbs 
avrbv  fab  rov  0eov,  $  de(  tffTi  rb  tr^ue- 
pov  oi)K  ivi  yap  ecrirepa  6$ov,  ey&>  5e 

7jyoiJfj.aif  Sri  ouSe  7rpo>ta,  aAA*  6  crv^irap- 
ettTtivcav  ry  ayev^rcj)  Kal  cu5f<£>  avrov 

£cofjt  'tv*  ovTtas  efato,  xp6vos  yjAepa  ecrrlv 
aurq3  GTiiJLSpQV,  eV  y  yeyevvyrat,  6  vt6s' 
a/>%7js  7ez>€<reft>s  avrov  ofJrcos  ovx  fvpurtco- 
fjL€vr\s,  us  ov5e  rys  ̂ jttepa^.  And  so  Atha- 
nasius  (de  Decret.  JSTicsen.  Syn.  §  13,  vol. 
i.  p.  172,  adv.  Ariau.  iv.  §  24,  vol.  u. 
(Migne)  p.  503),  Basil  (contra  Eunom.  ii. 
24,  vol.  i.  p.  260),  Aug.  (on  the  Psalm  : 

"  Quanquam  etiam  possit  ille  dies  in  pro- 
phetia  dictus  videri,  quo  Jesus  Christus 
secundum  hominem  natus  est :  tarn  en  hodie 

quia  praesentiam  significat,  atque  in  seter- 

nitate  nee  praeteritum  quidquam  est,  quasi 
esse  desierit,  uec  futurum,  quasi  nonduni 
sit,  sed  pra3sens  tantum:  quia  quidquid 
seternum  est,  semper  est :  divinitus  acci- 

pitur  secundum  id  dictum  ~Ego  hodie  genui 
te,  quo  sempiternam  generationem  virtutis 
et  sapientise  Dei,  qui  est  unigenitus  Filius, 

fides  sincerissima  et  catholica  praedicat "), 
Primasius,  Thorn.  Aq. ;  of  the  Commenta- 

tors on  this  place,  Thl.  (ovSev  €repov  877X0? 
3)  tin  air  apx^s,  ef  ov  €<rrtv  6  irafr^p. 

SJsTrep  yap  wv  Aeyerai  airb  rov  eyeo*T tares 
Kaipov,  o^ros  yap  jj.d\tcrra  apfi6fei  avriy, 
o%T6)  Kal  rb  cn}|jLepov) :  and  so  Corn.-a-lap., 
Est.,  Calov.,  Seb.-Schmidt,  Schottg.,  al. 
2.  A  second,  to  the  generation,  in  time, 
of  the  Incarnate  Son  of  Man,  when  Jesus 
assumed  the  divine  nature  on  the  side  of 
his  Manhood  also:  so  Chrys.  (curiously 
enough  using  the  illustration  from  cSv, 
which  Thl.  afterwards,  copying  verbatim 
from  him,  turns  to  the  opposite  purpose  : 
cbsirep  5e  &v  Xeyercw  K.T.\.  as  above 
tinder  Thl.  to  ap/j.6fet  aurar  O^TCD  Kal  rb 

evravOd  JJ.OL  So«eT  els  r^v  crdpKa 
,  Thdrt.  (ov  rfyv  al&vtov  dr)\oi 
aAAoc  T^V  r<p  XP^V  ffvve£*vy- 

And  even  more  expressly  on  the 
Psalm :  ra^rfjv  8e  rty  tytov^v  OVK,  ftr 

ns  Trj  rov  Qeiov  TrvevfAaTos  Si&xavcaAt'qt ir€i96ft.€vos,  rrj  Q^ryn  irposdfyot  rot 

SecrTroTou  XP4'0"7"0^)'  Enseb.,  Cyr.-alex., 
Greg.-nyss.  (see  these  in  Suicer),  (Ec., 
Kuinoel,  Stuart,  &c.  3.  A  third,  to  the 
period  when  Jesus  was  manifested  to  men 
as  the  Son  of  God,  i.  e.  by  most,  to  the 
time  of  the  Resurrection,  with  reference 
to  Acts  xiiL  33,  where  St.  Paul  alleges  this 
citation  as  thus  Applying  (so,  recently, 
Delitzsch)  :  by  some,  to  that  of  the  Ascen- 

sion, when  He  was  set  at  the  right  hand 
of  God  and  entered  on  His  heavenly  High - 
priesthood  (ch.  v.  5) :  so  Hilary  (on  the 

Psalm,  §  30,  vol.  i.  p.  48,  "Id  quod  mine 
in  psalino  est,  Filius  meus  es  tu,  hodie 
genui  te,  non  ad  virginis  partum,  neque 
ad  lavacri  generationem,  sed  ad  primo- 
genitum  ex  mortuis  pertinere  apostolica 
autoritas  est:"  and  again,  "Vox  ergo  haec 
Dei  patris  secundum  Apostolum  (Acts  1.  c.) 

in  die  resurrectionis  exstitit"),  Ambrose 
(de  Sacr.  iii.  3,  vol.  iii.  p.  362 :  "  Pulchre 
autem  Pater  dixit  ad  Filium :  *  Ego  hodie 
genui  te/  hoc  est,  quando  redernisti  po- 
pulurn,  quando  ad  coeli  regnum  vocasti, 
quando  implesti  voluntateni  meam:  pro- 

basti  meuna  esse  te  B^ilium >!r),  Calv.  ("Fri- 
vola  Augustini  argutia  est,  qui  Jiodie 
cetemum  et  continuum  fingit.  Christus 
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certe  seternus  est  Dei  films,  quia  sapientia 
ejus  est  ante  tempus  genita.  Sed  hoc 
nihil  ad  praesentem  locum,  ubi  respectus 
habetur  ad  homines,  a  quibus  agnitus 
fuit  Christus  pro  filio  Dei  postquam  eum 
Pater  manifestavit.  Hsec  igitur  declara- 
tio,  cujus  etiam  Paulus  meminit  ad  Bom. 
i.  4,  species  fuit  seternse  (ut  ita  loquar) 
generationis.  3STam  arcana  ilia  et  in- 

terior quse  prsecesserat,  hominibus  fuit 
incognita,  nee  in  rationem  venire  poterat, 
nisi  earn  Pater  visibili  revelatione  appro- 

basset  "),  Grot,  (the  Resurrection  is  "  ini- 
tiuin  glorise  Christi  **),  al. :  Schlichting 
and  the  Socinians  generally,  Storr,  Sack, 
Hciigstenberg,  &c.  Owen  also  takes  the 

same  view  ("The  eternal  generation  of 
Christ,  on  which  His  filiation  or  sonship, 
both  name  and  thing,  doth  depend,  is  to  be 
taken  only  declaratively,  and  that  declara- 

tion to  be  made  in  His  resurrection,  and 

exaltation  over  all,  that  ensued  thereon'*). 
Of  these  interpretations,  1  agree  with 
Bleek  that  the  first  is  that  which  best 
agrees  with  the  context.  The  former  verses 
represent  to  us  the  Son  of  God  as  standing 
in  this  relation  to  the  Father  before  the 
worlds  :  and  ver.  6,  which  plainly  forms  a 
contrast  to  this  ver.  5  as  to  time,  treats 
distinctly  of  the  period  of  the  Incarnation. 
It  is  natural  then  to  suppose  that  this 
verse  is  to  be  referred  to  a  time  prior 
to  that  event.  And  he  also  remarks,  that 
the  sense  of  cr^^pof  thus  adopted  is  by  no 
means  foreign  to  the  Alexandrine  theology : 
Philo,  de  Profugis,  §  11,  vol.  i.  p.  554, 
says,  a"f](JL€pov  5e  effriv  6  airepavros  teal 
aSte^lTTjros  ai(&v.  fjur)va>v  yap  teal  tviavr&v 
K.  <rvv6\u>s  "xp6voav  irepfoSot  Sdy/uLara  av- 
Qp&Tt&v  elcrlv  aptdfjibv  Ijerert/Aij/cJTWj',  rb 
56  euf/euScs  oi/o/xa  alcovos  vj  crriftepov.  And 
in  Leg.  Allegor.  iii.  §  8,  vol.  i.  p.  92,  eats 
TJJS  ff^jjuifpov  f)ju.€pas,  rovTecrriv  aeL  6  yap 
altov  a-rras  vip  trJ]p.*pov  Trapa/xcTpcrrcu* 
ptrpov  yap  rov  yravrbs  xp6vov  6  f)/jL€pio$ 
KVK\OS)  I  and  again  (how  is  the  ellipsis  here 
to  be  supplied  ?  Probably,  teal  (rlvi  fhrcv 
•wore  r&v  ayyeX&v)  tra^w :  or  perhaps 
irdXtv  (see  below  on  ver.  6)  merely  serves 
to  introduce  a  fresh  citation),  I  will  be  to 

him  as  ('  for  :*  so  the  LXX  often  for  the 
Heb.  b  rrn  :  e.  g.  in  the  citation,  ch.  viii. 
10.  The  more  ordinary  Greek  construction 
would  be  as  in  I/evit,  xxvi.  12,  *e.  etrojtwu 
VfJL&V    0€6s9    ICal    V/UL€?5    %ff€ff&€     flOl    \O</)s)     A 

father,  and  lie  snail  be  to  me  as  (for)  a 
son  (the  citation  is  from  the  X*XX,  as 
usual.  It  occurs  in  the  prophecy  of  Nathan 

to  David,  respecting  David's  offspring  who 
should  come  after  him.  The  import  of  it 
has  been  above  considered,  and  its  con- 

nexion with  Ps.  ii.  shewn  to  be  probable. 
The  direct  primary  reference  of  the  words 
to  Solomon,  1  Chron.  xxii.  7 — 10,  does  not 
in  any  way  preclude  the  view  which  I  have 
there  taken  of  their  finding  their  higher 
and  only  worthy  fulfilment  in  the  greater 
Son  of  David,  who  should  build  the  only 
temple  in  which  God  would  really  dwell. 
See  Bleek  in  loc.,  who  fully  recognizes  this 
further  and  Messianic  reference)  1  6. J 
But  ($4,  because  a  further  proof,  and  a  more 
decisive  one  as  regards  the  angels,  is  about 

to  be  adduced)  when  He  again  (or,  *  when 
again  JEfe  *  ?  Does  TroLXtv  introduce  a  new 
citation,  or  does  it  belong  to  clgeryaYQ, 
and  denote  a  new  and  second  introduction  ? 

This  latter  view  is  taken  by  many,  prin- 
cipally the  ancient  expositors,  Chrys.,  ThL, 

(not  Thdrt.  appy.,)  Ambr.,  (Ec.,  Anselm, 
Thos.  Aquin.,  &c.,  and  lately  by  Tholuck, 
De  Wette,  Liinemann,  and  Delitzsch, — 

interpreting  the  *  second  introduction  * 
diversely :  some,  as  His  incarnation,  con- 

trasted with  His  everlasting  generation,  or 
His  creating  of  the  world,  which  they 
treat  as  His  first  introduction:  so  Pri- 
masius,  al.  :  others  (Wittich,  Surenhus., 
Peirce,  al.),  as  His  resurrection,  contrasted 
with  His  incarnation  :  others  (Greg.-nyss. 
contra  Eunom.  ii.  vol.  ii.  p.  504  ed.  Migne, 
Corn. -a- lap,,  Camerar.,  Gerhard,  Calmet, 
Estius,  Mede,  Tholuck,  De  Wette,  Liine- 
mann,  Delitzsch,  Hofmann,  in  his  Schrif t- 
beweis,  i.  p.  151,  al.),  to  His  second  coming, 
as  contrasted  with  His  first.  The  other 

view  supposes  a  transposition  of  the  adverb 
irdKiv,  =s  vaXiv  8ef  8rav  clsaryayp.  And 
this  is  taken  by  the  Syr,,  Erasing  Lutb., 
Calv.,  Beza,  Cappellus,  Schliehting,  Grot., 
Hammond,  Owen,  Bengel,  Wolf,  Kuin.,  al. 
Bleek  discusses  the  question,  and  adopts 
this  meaning:  Ebrard  sets  it  down  as 
certain,  and  congratulates  himself  on  being 
**  spared  the  fruitless  trouble  of  deciding 
which  are  the  two  introductions."  But  I 
think  we  shall  find  the  matter  not  quite  so 
clear,  nor  so  easily  to  be  dismissed.  The 
two  passages  of  Philo  adduced  by  Bleek 
(after  Carpzov)  for  the  transposition  of 
vd\iv9  do  not  touch  the  present  con- 

struction. They  are,  6  Se  *ira\tv  cwroS*- 
SpdffKtoy  8ebv.  *  .  .  <pi\ffiv9  Leg.  Alleg.  iii.  9, 
vol.  i.  p.  93 :  and  17  $€  vd\iv  Qcbv  cbroSo- 
Kifjidfovcra  IC.T.A.  ib.  Now  in  both  of  these, 
as  Liincraann  has  pointed  out  the  con- 
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trary  suppositions  have  preceded  :  6   Se 
vovv  rbv  ffiiov  cbroAetTrwi/  .  .  .  6    Se  TtdXtv 

bj>  awoXivovcra  .... 

^  5e  TraAij/  w.r.A.  :  and  consequently  in  both, 
irdXw  has  the  meaning  of  e  contra,  and 
necessarily  stands  after  the  subject  of  the 
sentence,  as  5e  would  :  and  as  we  find  it 
repeatedly  in  Plato,  e.  g.  Gorg.  §  83,  vvv 
§£   vdKiv  c&8i$  (or    aurbs)    ravrbj/   TOVTO 

%Tra.&e  :    Laches,    §   22,   w^  51   a$  ird.\Lv 
(pa/AGP  K.r.X.  :  Rep.  x.  §  11,  eVeiS^  roivvv 
K€Kpip,4yaL  elffiis,  e-ycb  TraAw  aTrcurat  /c.r.A. 
JSTow  manifestly  no  such  meaning  can  here 
have  place  (notwithstanding  that   Storr 
and  Wahl  so  give  it)  :  nor  can  I  find  any 
analogous  instance  in  prose  of  a  trans- 

position of  iraXiv  in  its  ordinary  sense.   In 
this  Epistle,  when  it  is  joined  to  a  verb,  it 

always  has  the  sense  of  *  a  second  time  :' 
e.  g.  ch.  iv.  7  ,-  v.  12  ;  vi.  1,  6.  This  being 
the  case,  I  must  agree  with  those  who  join 

-iroLXw  with  elsaydyp.     And  of  the  mean- 
ings which  they  assign  to  the  phrase  irdxiv 

el  say.,  I  conceive  the  only  allowable  one  to 
be,  the  second  coming  of  our  Lord  to  judg- 

ment.  See  more  below)  hath  (*  shall  have  :3 
this  rendering,  the  4futurus  exactus/  is 
required  by  grammar:  cf.  the  same  verb  in 
Exod.  xiii.  5,  11,  teal  e<rrcu  yvlica  e^  (<ws 
kv)  elsaydyr)  ere  Kvpios  6  Oe6s  crou  ely  rfyv 
yijv  TUV  X,ava.val(0v  K.r.X.  :  Luke  xvii.  10, 

ftrav  7roi^o"77T€  irdvTo,  .  .  Aeyere,  "  when  ye 
shall  have  done,"  &c.  :  Matt.  xxi.  40,  #rai/ 
eX6y  6  Kvpios  .  .  ,  ri  Troi^fffi  ;  See  numerous 
other  instances  cited  in  Winer,  §  42.  5.    It 
would  certainly  appear  from  all  usage  that 
fhepresent  rendering  is  quite  inadmissible) 
introduced  (in  what  sense  ?  See  some  of  the 
interpretations  above.    But  even  those  who 
hold  the  trajection  of  iraXw  are  not  agreed 
as  to  the  introduction  here  referred  to. 
Some  hold  one  of  the  above-mentioned 
meanings,  some  another,   I  have  discussed 
the  meaning  fully  below,  and  gathered  that 
the  word  can  only  refer  to  the  great  enter- 

ing of  the  Messiah  on  His  kingdom.    At 
present,  the  usage  of  elsdyetv  must  bo  con- 

sidered. It  is  the  '  verbum  solenne  *  for  the 
*  introducing  J  the  children  of  Israel  into 
the  land  of  promise,  the  putting  them  into 
possession  of  their  promised  inheritance  : 
see  Exod.  above,  and  indeed  Exod.,  Levit., 
Num.,  Deut.,  passim  :  also  Ps.  Ixxvii.  54. 
It   is  sometimes  used  absolutely  in  this 
sense  :  c.  g.  Exod.  xxiii.  23,  eisd^ei  ere  vrpbs 
rov    hfj.o$f>oLQv   K.    XerraZoj/   K.r.X.      We 
have  it  again  m  Neh.  i.  9,  of  the  second 
introduction,  or  restoration  of  Israel  fo  the 

promised  land.    The  Prophets  again  use  it 
of  the  ultimate  restoration  of  Israel :  cf,  Isa. 
xiv.  2 ;  Ivi.  7 :  Jer.  iii.  14 :  Ezek.  xxxiv.  13  ; 
xxxvi.  21;  xxxvii.  21 :  Zech.  viii.  8.     This 
fact,  connected  with  the  circumstances  to 
be  noted  below,  makes  it  probable  that  the 
word  here  also  has  this  solemn  sense  of 

( putting  in  possession  of/  as  of  an  in- 
heritance.    The  sense  ordinarily  given,  of 

e  bringing  into  the  world/  the  act  of  the 
Father  corresponding  to  the  ehepxevQat 
els  rbv  K,t><rp.Qv  (ch.  x.  5)  of  the  Son,  ap- 

pears to  be  unexampled.     Estius  remarks, 
"Juxta  hunc  sensum  (that  given  above) 

magis  apparet  evepyeLo.  vocis  'introducere;' quatenus  ea  significatur  id  quod  jurisperiti 
vocant   inducere  seu  mittere  in  possev- 
sionetn")  the  firstborn  (only  here  is  the 
Son  of  God  so  called  absolutely.      It  is 
His   title    by  prse-existence,   irpardroKos 
Traces-  KTtVecws,  Col.  i.  15  (where  see  the 
word   itself  discussed) :  —  by  prophecy, 

Ps.    Ixxxviii.     27,     irpcoTAroKov     Q^a-o^ai 
avr6y,    i/^/TjAbv    irapk   rots  fiaffiXevcrt   TTJS 
777$ : — by  birth,  Luke  ii.  7,  see  also  Matt. 
i.  18 — 25  : — by  victory  over  death,  Col.  i. 
18,  Ttpwr6roKOS  e/c  TO>J/  V€Kpu>v :  Rev.  i.  5  : 
— and  here,  where  he  is  absolutely  6  irpco- 
rtroKos,  it  will  be  reasonable  to  regard  all 
these  references  as  being  accumulated — 
Him,  who  is  the  Jfirslbom, — of  the  uni- 

verse, of  the  new  manhood,  of  the  risen 
dead.    And  thus  the  inducting  Him  in 
glory  into  His  inheritance  is  clothed  with 
even  more  solemnity.    All  angels,  all  men, 
are  but  the  younger  sons  of  God,  compared 
to  HIM,  THE  FIBSTBOEN)  into  the  earth 

(not  =  Kd&jjLov,  ch.  x.  5 :  the  '  inhabited 
earth :'  and  very  frequently  used  by  the 
LXX  in  prophetic  passages,   where  the 
future  judgments  of  God  on  mankind  are 
spoken  of.  Cf.  Ps.  ix.  8;  xcv.  13:  Isa.  x.  23; 
xiii.  5,  9 ;  xiv.  26 ;  xxiv.  1  al.  f r.,  and  see 
below  on  the  citation.    The  usage  would 
not  indeed  be  decisive  against  referring  the 
words  to  Christ's  entrance  into  the  human 
nature,  but  is  much  more  naturally  satis- 

fied by  the  other  interpretation),  He  (i.  e. 
God,  the  subject  of  ver.  5)  saitn,  And  let 
all  the  angels  of  Grod  worship  Him — 
(there  are  two  places  from  which  these 
words  might  come ;  and  the  comparison  of 
the  two  will  be  very  instructive  as  to  the 
connexion  and  citation  of  prophecy.     1. 
The  words  themselves,  including  the  KCU, 
which  has  no  independent  meaning  here, 
come  from  Deut.  xxxii,  43,  where  they  con- 

clude  the   dying   song  of  Moses  with  a 
triumphant  description  of  the  victory  of 

a  b  c  d  e 

f  gh  k  1 
m  n  o 
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al.  see  Eph.  iii.  21.  plur.,  ch.  xih.  21  al.  fr. 
z  here  only.  -=.  Josh.  xxiv.  14.    Ps.  ix.  8.  xxv.  12  al.  fr. 

s   z  evdvnjTQ?  rj  Xjlnn1|'h|je 
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y  1  Cor.  iv.  21.    Rev.  ii.  27  si.  fr.    Ps.  u.  9. 

8.  om  TOV  cucovos  B  17.  rec  om  KO.L  (see  note,  so  LXX),  with  D3KL[P]  rel  vulg- 
ed(with  fald  demid)  syrr  [seth]  Chr  Cyr2  Thdrt  Damasc  Chronj  [Euthal-ms]  :  ins  AB 
D1MK  17  am(with  tol)  [copt  Cyrj],  rec  om  77  (bef  1st  pa&Sos)  (as  LXX),  with 

17 

DKL[P]  rel  gr-lat-ff  :  ins  ABMK  17  Cyrr  (om  from to  pa&8.  Kl.) 

God  over  His  enemies,  and  the  avenging  of 
His  people.  It  will  cause  the  intelligent 
student  of  Scripture  no  surprise  to  find  such 
words  cited  directly  of  Christ,  into  whose 
hand  all  judgment  is  committed  :  however 
such  Commentators  as  Stuart  and  De  Wette 
may  reject  the  idea  of  the  citation  being 
from  thence,  because  no  trace  of  a  Mes- 

sianic reference  is  there  found.  One  would 
have  imagined  that  the  words  otfre  effnv  fa 
^|€A€nrai  e/c  TWV  xeiP^u  P01**  occurring 
just  before,  ver.  39  (cf.  John  x.  28),  would 
have  prevented  such  an  assertion.  But 
those  who  see  not  Christ  every  where  in  the 
Old  Testament,  see  Him  no  where.  The 
fact  of  the  usual  literal  citation  of  the  LXX 
by  our  Writer,  decides  the  point  as  far  as 
the  place  is  concerned  from  which  the 
words  are  immediately  taken.  But  here  a 
difficulty  arises.  The  words  in  the  LXX, 
Deut.  xxxii.  43,  €v<ppdv67)T€  ovpavol  a/ta 

avTqi,  Kal  irposKvvria'&Tcocrav  avrcp  Tr&vres 
&yyeKoi  6eov,  do  not  exist  in  our  present 
Hebrew  text.  It  is  hardly  however  pro- 

bable, that  they  are  an  insertion  of  the 
LXX,  found  as  they  are  (with  one  variation 
presently  to  be  noticed)  in  nearly  all  the 
MSS.  The  translators  probably  found  them 
in  their  Heb.  text,  which,  especially  in  the 
Pentateuchj  appears  to  have  been  an  older 
and  purer  recension  than  that  which  we 
now  possess.  It  is  true  that  AB  have 
here  viol  0eov,  and  in  the  third  clause  of 
the  verse  &yye\oi  Beov  :  while  the  Ed-vat. 
reads  as  here.  But  our  Writer  cites  from 
the  Alexandrine  text  :  and  it  has  been  no- 

ticed that  the  Alexandrine  MS.  itself  in  a 
second  copy  of  this  song,  subjoined  to  the 
Psalter,  reads  &yye\oi,  only  prefixing  to  it 
of.  And  Justin  Martyr,  Dial.  130,  p.  222, 
quotes  the  words  as  here.  2.  The  other 
passage  from  which  they  might  come  is 
Ps.  xcvi.  7,  where  however  they  do  not 
occur  verbatim,  but  we  read  irposKvy^crare 
avrtjj  irdvrfs  &yye\ot  avrov.  This,  espe- 

cially the  omission  of  the  «:«(,  which  clearly 
belongs  to  the  citation,  is  against  the  sup- 

position of  their  being  taken  from  thence  : 
but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  the 

Psalm  was  not  in  the  sacred  Writer's 
mind,  or  does  not  apply  to  the  same  glo- 

rious period  of  Messiah's  triumph  in  its 
ultimate  reference.  Indeed  the  similarity 
of  the  two  expressions  of  triumph  is  re- 

markable, and  the  words  in  the  Psalm 
must  be  treated  as  a  reference  to  those  in 
Deut.  at  least  in  the  LXX  rendering,  for 
the  Heb.  seems  rather  (as  Delitzsch  in 
loc.)  to  regard  the  gods  of  the  heathen 

nations  ("Worship  Him,  all  ye  gods"). 
As  a  corroboration  of  the  view,  that  the 

Psalm  was  in  the  Writer's  mind,  it  may  be 
mentioned,  that  in  introducing  the  de- 

scription o£  the  divine  Majesty  in  ver.  4, 
we  read  e<pavav  at  aarpoural  avrov  TT? 
OIKOV/JLWT).  Ebrard  denies  the  reference  to 
the  Psalm,  but  has  some  valuable  remarks 
on  the  Messianic  import  of  the  passage  in 
Deut.  See  also  the  whole  subject  and 
context  of  it  set  forth  in  Delitzsch. 

irposKvvco)  classically  governs  the  accus. 
Some  exceptions  are  found  in  which  it  has 
a  dat.,  e.  g.  Hippocrates,  Prsecept.  i.  p.  29, 
KaKOTpoirirj  irposKwevyres :  and  more 
among  the  later  authors,  and  in  Philo  and 
Josephus.  See  Bernhardy,  Synt.  p.  113 
and  266,  and  Kypke  on  Matt.  ii.  8). 
7.]  And  (with  reference)  indeed  to  (Trpos 
as  in  reff. :  but  not  exactly  correspondent 
in  the  two  cases  irpbs  r.  ayyeXovs  and 
vrpbs  rby  m&v :  the  fact  being,  as  BL,  that 
irp6s  with  a  person,  after  Aeyet^  and  similar 
verbs,  implies  direction  of  the  saying  to- 

wards the  person,  usually  by  direct  address, 
but  sometimes  by  indirect  reference.  So 

Bengel  here :  "  Ad  angelos  indireeto  ser- 
mone,  ad  filium  directo  sermone :"  fju&,  cor- 

responding to  5*€  below)  the  angels  He 
(God)  saitk,  Who  maketh  Iris  angels 
winds  (see  below)  and  Ms  ministers  a 
flame  of  fire  (the  citation  is  after  the  LXX 
according  to  the  Alexandrine  MS.,  which 
indeed  commonly  agrees  with  the  citations 
in  this  Epistle.  And  as  the  words  stand  in 
the  Greek,  the  arrangement  and  rendering 
of  them  is  unquestionably  as  above  (see  this 
argued  below).  But  here  comes  in  no  small 
difficulty  as  to  the  sense  of  the  original  He- 

brew .  It  stands  thus :  after  statin  g,  v  v.  2, 3, 
that  God  takes  light  for  His  raiment,  and  the 
heavens  for  a  tent,  and  the  clouds  for  a  cha- 

riot, weread^tDrr1?  t5$  TrnjS1?  rnrm  TOMbp  rrofr, 
ver.  4.  And  it  is  usually  contended  that 
these  words  can  only  mean,  from  the  con- 

text, "  who  maketh  the  winds  his  messen- 

gers, and  flames  of  fire  his  servants."  But> 
granting  that  this  is  so,  the  argument  from 
the  context  can  only  be  brought  in  as  sub- 
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sidiary  to  that  from  the  construction  of 
the  passage.  And  it  will  be  observed  that 
in  this  verse  the  order  of  the  Hebrew 
words  is  not  the  same  as  that  in  the  former 

verses,  where  we  have  iao"i  0*42?  Dm, "  who 
maketh  clouds  his  chariots/'  For  this 
transposition  those  who  insist  as  above 
have  given  no  reason :  and  I  cannot  doubt 
that  the  LXX  have  taken  the  right  view  of 
the  construction :  that  ̂ ^p  is  the  object, 
and  rrinvi  the  predicate,  and  so  in  the  other 
clause:  and  that  the  sense  is,  "who  maketh 
his  messengers  winds,  his  servants  flames 

of  fire,"  whatever  these  words  may  be  in- 
tended to  import.  And  this  latter  enquiry 

will  I  imagine  be  not  very  difficult  to  an- 
swer. He  makes  his  messengers  winds,  1.  e. 

He  causes  his  messengers  to  act  in  or  by 
means  of  the  winds ;  his  servants  flames  of 
iirc,  i.  e.  commissions  them  to  assume  the 
agency  or  form  of  flames  for  His  purposes. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this,  the  plain  sense  of 
the  Hebrew  as  it  stands,  is  quite  as  agree- 

able to  the  context  as  the  other.  And  thus 

the  Rabbis  took  it,  as  we  see  by  the  cita- 
tions in  Sehottgen  and  Wetstein.  So  Sche- 

moth  Rabba,  §  25,  fol.  123.  3  :  "  Deus  di- 
citur  Deus  Zebaoth,  quia  cum  angelis  suis 
facit  qusecumque  vult.  Quando  vult,  facit 
ipsos  sedentes,  Jud.  vi.  11.  Aliquando  facit 
ipsos  stantes,  Isa.  vi.  2.  Aliquando  facit 
similes  mulieribus,  Zech.  v.  9.  Aliquando 
viris,  Gen.  xviii.  2.  Aliqnando  facit  ipsos 

spiritus,  Ps.  civ.  4.  Aliquando  ignem,  ib. :" 
and  many  other  Rabbinical  testimonies. 
The  construction  maintained  above  is  also 
defended  by  Hof  mann,  Schriffcbeweis,  i.  p. 
283,  and  proved  to  be  the  only  admissible 
one  by  Delitzsch,  whose  commentary  has 
been  published  since  this  note  was  written. 
The  only  accommodation  of  the  original 
passage  made  by  the  Writer,  is  the  very 
slight  one  of  applying  the  general  terms 
**  His  messengers 3>  and  "  His  servants  *'  to 
tile  angels,  which  indeed  can  be  their  only 
meaning.  And  this  I  should  be  bold  to 
maintain,  even  though  it  be  against  Calvin 

("  Locus  quern  citat,  videtur  in  alienum  sen- 
sum  trahi  .  .  .  nihil  certius  est  quam  hie 
fieri  mentionem  ventorurn  quos  dicit  a  Do- 

mino fieri  nuntios  .  .  .  nihil  hoc  ad  ange- 
los  pertinet "),  Kuinoel(*'  Verura  enimvero 
Psalnai  1. 1.,  de  angelis,  tanquam  personis, 

serino  esse  non  potest "),  De  Wette  (on  the 
Psalm:  ©inn:  er  fcebtentftd)  bet*  SBinbe 
u.  geuerpammen  a  13  feine  SBerlgeuge; 
oon  (Sngeln  alS  fyimmtifcfym  SSefen  iff 
f)ter  <jav  md)t  bte  Sftebe),  Bieek,  Ebrard, 

Lunemann,  al.  See  the  whole  literature 

of  the  passage  in  the  three  last.  Sin- 
gularly enough,  the  ancient  Commentators 

confine  their  attention  to  the  part,  iroi&v, 
and  seem  simply  to  have  taken  the  accusa- 

tives as  epithets  in  apposition :  e.  g.  Chrys. : 

iSov,  7)  {jLeyia-ri/i  $ia<popd'  brt  ol  JJLCV  KTUTTQI, 
6  5e  &KrKTTo$'  K.  8ta  ri  irpbs  fjiev  rovs  ay- 
y€\ovs  avrov  Qrjmv'  6  TroL&v,  Trpbs  5e  rbv 
vl6v,  Sia  rl  OVK  elwev,  6  TTOI&V  ;  Similarly 
Thl  and  Thdrt.  (on  the  Psalm  also).  The 
sense  of  the  words  I  have  endeavoured 

to  give  in  some  measure  above.  It  is 
evident  that  irvetfytara  must  be  rendered 

winds,  not  "spirits:"  from  both  the 
context  in  the  Psalm  and  the  correspond- 

ence of  the  two  clauses,  and  also  from 
the  nature  of  the  subject.  iravTes  elfflv 
7rp€i5/xaTa,  as  asserted  below,  ver.  14 : 
therefore  it  could  not  with  any  meaning  be 
said,  that  He  maketh  them  spirits)  :  but  to 
(that  this  ?rp(5s  is  used  of  direct  address, 
and  not,  as  Delitzsch,  al.,  of  indirect  refer- 

ence, is  manifest  by  o  6p6vos  crou  following : 
see  also  above.  The  difficulty  mentioned 
by  Ebrard,  that  thus  we  shall  have  the 
Writer  implying  that  Ps.  xlv.  is  a  direct 
address  to  the  Son  of  God,  is  not  obviated 
by  the  indirect  understanding  of  irp^s,  but 
is  inherent  in  the  citation  itself,  however 

the  preposition  is  rendered)  the  Son, — Thy 
throne,  0  G-od  (6  6cos  is  probably  vocative : both  here  and  in  the  Hebrew  :  and  is  so 
taken  even  by  modern  Unitarians  (see 
Yates,  Vindication  ofUnitarianism,  p.  183, 

and  notes),  who  seek  their  refuge  by  ex- 
plaining away  6e6s.  To  suppose  the  words 

a  parenthetical  exclamation  to  God,  or  the 

meaning  "  Thy  God-like  Throne,"  or  "Thy 
throne  of  God  "  (see  De  W.  in  Psal.),  i.  e. 
'the  throne  of  Thy  God,'  seems  forcing 
them  from  their  ordinary  construction. 
The  rendering  of  Grot.,  adopted  by  some 

modern  Socinians,  "  Thy  throne  is  God  for 
ever  and  ever,"  is  not  touched  by  any  of 
the  principal  Commentators  on  the  Psalm, 
and  seems  repugnant  to  the  decorum  (for 
Ps.  Ixxii.  26,  ̂   ftepis  IJLOV  6  Oeb*  «ty  r^tv 
cuwva,  is  no  case  in  point,  the  idea  being 
wholly  different)  and  spirit  of  the  passage. 
I  need  hardly  adduce  instances  of  6  with  a 
nom.  as  a  form  of  the  vocative  :  they  will 
be  found  in  the  reff.)  (is)  for  ever  and 
ever  (see  Ps.  ciii.  5 ;  ex.  3,  8,  10;  and 
fuller  still  ix.  5,  *l$  T^V  alufa  it.  *ls  T)>V 
cuwjra  row  cdtavos)  \  and  (see  var.  readd. 

Hofmann,  Schriftbeweis  i.  148,  main- 
tains that  this  KaC,  splitting  as  it  does  the 
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D1  :  a5i«uai'  A&  17  Eus  Chrrmss  Cyi^  ChroUj,  so  also  A  Eus2  Ath^in 

citation  into  two,  is  intended  by  the  Writer 
to  mark  off  the  former  portion  as  addressed 
to  Jehovah,  and  the  latter  only  to  the 
King,  as  indicated  by  6  6*6$  crov.  But,  as 
Delitzsch  well  replies,  he  would  thus  be 
cutting  asunder  the  thread  of  his  own  ar- 

gument, which  depends  on  the  address  to 
the  Son  as  <5  Qe6s,  as  exalting  Him  above 
the  angels)  the  rod  (i.  e.  sceptre:  see  espe- 

cially Esth.  iv.  11 :  Judg.  v.  14  (see  Ber- 
theau  in  loc.):  Amos  i.  5  (this  latter  in  Heb. 
and  E.  V.,  not  in  LXX),  where  the  same  Heb. 

word  101"$  occurs)  of  thy  kingdom  is  tae 
rod  of  straightness  (i.  e.  righteousness, 
justice:  see  reff.  to  LXX.  Notice  that 
the  position  of  17  fidfiSos  rrjs  evdvryros 
in  all  probability,  according  to  usage, 
points  it  out  as  the  predicate ;  and  the 
other,  %  £.  T.  j8.  crou,  is  the  subject).  Thou 
lovedst  (the  Writer  refers  the  words  to  the 
whole  life  of  our  Lord  on  earth,  as  a  past 
period)  righteousness,  and  hatedst  law- 

lessness (in  AK  &c.  (see  var.  readd.)  and  in 
LXX-A,  iniquity :  which  is  therefore  very 
probably  the  right  reading,  but  is  hardly 
strongly  enough  attested)  :  for  this  cause 

(as  5t<*,vphil.  ii.  9  :  because  of  Hislove  of righteousness  and  hatred  of  lawlessness, 
shewn  by  his  blameless  life  and  perfect 
obedience  on  earth.  Some  take  8ta  TOVTO 

here,  and  f 5-^5  in  the  Psalm,  as  introducing 
not  the  consequence,  but  the  reason  of  what 
has  preceded :  so  Aug.  Enarr.  in  Ps.  xliv.  §  19, 

vol.  iv.  pt.i.,  "Proptereaunxitte,ufc  diligeres 
justitiam,  et  odires  iniquitatem :"  Thos. 
Aq.,  Schottgen,  al.  In  ver.  2  of  the  same 
Ps.  the  same  ambiguity  occurs  :  and  there 
Bl.  pronounces  the  sense  to  be  decidedly 

"because"  and  not  "therefore"  which 
latter  however  the  E.  V.  has,  and  De  W. 
without  remark:  and  so  also  Aug.  But 
the  sense  in  both  places  seems  decidedly 

*  therefore,*  and  not  *  because .*"  the  eter- 
nal blessing  of  ver,  2,  and  the  anointing 

with  the  oil  of  gladness  here,  being  much 
more  naturally  results  of  the  inherent 
beauty  and  merit  of  the  high  Person  ad- 

dressed, than  means  whereby  these  are 

conferred)  G-od,  thy  Crod  (many  Commen- 
tators of  eminence,  both  ancient  and  mo- 

dern, maintain  that  the  first  6  0c<fe  here 
is  as  before,  vocative.  Some  of  them 
use  the  strongest  language  on  the  point ; 
e.  g.  Aug.  on  the  Psalm, — with  regard  to 
the  &reeJc;  "O  tu  Deus,  unxit  te  Beus 
tuus.  Deus  unguitur  a  Deo*  Etenim  in 
Latino  putatur  idem  casus  nominis  repeti- 
tus :  in  Graeco  autem  evidentissima  distine- 

tio  est,  quia  unum  nomen  est  quod  compel- 
latur  et  aJterum  ab  eo  qui  compellat,  unxit 
te  Deus.  O  tu  Deus,  unxit  te  Deus  tuus  : 
quomodo  si  diceret,  Propterea  unxit  te  o 
tu  Deus,  Deus  tuus.  Sic  accipite,  sic  intel- 

ligite,  sic  in  Grseco  evidentissimum  est." 
And  it  is  also  assumed  by  Thl.  (ori  5e  rb 

*O  Oeds,  a.vr\  rov  ̂ £1  0€«  «?<rrt,  pdprvs  a£i6- 
TTtcrros  6  ex.Qpbs  2v/^ju.axos,  c/cSo&S"  OUTCU* 
At&  rovro  exPicr*  ff€>  6^>  ̂   Qs&s  crov 
Xapas  irapb.  eralpovs  crou),  Ps-Anselm 
(**  Sicut  et  in  Hebrseo  et  Grseco  patet,  pri- 
mum  nomen  I)ei  vocative  casu  intelligen- 

dum  est,  sequens  nominativo  "),  Wolf, 
Bengel,  Kuinoel,  De  Wette,  Bleek,  Liine- 
niann,  Stier,  Ebrard,  &c.  The  last  goes 
so  far  as  to  say  that  the  Heb.  will  not  bear 
the  construction  of  the  two  nominatives 

in  apposition:  "It  is  impossible  that 
sprf?«  can  be  in  apposition  with  O'rf7«  :  even 
in  a  vocative  address,  such  a  juxtaposition 
would  be  foreign  to  the  spirit  of  Hebrew 
idiom  :  certainly  here  in  a  nominative  sen- 

tence, or  connexion  of  subjects,  such  a 
redundance  would  be  the  more  out  of 

place,  that  an  emphasis  of  this  kind  would 

be  entirely  aimless  and  uncalled  for"  But 
against  such  a  dictum  I  may  set  the 
simple  fact  that,  in  a  vocative  sentence, 
the  apposition  does  occur  in  Ps.  xliii.  4 
(xlii.  LXX),  both  in  the  Heb.  and  in  the 
Gr.—  nf>«  DTTW,  o  6€6st  o  Bets  ̂ uov,  «  O 

God,  my  God  :"  and  in  a  nominative  sen- 
tence again,  with  the  very  same  words  as 

here,  in  Ps.  1.  (xlix.)  7,  *!D«  *frf>ft  ̂ rf^t, 

6  6e6st  6  6$6t  <rov  cijul  eyc£,  "I  am  God, 
(even)  thy  God."  See  also  Ps,  Ixvii. 
(Ixvi.)  7,  o  0€<fe,  6  0ebs  j]p.wv,  "  God,  (even) 
our  God/'  So  that  I  confess  I  am  unable 
to  see  the  necessity  of  interpreting  either 
the  Hebrew  or  the  Greek  in  the  way  pro- 

posed. I  take  both  as  giving  two  nomina- 
tives in  apposition,  f  God,  thy  God/  And 

so  Origen  appears  to  have  taken  it,  Contra 
Cels.  vi.  §  79,  vol.  i.  692,  *al  8»&  rovro 
Impure  teal  avrovs  o  6e6s9  d  debs  TOV  xpurrm), 
€\aiov  aya\\id0-€cas  (Chrys.  and  Thdrt. 
do  not  touch  it),  Grot.,  Estius  (Calvin 
does  not  touch  it),  Owen,  al.  Delitzsch 
leaves  it  undecided,  conceding  that  the 
vocative  acceptation  is  inconsistent  with 

the  usage  of  the  "  Elohimpsalmen,"  but 
balancing  this  by  the  consideration  that 
the  sense  would  be  consistent  with  the 
usage  of  references  to  the  Messiah,  as 
Isa.  ix.  5  ;  xi.  2)  anointed  thee  (how  I  and 
when  ?  We  must  distinguish  this  anointing 
from  the  expircy  aurbv  &  Qebs 
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ayiff)  K.  Swdjuei  of  Acts  x.  38,  and  the 
expiffev  IJLC  of  Isa.  Ixi.  1.  For  it  is  a  con- 

sequent upon  the  righteous  course  of  the 
Son  of  God  in  liis  Humanity,  and  therefore 
belongs  to  his  triumph,  in  which  He  is 
exalted  above  his  /xeVoxoi  (see  below). 

Again  the  '  oil  of  gladness  '  below  seems 
rather  to  point  to  a  festive  and  triumphant, 
than  to  an  iuaugurative  unction.  We 
should  therefore  rather  take  the  allusion 
to  be,  as  in  Ps,  xxiii.  5;  xcii.  10,  to  the 
custom  of  anointing  guests  at  feasts :  so 
that,  as  the  King  in  the  Psalm  is  anointed 
with  the  oil  of  rejoicing  above  his  fel- 

lows, because  of  his  having  loved  right- 
eousness and  hated  iniquity,  so  Christ,  in 

the  jubilant  celebration  of  His  finished 
course  at  his  exaltation  in  heaven,  is 
anointed  with  the  festive  oil  irapa  robs 
fAer6xov$  avrov  (see  below).  There  is  of 
course  an  allusion  also  in  expurev  to  the 
honoured  and  triumphant  Name  xf»(TT<Js) 
with  (xp«»  is  found  with  a  double  accus.  in 
the  N.  T.  and  LXX  (reff.) ;  usually  else- 
where  with  a  dative.  But,  as  Bl.  remarks, 
the  construction  is  in  accordance  with 

Greek  idiomatic  usage.  He  compares  Aris- 
toph.  Acharn,  114,  fra  ̂ 77  ere  fidtyu  fid^u/Ao. 

*2,<x.pH>iaviK6v :  Pind.  Isthm.  vi,  18,  iricrw 
<r<pe  AipKcts  ayuby  vticap)  oil  of  rejoicing1 
(see  above:  oil  indicative  of  joy,  as  it  is  of 
superabundance :  cf.  Isa.  Ixi.  3)  beyond  thy 

fellows  (i.  e.  in  the  Psalm,  "  other  kings,*3' 
as  De  W.,  Ebrard,  al.:  hardly  "brothers  by 
kin  "  (other  sons  of  David),  as  Grot.,  al. 
But  to  whom  does  the  Writer  apply  the 
words  ?  Chrys.  says,  rivts  5e  €icrtv  ol 

fAGTOxotj  aAA*  $  at  &v6pa>irQi;  Tovrecrrt^  rb 
7n/evyiia  OVK  etc  jaerpov  eAa3ej>  6  XPLCFT^S  : 
Thdrt.,  /ueroxcu  Se  TJ/zeTs'  Kal  KOivtovol  ov 
TTJS      0€<fT7JTO$,     aAAcfc     T7}$     avOpWTrOTTJTOS : 

and  so  Bengel,  citing  &paio$  *aA\€i  wapa. 
rovs  vtovs  raj/  cu/6pd>ircaj',  ver.  2  (3)  of  this 
Psalm.  Thdrt.  on  the  Psalm  (BL),  Calvin 

("Nbssibiadoptavit  consortes"),  Beza,  aL, 
think  of  believers,  the  adopted  into  God's 
family :  Wittich,  Braun,  Cramer  (in  BL), 
of  the  high-priests,  prophets,  and  kings, 
in  the  0.  T.,  anointed  as  types  of  Christ : 
Klee,  of  all  creatures :  Kuinoeland  Ebrard, 
as  in  the  Psalm,  of  other  kings.  Camero 
says,  "/le-ro^ous-  in  officio  nullos,  in  natura 
humana  omnes  homines,  in  gratia  omnes 
fideles  habet  Christus."  Still  we  may 
answer  to  all  these,  that  they  do  not  in  any- 

way satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  con- 
text. Were  it  the  intent  of  the  Writer  to 

shew  Christ's  superiority  over  his  human 

brethren  of  every  Hud,  we  might  accept 
one  or  other  of  these  meanings :  but  as 
this  is  not  his  design,  but  to  shew  His 
superiority  to  the  angels,  we  must  I  think 
take  fjieroxovs  as  representing  other  hea- 

venly beings,  partakers  in  the  same  glorious 
and  sinless  state  with  Himself,  thouglrnot 
in  the  strict  sense,  His  'fellows/  De 
Wette  objects  to  this  sense,  that  the  Writer 
places  the  angels  far  beneath  Christ :  De- 
litzsch,  that  the  angels  are  not  anointed, 
whereas  there  is  no  necessity  in  the  text 
for  understanding  that  the  utroxot  are 
also  anointed:  the  irapd  may  consist  in 
the  very  fact  of  the  anointing  itself: — and 
Ebrard,  speaking  as  usual  strongly,  says 
that  "  neither  the  Psalmist,  nor  our  author 
if  in  his  senses,  could  have  applied  the 

word  to  the  angels."  But  this  need  not 
frighten  us :  and  we  may  well  answer  with 
Lunemann,  "1.  that  the  general  com- 

parison here  being  that  of  Christ  with  the 
angels,  the  fresh  introduction  of  this  point 
of  comparison  in  ver.  9  cannot  of  itself 
appear  inappropriate.  2.  Granted,  that 
just  before,  in  ver.  7,  the  angels  are  placed 
far  beneath  Christ, — we  have  this  very  in- 

feriority here  marked  distinctly  by  irapd. 
3.  The  angels  are  next  to  Christ  in  rank, 
by  the  whole  course  of  this  argument: 
to  whom  then  would  the  Writer  more 

naturally  apply  the  term  fteroxo:,  than  to 
them  ?"  I  may  add,  4.  that  the  com- 

parison here  Is  but  analogous  to  that  in 
ver.  4,  of  which  indeed  it  is  an  expansion : 
and,  5.  that  thus  only  can  the  figure  of 
anointing  at  a  triumphant  festival  be  car- 

ried out  consistently :  that  triumph  having 
taken  place  on  the  exaltation  of  the  Re- 

deemer to  the  Father's  right  hand  and 
throne  (ver.  8),  when,  the  whole  of  the 
heavenly  company,  His  yuerox04  in  glory 
and  joy,  being  anointed  with  the  oil  of 
gladness,  His  share  and  dignity  was  so 
much  greater  than  theirs.  This  meaning 
is  held  by  Peirce,  Olshausen,  Bleek,  Lune- 

mann. Some,  as  Grot.,  Limborch,  Boh  me, 

Owen,  join  the  interpretations — "angels 
and  men."  Certainly,  if  the  former,  then 
the  latter;  but  these  are  not  present  in 
the  figure  here  used).  It  remains  that 
we  should  consider  the  general  import,  and 
application  here,  of  Ps.  xlv.  Prom  what 
is  elsewhere  found  in  this  commentary,  it 
will  not  be  for  a  moment  supposed  that  I 
can  give  in  to  the  view  of  such  writers  as 
De  Wette  and  Hupfeld,  who  maintain  that 
it  was  simply  an  ode  to  some  king,  uncer- 
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i.  22    xxii.  28.     Gal.  11   5.     2  Pet  in  4  only.    Jer  xxxix.  (x.xxu  )  14. 
13  Us  only.     Deut.  xxix  5.     Josh  ix.  13.     Neh.  ix.  21.     Job  xiu.  28. 

i  Matt    MI.  25. 

?ra-     o-uke  %HE 

k  1  Pet  i.  7  reff.  V  *"  1  Luke 
m  Luke  xii   33    ch.  vui. 

11. 
D3M  672  latt  :  txt  (elder  MSS  uncert,  having  no  accents)  L. 

tain  whom,  and  has  no  further  reference 
whatever.  Qranting  that  in  its  first  mean- 

ing it  was  addressed  to  Solomon  (for  to 
him  the  circumstances  introduced  seem 
best  to  apply,  e.  g.  the  palace  of  ivory,  ver. 
9,  cf.  1  Kings  x.  18 :  the  gold  from  Ophir, 
ver.  10,  cf.  1  Kings  ix.  28 :  the  daughter 
of  Tyre  with  her  gift,  ver.  13,  cf.  2  Chron, 
ii.  3 — 16), — or  even,  with  Delitzsch,  to 
Joram,  on  his  marriage  with  the  Tyrian 
Athaliah, — we  must  yet  apply  to  it  that 
manifest  principle,  without  which  every 
Hehrew  ode  is  both  unintelligible  and  pre- 

posterous, that  the  theocratic  idea  filled 
the  mind  of  the  Writer  and  prompted  his 
pen :  and  that  the  Spirit  of  God  used  him 
as  the  means  of  testify  ing  to  that  King,  who 
stood  veritably  at  the  head  of  the  theocracy 
in  the  divine  counsels.  Thus  considered, 

such  applications  as  this  lose  all  their  diffi- 
culty; and  we  cease  to  feel  ourselves  obliged 

in  every  case  to  enquire  to  whom  and  on 
what  occasion  the  Psalm  was  probably  first 
addressed.  And  even  descending  to  the 
low  and  mere  rationalistic  ground  taken  by 
De  Wette  and  Hupfeld,  we  are  at  least  safer 
than  they  are,  holding  as  we  do  a  meaning 
in  which  both  Jews  and  Christians  have  so 

long  concurred,  as  against  the  infinite  di- 
versity of  occasion  and  reference  which 

divides  their  opinions  of  the  Psalm. 
10.]  And  (vpbs  rbjf  vlbv  Xeyei :  see  a  simi- 

lar icat  introducing  a  new  citation  in  Acts 
i.  20.  The  comma,  or  colon,  or  capital 
letter,  as  in  text,  should  be  retained  after 

tcai), — Thou  in  tlie  beginning  (Heb.  D'opb, 
adfaciem,  antea  ;  probably  here  rendered 

/car*  apxds  by  the  LXX  with  reference  to 
Gen.  i.  1.  The  expression  is  found  in  Philo, 
and  often  in  the  classics:  cf.  Herod,  iii. 
153, 159,  and  instances  in  Wetst. ;  and  see 
Kuhner,  Gr.  Gr.  §  607. 1), Lord  (/cfyxe  has  no 
word  to  represent  it  in  the  Hebrew.  But  it 
is  taken  up  irom  ̂ «  in  ver.  25  ;  and  indeed 
from  the  whole  strain  of  address,  in  which 
rnrr  has  been  thrice  expressed — in  vv.  1, 12, 
1 5.  The  order  of  the  words  in  this  clause 
is  somewhat  different  in  our  text  from  that 
of  the  LXX  in  either  of  the  great  MSS.  ; 

B  having  /car*  a/>%as  T^V  yriv,  cri5,  Kvpie, 
A  /car*  apices  ertJ,  itvpte,  TIJV  <y"f\v9  and  K 
omitting  en>  icvpie.  The  transposition  has 
apparently  been  made  from  the  alex.  text, 
and  for  the  sake  of  throwing  the  ICV/HC  into 

emphasis.  On  the  bearing  and  interpre- 
tation of  the  Psalm,  see  below),  foundedst 

("  A  primis  fundamentis  terrain  fecisti,  et 
shnul  earn  fir  mam  et  stabilem  fundasti." 
Corn,-a-lap.,inBleek,  who  remarks  that  the 
verb  ip^,  0€fjL€ \i6&,  is  nob  so  usual  of  the 
heavens,  as  of  the  earth.  Still  in  Ps,  viii. 
3,  we  have  the  Greek  verb  WepeXifacras, 
applied  to  the  heavens :  but  the  Heb.  is 

rrFpye)  the  earth,  and  the  heavens  ("  Nil 
obstat,"  says  Bengel,  "  quominus  sub  ccelis 
angeli  innuantur,  quemadmodum  creatio 
hominis  innuitur  sub  terra  praetereunte/' 
The  same  thought  is  implied  in  Theodoret's 
5za  yap  ovpavov  K.  yrjs  rcd^ra  T&,  %v  avro7s 

7re/ne/Aa#ej'.  Still,  I  would  rather  view  the 
citation  as  made  in  proof  of  the  eternal 
and  unchangeable  power  and  majesty  of 
the  Son,  than  as  implicitly  referred  to  the 
angels  by  the  word  ovpavoi.  And  so  most 
Commentators,  The  plur.  ovpavoi^  repre- 

senting the  Heb.  D^Dtz?,  evidently  includes 
in  the  Greek  also  the  idea  of  plurality :  see 
Eph.  iv.  10 :  2  Cor.  xii.  2)  are  works  of 
thine  hands  (see  Ps.  viii.  3.  BL  mentions 
an  opinion  of  Heinrichs  that  the  epya  TO»J> 
X«/>.  alludes  to  textile  work,  the  heavens 
being-  considered  as  a  veil  spread  out.  But 
there  does  not  seem  sufficient  warrant  for 

this).  11.]  They  (seems  most  naturally 
to  refer  to  ol  ovpavoi  immediately  preced- 

ing. There  is  no  reason  in  the  Psalm  why 
the  pronoun  should  not  represent  both  ante- 

cedents, the  heavens  and  the  earth.  Here, 
however,  the  subsequent  context  seems  to 
determine  the  application  to  be  only  to  the 
heavens :  for  to  them  only  can  be  referred 
the  following  image,  &crel  ir€pi&6\aiov 
e\(£ei$  avrovs)  shall  perish  (as  far  as  con- 

cerns their  present  state,  cf.  o.\\wy^ffovrat 
below.  ^S^Aoxre  Kal  rfjs  KTicrccas  TTJV  ewl 

r2>  Kpe'irTov  fjicra^oK^v  air9  avrov  yevvricro- 
fi€V7)v9  O.VTOV  §6  T&  favapxw  K&L  av<i>\€6pov. 
Thdrt.  On  this  change,  see  the  opinions  of 
the  Fathers  in  Suicer,  vol.  ii.  pp.  151-2, 
365,  and  520  B),  hut  thouremainest(Bleek 
prefers  the  fut.  foctjucj/ets,  see  var.  readd.,  on 
the  ground  of  the  verbs  being  all  future  in 
the  Heb.  text.  But  perhaps  the  considera- 

tion alleged  by  Lunernann,  that  the  Writer, 
using  only  the  LXX,  seems  to  place  crv  Se 
StctucVeis  and  <rb  Sc  6  avTbs  el  as  parallel 
clauses,  is  of  more  weight  than  the  other. 
De  Wette,  on  the  Ps.,  renders  the  Hebrew 



EPOS  EBPAIOT2. I.  12—14. 

n  1  Cor   xi    15 
only.    Job 
xxvi  6 
Ps.  cm.  6 

o  Re\   vi  14 
only.  1  c. 
(see  note.) 
Job  xviu  S 
Isa  xxxiv.  4 only 

KOLI 
\  n      %       '  x  <>v 
t  p  a\\a/yr}<jovTai,  av  be 

Trore e/c 

n  7repi/3oXai02/  °  e/U^a?  avrov<$  ABDK. 
o  avios  el,  Kal  ra  err]  aov  ov/c  &  be  d  e 

^v         «          >         /^  cv          /fghkl 

oe    TCOZ^    aryryeXoov    s  eiprjfcev    m  n  o 

^  •    •  -  ---  '•---  17-47 Gal.  iv  20  only p  Acts  vi  H     Rom.  i  23.    1  Cor.  xv  51,52.    Gal.  iv  20  only      Lev.  XXMI  23  q  =.  ch. 
_______  r  Luke  xvi.  9    xxu  32  only.    Jer  MI  28  s  Acts  xm  34.    2  Cor.  xii  9.  ch  »v  3, 
4,7.x  9.15.  tver  5.  u  Ps*.  cix.  1.    Matt  xxu.  44  ||.    Acts  u.  34   see  I  Cor.  xv.  25. 

v  Matt.  xx.  21,23    xxv  33,  34.     Mark  x\i   19  al.    3  Kings  u.  19     Ps.  xv.  8  al. 

12.  for  usti,  as  D1  Dnmase.  for  cX^eis,  aA\a£ets  DlKl  43  latfc(not  fuld  harl1) 
Tert[from  Ps,  so  also  Basx  Iren-int1  Orig-intj].  aft  avrovs  ins  (as  ipwriov  (gloss? 
explaining  caffet  irepift.)  ABD'K  fuld  seth  arm:  om  D3KLM[P]  rel  [vulg(with  am 
deinid  al)  syir  copt]  ff.  aft  5e  ins  KCU  K1  (marked  with  dots  eadem  manu). 

verbs  present  :  jDiefetben  Ketxjefyen,  bod) 
bu  beftefyeft.  Sictfteiw,  as  in  reff.  and  Ps. 
cxviii.  90,  I0e/i€?act>cras  T^V  77717  teal  Sia- 
juevet.  The  preposition  gives  the  sense  of 
endurance  through  all  changes)  :  and  they 
all  shall  wax  old  as  a  garment  (see  he- 
sides  reff.  Isa.  li.  6,  f)  Se  77)  &s  t/j-driov 
ira\aicrf'fi<rerai  :  ib.  1.  9  ;  and  Sir.  xiv.  17, 
Tracra  cr^/)|  &s  IIJL&TIOV  vraXaiovrai),  and 
as  a  mantle  (ircptpoXatov  (reff.)  is  a  word 
of  unusual  occurrence,  found  principally  in 
the  later  classics  ;  but  also  in  Eurip.  Here. 
Fur.  549,  Qav&rov  7r€piJ3d\af  cb/i^/^fla, 
and  1269,  ffapiibs  ir€ptfi6\aia  yfiavra.  It, 
as  7r€pi#oA7/,  Gen.  xlix.  11,  signifies  any 
enveloping,  enwrapping  garment)  shalt 
thou  fold  tliem  up  (the  Heb.  here  and 
apparently  some  copies  of  the  LXX  have 

the  same  verb  as  below  :  iDbn1^  DD^nr-),  — 
oiAAa^«ts  avrovs  Kctl  a\\ay^cro»/rai,  —  "thou 
shalt  change  them,  and  they  shall  be 

changed."  See  also  var.  readd.  here. 
LXX-A  (not  P.),  with  which  BK  agree, 
reads  as  our  text  :  and  there  can  be  little 

doubt  that  the  Writer  of  this  Epistle  fol- 
lowed that  text  as  nsual.  Grot,  thinks 

€\it-€t$  has  come  into  the  Greek  text  from 
ref.  Isa.,  eXiy^ff^rai  d  ovpavbs  &s  fii&xlov. 
See  also  ref.  Kev.),  and  they  shall  he 
changed  (viz.  as  a  mantle  is  folded  up  to  be 
put  away  when  a  fresh  one  is  about  to  be 
pnt  on.  Bleek  quotes,  as  illustrating  the 
idea,  Philo  de  Profug.  §  20,  vol.  i.  p.  562, 
eySfarai  §e  6  fiev  irpecrftvTaTos  TOV  8vros 

\6yos  &s  earQTJra  r^v  K6a"fj.ov"  yyv  'yap  Kal 
SStap  Kal  aepa  Kal  irvp  K.  ra  €K  rovT&v 
e-n-a/tfrf<rx€Tai)  :  hut  Thou  art  the  same 
(Heb.  mn  npiw,  "  and  Thou  art  He  t"  viz. 
He,  which  Thou  hast  ever  been  :  cf.  Jsa. 
xlvi.  4  Heb.  and  E.  V.  Bleek  compares 
Philo,  de  Profug.  §  11,  p.  554:  %Xtos 

and  thy  years  shall  not  fail  (Heb.,  «  Thy 
years  end  not,"  are  never  completed:  so 
LXX  render  the  same  verb  DDFI  by  e/cAe(- 
ireiv,  Es.  ciii.  35  :  1  Kings  xvi.  11  :  4  Kings 
vii.  13,  &c.).  The  account  to  be  given  of 
Ps.  cii.  seems  to  be  as  follows  :  according 

to  its  title  it  is  "a  prayer  of  the  afflicted, 

when  he  is  overwhelmed,  and  poureth  out 

his  complaint  before  the  Lord."  It  was  pro- 
bably written  during  the  Babylonian  exile 

(cf.  vv.  14,  15)  by  one  who  "  waited  for  the 
consolation  of  Israel."  That  consolation 
was  to  be  found  only  in  Israel's  covenant 
God,  and  the  Messiah  Israel's  deliverer. And  the  trust  of  Israel  in  this  her  Deliverer 
was  ever  directed  to  the  comfort  of  her  sons 
under  the  immediate  trouble  of  the  time, 
be  that  what  it  might.  As  generations 
went  on,  more  and  more  was  revealed  of  the 

Messiah's  office  and  work,  and  the  hearts 
of  God's  people  entered  deeper  and  deeper into  the  consolation  to  he  derived  from 

the  hope  of  His  coining.  Here  then  we  have 
this  sorrowing  one  casting  himself  on  the 
mercy  of  the  great  Deliverer,  and  extolling 
His  faithfulness  and  firmness  over,  and  as 
distinguished  from,  all  the  works  of  His 
hands,  To  apply  then  these  words  to  the 
Redeemer,  is  to  use  them  in  their  sense  of 

strictest  propriety.  See  Delitzsch's  note, where  the  whole  matter  is  discussed. 

13.]  But  (the  contrast  is  again  taken  up 
from  ver.  8.  8^  is  often  found  after  the 
second  word  of  a  sentence  and  even  later, 
when  a  preposition  begins  it  :  so 

$€,  Herod,  viii.  68.  2:  ev 

rots 

'ABriva'ioi,  Thuc.  i.  6  :  ....  oi>x 
virb  epaa-rov  Si  /c.r.A.,  Plato,  Phaedr.  227  3>  : 
£bv  rvxy  5e  irp&s<p*pt>  Soph.  Philoct.  764  : 

irpbs  Kattwv  5*  avSp&v  p.aQu>v,  ib.  959: 
ev  VVKT\  8vsKVfj.avra  5*  taptapei  Aca/ca, 
JBsch  Agam.  653.  See  also  other  cases 
without  the  prepositional  construction, 
in  Klotz  ad  Devar.  p.  379:  Harttmg, 
Partikellehre,  i.  p.  190  :  the  account  to  be 
given  being,  that  the  particle  may  be  thus 
postponed,  whenever  for  any  reason  the 
previous  words  can  be  considered  as  one) 
to  whom  of  the  angels  hath  He  (God,  as 
before)  ever  said,  Sit  thou.  on  my  right 
hand  (see  above  on  ver.  3.  The  phrase 
€K  $€%iwv  is  not  found  in  classical  writers  : 
but  we  have  in  Diod.  Sic.  iv.  56,  rty  yrjv 
%Xorras  1$  ciiwvvficav.  It  is  very  common 
of  standing  or  sitting  or  being  on  the  right 
hand  of  another,  in  Hellenistic  Greek  :  see 
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crov v  Matt,  v  35. 
Acts  u.  35. 
%n.  49.  ch. 
x   13.  James 11   3  only. 

Ps.  xc-Mii.  5. here  onJy. 

Exod    xxxi. 10.  Num  r. 
ui  8.  3  Kings 

a  Luke  i. 
2  Cor.  i.  12.  il. 
ti.  14.  1  Tim. 

14.  5ia/co*aas  B  Orig2(txts). 

CHAP.  II.  1.  ireptcra-OTepcDS  bef  5fi  K  £ aft  Trpos.  i?ft.  17].  rec  77/uas  bef  7rposexeiJ/» 
with  KL[P]  rel  D-lat  Thdrt  [Damasc]  :  txt  ABDK  17  vulg  Athj  [Euthal-ms]  Augr 

reff.)  until  I  place  tMue  enemies  (as)  a  foot- 
stool (inroTr6^Lov1  a  word  of  later  Greek, 

found  in  Athenseus,  v.  p.  192  B,  6  jap  Qp6vos 
(TIJV    U7TO7TO- 

5*V  -  and  xii.  p.  514  f.,  Sextus  Empir.,  al. 
The  allusion  is  to  the  custom  of  putting  the 
feet  on  the  necks  of  conquered  enemies, 
see  Josh.  x.  24  f  .  )  of  thy  feet  ?  Hardly  any 
Psalm  is  so  often  quoted  in  the  N.  T.  with 
reference  to  Christ,  as  Ps.  ex.  And  no 
Psalm  more  clearly  finds  its  ultimate  re- 

ference and  completion  only  in  Christ,  as 
even  those  confess,  e.  g.  Bleek  and  De 
Wette,  who  question  its  being  immediately 
addressed  to  Him  at  first  :  and  regard  the 
argument  of  our  Lord  to  the  Pharisees, 

founded  on  this  place,  as  merely  one  '  ex 
concesso.*  On  the  theocratic  principle  of 
interpretation,  there  is  not  the  slightest 
difficulty  in  the  application  of  the  words 
directly  to  Him  who  is  (and  was  ever  re- 

garded, even  in  David's  time,  as  Ebrard 
well  shews  against  Bleek)  Israel's  King,  the 
Head  and  Chief  of  the  theocracy.  And 
see  this  further  carried  out  in  the  note  on 
ch.  v.  6.  Delitzsch,  in  loc.,  has  devoted 

several  pages  to  the  discussion  of  the  sub- 
ject and  arrangement  of  the  Psalm. 

14.]  Are  they  not  all  (all  the  angels) 
ministering  (in  reference  probably  to 
\eirovpyovs  in  ver.  7.  The  word  XCIT- 
ovpyiKos,  not  found  in  the  classics,  is 
used  in  the  LXX  (reff.)  of  any  thing  per- 

taining to  the  \eiTovpyoi  or  their  service  ; 
the  instruments,  vessels,  garments,  or  offer- 

ings for  the  ministry  :  here,  of  those  devoted 
to  or  belonging  to  the  ministry  of  God) 
spirits  (unembodied  beings,  even  as  God 
Himself,  but  distinguished  by  the  epithet 

teiTovpyiKoi.  The  idea  of  "  angels  of  ser- 
vice "  or  "  of  the  ministry/*  is  familiar  to 

the  Kabbis:  see  quotations  in  Wetstein) 
sent  forth  (mark  the  present  participle,  so 
also  in  ref.  Hev.  :  he  does  not  mean  that 
angels  have  before  now,  in  insulated  cases, 
been  sent  forth,  but  that  they  are  ever  thus 
being  sent  forth,  —  it  is  their  normal  work 
and  regular  duty  through  all  the  ages  of 
time)  for  ministry  (in  order  to  the  ministra- 

tion which  is  their  work.  The  E.  V.  "  sent 

forth  to  minister  for  them/*  gives  a  wrong 
idea  of  the  meaning.  The  StatcovCa  is  not 
a  waiting  upon  men,  but  a  fulfilment  of 
their  office  as  titdKovot  of  Grod.  See  Rom. 

xiii.  4.  Schlichting  observes,  "ISToluit 
dicere,  ufc  ministrent  iis  qui  &c.  Non 
enim  proprie  ministratur  et  servitur  illis, 
qui  imperandi  aut  jubendi  jus  nullum 
habent,  licet  ministerium  alteri  prsestitum 
in  alterius  commodum  saepe  suscipiatur 
atque  vertatur.  Angeli  proprie  ministrant 
Deo  et  Christo,  sed  tamen  in  piorum  usum 
et  commodum.  Idcirco  maluit  dicere, 

propter  eos  **  &c.  It  may  fairly  be  ques- 
tioned whether  the  same  idea,  that  of 

*  ministering  to  God  in  behalf  of/  is  not 
to  be  traced  in  such  expressions  as  els 
ZittKoviav  TOIS  ayiois  eTa£cw  lai/rous, 

1  Cor.  xvi.  15 :  els  b"icucovlav  ircfttyai  TOIS 
aSeA^ots-,  Acts  xi.  29.  Compare  with  this 
expression  Col.  i.  7,  wim-os  tiirep  T\^V 
Sidnovos  TOU  xPlffT°v)  °n  behalf  of  those 
who  are  about  to  inherit  salvation 

(<r«*nrjpCa,  in  the  highest  sense — eternal 
salvation :  not,  as  Kuin.,  al.  "  deliverance 
from  dangers :"  in  so  solemn  a  reference, 
that  meaning  would  be  quite  beside  the 
purpose.  Those  spoken  of  are  the  elect  of 
God,  they  who  love  Him,  and  for  whom  all 
things  work  together  for  good,  even  the 
principalities  and  powers  in  heavenly  places. 
And  if  it  be  said,  that  the  ministration  of 

angels  has  often  been  used  for  other  im- 
mediate purposes  than  the  behoof  of  the 

elect,  we  may  answer,  that  all  those  things 
may  well  come  under  the.focweojna  Sta  rows 
fj.€\\.  k\7ipov.  trwriipiaLv ;  for  all  things  are 
theirs ;  and  for  them,  in  and  as  united  to 
Christ,  all  events  are  ordered)  ?  Thus  the 
Son  of  God  is  proved  superior  to  the  angels 
— i.e.  to  the  highest  of  created  beings: 
who,  so  far  from  being  equal  with  Him, 
worship  Him,  and  serve  His  purposes. 

CHAP.  II.  1 — 4.]  Practical  inference 
from  the  proved  superiority  of  the  Son  of 
6fod  to  the  angels.  1.]  On  this  account 
(viz.  because  Christ,  the  mediator  of  the  New 
Covenant,  is  far  above  all  the  angels,  who 
were  the  mediators  of  the  former  Covenant) 
it  behoves  us  (ravr-rjv  r^v 
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e  here  only. 
Frov  in  21 
Isa.  i.li\   4  only. 

7TOT6  e  TTctpapvto/Jbev. 3  el  <yap   6  St'   aweXcov  ABDK 
7  r  7/  LMPN ab  c  de 

,  so 

n  17  [47]  syr-marg-gr.) 

ilvovs,  Thdrt.  :  Set,  of  moral  necessity 
arising  from  the  previous  premises :  so 
Matt,  xviii.  SB ;  xxv.  27  :  2  Tim.  ii.  6  al. 
There  is  no  stress  on  ̂ jxas  according  to  the 
reading  of  the  text)  to  give  heed  (irpos- 
€X€LV  usually  in  the  classics  is  transitive, 
with  rbv  vovv  following:  so  e.  g.  Aristoph. 
Nub.  566,  &  <ro<p<x>Ta.Toi  flearcu,  5ei/po  rbv 
vovv  7rposex6Te>  an(i  Pint.  113,  151,  al. 
In  Demosth.  both  usages  are  found  :  e.  g. 
p.  21.  26,  €^f  TIS  vfMV  7rp0se£ei  T^V  vovv  : — 
P.  132.  9,  Trpose^oucm/  airavTes,  oi>x  0?$ 

efrrO/A€V    7TOT€    fy    VVV    b.V    eftr Ot/Jl.€V ',    OAA.'    ots 
irotovfjiev.  And  later,  intraus.  usage  pre- 

vailed :  see  reff.)  more  abundantly  (some 

as  Grot.  (<f  eo  magis  par  est **),  Kuin.,  al. 
would  join  irepLO'o'orepus  with  5e?:  but  if 
so  intended,  it  would  certainly  have  been 
before  that  verb.  We  must  not  understand 

after  the  comparative,  TOV  vojAotf;  "  than 
we  did  to  the  law/*  as  Chrys.,  al. ;  or  the 
aim  of  the  Writer  to  be,  to  shew  the  supe- 

riority of  the  gospel  over  the  law,  as  Thdrt. : 
but  the  adverb  intimates  how  much  our 

attention  ought  to  be  increased  and  intensi- 
fied by  our  apprehension  of  the  dignity  of 

Him  whose  record  the  gospel  is,  and  who  is 
its  Mediator)  to  the  things  heard  (by  us) 
(aicovaflcuriv  is  better  taken  neuter  than 

masc.,  "  the  persons  whom  we  have  heard.*' 
Bleek  remarks,  after  Bohine,  the  difference 
between  the  tone  of  exhortation  here  and 
in  St. Paul,  e.g.  Gal.  i.  6  ff.:  but  perhaps  the 
remark  is  hardly  just  to  the  Pauline  hypo- 

thesis :  for  difference  of  circumstances 
should  be  taken  into  consideration.  Even 
the  same  person  would  not  exhort  in  the 
same  tone,  converts  to  whom  he  stood 
in  such  different  relations  as  St.  Paul 
did  to  the  Galatians  and  the  Jewish  con- 

verts. A  similar  criticism  will  apply  to 
Bleek's  second  remark,  that  the  Writer 
here  classes  himself  absolutely  with  his 
readers  who  had  heard  the  gospel  from 
others.  There  may  have  been  reasons  for 
his  descending  to  the  level  of  those  whom 
he  was  addressing.  But  see  below  on 
ver.  3,  and  on  the  authorship,  the  Pro- 

legomena), lest  haply  (the  TTOTC  is  not  to 

be  pressed  as  meaning  *  at  any  time  :*  it 
simply  generalizes  and  renders  indefinite 

the  IJ.T},— fne  forte/  baf  ntcfyt  etJDd)  we 
be  diverted  (-n-apapvwjuej/  is  the  2nd 
aor.  subj*  passive  (fpvnv)  from  Trapa/aeoj, 
not  the  pres.  subj.  active  from  TropapueV, 
which  latter  verb  is  not  in  use.  The 

orthography  with  one  p  only  is  charac- 
teristic of  the  Alexandrine  Greek :  which 

usually  wrote  double  consonants  single. 

(See  Sturz.  de  Dial.  Maced.)  The  verb 

signifies  to  flow  "by :  so  Xen.  Cyr.  iv.  5. 
2,  TTIGLV  cbrb  TOU  -rrapccp/ieWTos  Trora- 
(MOV  :  ref.  Isa.  cos  Irea  Girl  vrapafipeov 

vdcap,  Bleek  gives  an  example  from  Ar- 
temidorus  viii.  27,  where  dreams  of  run- 

ning water  are  interpreted  to  signify 
change  and  instability,  Sice  rb  i^  jj-tvetv 

rb  vBup  dAA.a  Trapappe'iv.  Aristotle,  de Part.  Animal,  iii.  3,  uses  this  same  passive 
form  to  indicate  that  which  we  familiarly 
call  food  going  the  wrong  way  in  course  of 
swallowing:  eav  yap  TI  irccpeispwj  ̂ ypbv 
3)  vypbv  els  TTJV  apryptav,  irviyfjiovs  Kal 

ovfjifiaivei.  yap  <pav€p£>s  TO,  Ae^flepra 
TTuo'iv  oTs  &v  irapappvij  TI  TTJS  Tpo<prjs : 
see  also  numerous  instances  of  the  same 
or  a  similar  meaning,  from  Galen,  in 
Wetst.  Plut.  Aniator,  p.  754  A,  says  of 

fear  lest  a  ring  should  fall  off,  &s  /x-fy 
Trapafipvfi  SeSicas.  Eisner  quotes  similar 
Latin  usages,  among  which  notice  Cicero 

pro  Balbo,  c.  i.,  "  Oratio  qua^  non  prceter- 
vecta  aures  vestras,  sed  in  auimis  omnium 

penitus  insederit.""  The  meaning  of  the 
verb  Trapafifelv  seems  then  to  be  clear — 
to  flow  past,  or  away,  or  aside,  to  fall  off, 
deflect  from  a  course.  But  it  is  to  one 
part  of  that  verb  that  our  attention  is  here 
directed, — the  2  aor.  passive :  and  it  may 
be  noticed  that  whereas  in  the  above  ex- 

amples that  which  flows  away  or  flows 
aside  is  said  -Trapa/fyklV,  that  which  is 
carried  away  or  aside  by  floating  on  it,  or 
which  is  caused  to  fall  off  or  away,  is  said 
irapafifrvrjvai :  cf.  also  vie,  fify  Trapapvfjs 
in  ref.  Prov.  And  so  must  the  word  be 

taken  here.  We,  going  onward  in  time, 
living  our  lives  in  one  or  another  direction, 

are  exhorted  Trpos€x*iv  TO!S  axovcrdeTo'i, 
1  to  adhere  to  the  things  we  have  heard  * 
(see  above),  and  that,  ̂   wore  irapa- 
pi>«yu6i>,  'that  tve  do  not  at  any  time 
float  past  them,'  be  not  carried  away  be- 

side them,  led  astray  from  the  course  on 
which  they  would  take  us.  Two  mistakes 
respecting  the  word  are  to  be  avoided  :  1. 
that  of  Bos,  Valcknaer,  al.,  and  the  E.  V., 

"ne  quando  prseterfluere  ea  sinamus:" 
"  lest  at  any  time  we  should  let  them  slip" From  what  has  been  above  said  of  the 
tense  and  voice,  it  will  be  clear  that  such 
cannot  be  the  meaning.  2.  Still  worse  is 
that  of  those  who,  misled  by  the  vulgate 

"  pereffluamm"  have  thought  of  a  com- 
parison with  a  sieve,  or  leaking  vessel.  So 

Est.  (preferring  however  the  other,  tbe 
'*  ne  defluamus  "  of  Aug.),  Calv.  ("  Attenta 
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€<y€lS€TO 
13.     Tit   i.  9.  11   8.     1  John  u   7. 
19  onlj  t.     Wistl.  MI   23  only 
15  only.     Ps.  c.  3      \\isd    x*\ 

kuo9,  /cat  Tra&a  h  7rapa/3acri<?  f=  ACUXMU 
'  l.r>      2  1  im   i 

g  Rom    u    1C      2  C'oi    L  7.  ch    in    14    M    19.  ix.  17      a  IVt   i    10, h  Rom   u   23    u    15    %    14      Gal    in    19      1  Tim.  u   14    t  h    ix. 
31      2  M.ncc   x\    31  onl>.     ( f  ,  Matt  x\    3,,  3 ,  James>  u.  U.j 

nacns  similis  est  vasi  beiie  obstructo  :  vaga 

nut  em  ct  iguava,  perforate  "),  Owen,  aL: 
and  J  find  it  reproduced  in  Tuit's  com- 

mentary on  the  Hebrews  :  tc  lest  ....  we 
choald  run  out  as  leaking  vessels."  The 
meaning  is  as  untenable,  as  the  simile 
(after  Trposexei*/)  is  irrelevant.  And,  as 
Kuin.  and  Block  remark,  the  passage  of 
Terence  cited  in  justification,  Eim.  i.  2. 

25,  "  Plonus  rimarum  sum,  liac  atque  iliac 
perfluo,"  has  reference  not  to  forgetfulness, 
but  to  indiscreet  loquacity.  The  Greek 
expositors,  whose  authority  in  matters  of 
Greek  verbal  usage  is  considerable,  all 
explain  it  as  above : — so  Chrys.,  TOVT- 
fcrrt,  /XT?  ctTroAcojUefla,  fjtd]  e«7T€(ra>^€V.  teal 

Ss'iKPVO'ip  fvrau6a,  rb  xaAeTrbj/  T7J$  e/c- 
7rTa>aec«.'S,  OTI  SVSKO\OV  r£>  trapafifivkv  itd.- 
Kiv  e7ra//eA0€?r,  Ka6ori  e/c  pq.6vjjt.ias  TOVTO 
crvv4$7).  «Aa/8e  Se  Trji/  \e£iv  ctTrb  TWV 

irapoi/j.t&V  "vie"  7«/>>  <f>rj<ri,  " p.^  Trap- 
appufs :"  Thdrt.,  ft?)  TLVO.  oXiff&ov  viro- 
/uetVajyuet/t  (Ec.,  TOVTecrrtv,  e/cTreVojjaejf 
TOV  KaOyicovTos  teal  rrjs  lirl  (jcartjpiav 
6Bov :  Hesych.,  e^o\nr6cifj.€v  :  Suidas, 
Trapa.7r4cr(ajj,€v.  So  also  all  the  more 
accurate  of  the  moderns)  (from  them) 
(such  is  the  most  natural  object  to  sup- 

ply after  Trapa :  turned  aside  from  and 
floated  away  from  the  course  on  which  the 
Trposex*lv  ̂ °  th^m  would  have  carried  us). 

2.]  For  (introduces  an  argument 
(vv.  2 — 4)  a  minori  ad  majus.  The  law 
was  introduced  by  the  mere  subordinate 
messengers  of  God,  but  was  enforced  with 
strict  precision :  how  much  more  shall 
they  be  punished  who  reject  that  Gospel, 
which  was  brought  in  by  the  Son  of  God 
Himself,  and  continues  to  be  confirmed  to 

us  by  God's  present  power)  if  the  word 
•which,  was  spoken  by  means  of  angels 
(i.  e.  the  law  of  Moses  :  not  as  mentioned 
by  way  of  alternative  in  Chrys.,  (Ec., 
ThL,  and  adopted  by  Calv.,  aJL,  all  com- 

mands in  the  O.  T.  delivered  by  angels 
(excluding  the  law  :  or  as  Chrys.,  including 
it).  For  this  would  more  naturally  be 
ol  .  .  .  .  \6-yot :  and  besides,  in  similar  ex- 

hortations in  our  Epistle,  the  law  and  the 
gospel  are  so  prominently  set  against  one 
another,  that  there  can  be  little  doubt  the 
same  is  the  case  here :  see  ch.  iii.  1  ff.,  7  ff. ; 
iv.  2,  11;  x.  28,  29;  xii.  18—25.  This 
will  become  even  plainer  still,  when  we 

enter  on  the  consideration  of  St*  ayy^Xwy 
AaXT)OeC$.  These  words  seem  to  point 
especially  at  the  law,  which  was  5iar<ryels 

Si'  ayyeAw*/,  Gal.  iii.  19,  where  see  note  : 
cf.  also  Acts  vii.  53,  and  Deut.  xxxiii,  2, 

Kvpios  e/c  2ti/a  r/Ket.  teal  ....  KarecnrGvo'ej' 
e£  vpovs  <J»a/}a*/  CTVJS  jj.upid.crt  Ka^Tjs*  e/c 
5e£r<w  avrov  ayytXoL  /uer1  avrov  :  on 
which  see  Ebrard's  note  :  and  Ps.  Ixviii. 
17,  E.  V.  The  co-operation  of  angels  in 
the  giving  of  the  law  at  Sinai  was  not 
merely  a  Kubbinical  notion,  but  is  implied 
in  both  the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 
There  can  consequently  be  little  doubt 

that  the  Writer,  in  mentioning  6  Si"  ayy4- 
Ao>y  AaA7?0eis  Xoyos,  had  reference  to  the 
law  of  Moses,  and  not  to  the  scattered 
messages  which  were,  at  different  times  in 
O.  T.  history,  delivered  by  angels.  And 
so  Origeii,  in  Matt.  torn.  xvii.  cap.  2,  vol. 
iii.  p.  767  :  Thdrt.,  SeiKVv&iv  OGOV  virep- 
KziraL  r&v  JSO/JLLK&V  Siardj-tcav  TJ  Ttay 
GvayytAiKtajs  SiSacr/cezXict.  TT}  yap  Qearet 
TOV  v6fMOv  ayye\oi  SLTIKOVOVV  /c.-r.A.  It 
has  been  sometimes  supposed  that  the 
ayyeXot  spoken  of  here  are  not  angels,  but 
merely  human  messengers.  Chrys.  says, 

Tjfj/es  jU€f  ovu  rt>v  Mwuo-ea  ^aalv  alvir- 
Tecrdai*  aAA*  OVK  e^ei  \6yov  ayye\ov$ 
yap  tvravQa  -sroAAous  ^770-1.  And  Olearius, 
Analy^-  Ep.  ad  Hebr.  §  v.,  says,  "  Per 
a"\-y  4/^.o  vs  hie  maxime  intelligi  existimem 
Trp,o<p-f)Tas,  doctores  et  Sacerdotes  :  qui 
sunt  ayye\oL  deov,  et  ita  passim  vocan- 
tur."  But  this  latter  point  wants  proof. 
The  difficulty  as  to  whether  God  Himself, 
or  an  angel,  is  to  be  understood  as  giving 
the  law  in  Exodus,  raised  by  Cameron 
(see  also  Schlichting  in  Bleek),  hardly 
seems  legitimately  to  arise  here,  where  the 

words  are  Si1  ayyeXav  AaA^^ets,  and  the 
angels  may  manifestly  be  considered  as  the 
inferior  agents,  acting  and  speaking  in 
God's  name.  Bl.  remarks  that  the  Writer 
would  hardly  have  used  this  argument  of 
depreciating  contrast,  had  he  regarded  the 
law  as  given  either  to  Moses  or  to  the 
people  by  the  direct  ministry  of  the  Son  of 

God  Himself)  was  made  ("factus  est"  vulg., 
"  constitutus  est  n  Grot.,  "  became,"  on 
being  thus  spoken  by  angels.  The  aorists 
point,  hardly,  as  Lunemaim,  to  the  legal 
dispensation  being  past  and  gone  by,  but, 
since  the  same  tenses  are  presently  used  of 

the  gospel,  to  two  historic  periods  com- 
pared with  one  another,  —  the  giving  of  the 

law,  and  the  promulgation  of  the  gospel) 

binding  (see  reff.  :  firm,  ratified  :  "  sted- 
fast,33  as  E.  V.  :  as  applied  to  commands, 
—  imperative,,  —  not  to  be  violated  with  im- 

punity. Bleek  quotes  from  Philo,  Vit.  Mos. 
ii.  §  3,  vol.  ii.  p.  136,  Tct  5e  TOUTOP  pfoov 

i.  p. 

v6fJLi(j- 

crfypaylffi 
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'  Trapa/con    e\aBev   k  evBticov  l  utadairoSoa-tav,    3  TTW?  ABDK I  •  '  '  -r  iurv> m 
. 

only  i. 
1  ch  x  35    xi.  26  only  t. 

v.  3.  ch.  xn  25  only.  L.P  H.    Judg  vi  11 
in  3.  o  Mrttt  xxu  5. 
H.    Wisd.  in.  10.    2  Mace.  iv.  U  only. 

rn  Luke  xxi.  36 11 

1  Tim.  iv.  14   ch 

abode 
f  g  h  k  1 

Acta  xvi  27.  xix  16     Rom.  n  3.    2  Cor  xi.  33.     1  Thesa.      mno 
n  2  Cor  i    10.    James  in.  4     Rev.  xvi   18  only  t.    2  Mace       17   47 

ii.  9  (from  Jer.  xxxvm.  [xxxi  ]  32}  only.    Jer  iv. 

avrrj*  crcff-jj/iatr^eVa),  and  every  trans- 
gression (overstepping  of  its  ordinances, 

or  more  properly,  walking  alongside  of, 
and  therefore  not  in,  the  path  which 
it  marked  out.  See  above  on  irapa- 
puwjuev,  an  allusion  to  which  the  prepo- 

sitions in  irapa#.  and  Trapatc.  seem  to  con- 
tain. Cf.  Roni.  iv.  15  and  note  there. 

The  substantive  does  not  occur  in  this 
sense  in  the  classics,  and  only  once 
in  the  Canonical  LXX,  ref.  Ps. :  but 
the  verb  is  found  in  Plato,  Crito,  p.  52  D, 
53  A,  and  Legg.  714  D,  and  Demosth. 

p.  624.  1,  irapafias  TOVS  'dpnovs  K.  ras (TwQT]Kas :  and  in  the  LXX  passim)  and 

disobedience  ("  irapaKovetv  imports  ety- 
mologically,  *  to  hear  beside  .•*  and  hence 
the  Greeks  use  it  principally  in  two  senses  : 
1.  to  hear  any  thing  by  stealth,  to  over- 

hear, as  Aristoph.  Ran.  749,  Kal  irapttKovwv 

SdcnrorStv  $Tav  (arr1  &v,  Belcker)  AaAwen : 
and,  2.  to  hear  any  thing  inaccurately,  to 
mis- hear,  as  Plato,  Thesetet.  p.  195  A.,  irap- 
op£<rt  TC  K.  irapaKOvoufft  K.  irapaj/oovai 
irAeicrTa.  From  this  last  meaning  of  the 
word  comes  the  Hellenistic  usage,  in  which 
it  betokens  a  more  intentional  mis-hearing, 
a  reluctance  to  hear  (em  %li&)t^fatn* 
ttJOlten),  and  hence  includes  also  the  idea  of 
non-compliance,  of  disobedience.  So  Isa. 
Ixv.  12,  &caAe«ra  vfjias  K.  ovx  vinjKov<raT€f 
«?AaAi7<ra  /c.  iraprjKovffare:  Esth.  iii.  8, 
T&V  5c  v6fji<i>v  TOV  0curi\t6»s  TrapaKovovcru 
See  also  Matt,  xviii.  17,  ̂ v  5e  TrapaKovarrj 
OMT&V,  6t7T€  rf)  e/CArA7?cr/a.  e&v  5e  Kal  TTJS 
^KKfarjcrias  vapaKovcry  rc.r.A.  So  also  in 
Josephus.  Accordingly,  irapaKo-fi  in  the 
N.  T.,  where  it  occurs  thrice  only  (see  reff. : 
never  in  the  LXX),  is  used  of  practical 
mis-hearing,  not  listening  to,  a  teaching,  or 
law,  or  person.  The  relation  of  these  two 
words  to  one  another  in  point  of  sense 
seems  accordingly  to  be,  that  irapdpaats 
denotes  the  outward  act  of  transgression  of 
the  kw,  the  practical  withstanding  of  its 
precepts, — while  irapaicoi)  occurs  when  we 
fulfil  not,  and  have  no  mind  to  fulfil,  the 
precepts  of  the  law :  the  former  expresses, 
viewed  ab  externo,  more  something  posi- 

tive, the  latter  something  negative,  while 
at  the  same  time  it  regards  more  the  dispo- 

sition of  tne  man.  Still,  the  distinction,  as 
regards  the  moral  region  here  treated  of,  is 
not  of  such  a  kind  that  each  irapdBacriy 
may  not  also  be  treated  as  n  irapaKoJi,  and 
each  vapaKoit  include  or  induce  a 

jSao-ts."  Bleek)  received  just  (ev 

found  twice  only  (reff.)  in  N.  T.  and  not  at 
all  in  LXX,  is  a  good  classic  word:  see 
lexx.)  recompense  of  reward  (used  only  in 
this  Epistle,  and  every  where  else  in  a  good 
sense :  cf.  also  jM<r6airo$6T7]$,  ch.  xi.  6. 
The  classical  writers  use  /j.L<rQo$o<jia  (Thuc. 
viii.83:  Xen.  Anab.  ii.  5.  22:  Polyb.  i.  69. 3 : 
Diod.  Sic.  xvi.  73)  and  ̂ icrQo^6rt]s  (Xen. 
Anab.  i.  3.  9 :  Plato,  Rep.  v.  p.  463  B : 
jEschin.  p.  85.  10  :  Theocr.  xiv.  59).  In 

the  passage  of  Diod.  Sic.,  nLo-QaTrotiocrla,  is 
a  various  reading.  To  what  does  the 
Writer  refer  ?  To  the  single  instances  of 
punishment  which  overtook  the  offenders 
against  the  law,  or  as  Grot,  suggests,  to 
the  general  punishment  of  the  whole 

people's  unbelief,  as  in  ch.  iii.  8 ;  iv.  11 ; 
xii.  21,  and  see  1  Cor.  x.  6  ff.  ?  I  should 
be  disposed  to  think,  to  the  former :  such 
penalties  as  are  denounced  in  Deut.  xxxii. 
35,  and  indeed  attached  to  very  many  of 
the  Mosaic  enactments  :  as  Owen :  "  The 
law  was  so  established,  that  the  transgres- 

sion of  it,  so  as  to  disannul  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  it,  had  by  divine  constitution 
the  punishment  of  death  temporal,  or  ex- 

cision, appointed  unto  it"),  3.] 
how  shall  we  (emphatic :  including  Chris- 

tians in  general,  all  who  have  received  the 
message  of  salvation  in  the  manner  specified 
below)  escape  (^evyw  and  its  compounds 
belong  to  that  class  of  verbs  which  take  the 
future  middle,  not  using  the  active  form  of 
that  tense.  See  a  list  of  such  in  Kruger, 
Gr.  Sprachlehre,  §  39.  12.  We  may  here 
either  supply  an  object  after  the  verb,  such 
as  %V$IKOV  fAiorQcnToSoo-iav,  as  in  ref.  Rona., 
2  Mace.  vii.  35,  oi/7r<w  yap  rfyv  TOV  .... 
8tov  Kpitriv  GKirttywyas,  and  ib.  vi.  26, — or 
take  €t«f>.  absolutely,  as  in  the  two  last  reff. 
and  Sir.  vi.  13,  OVK  eKtyevj-erai  ev  apway- 
fjiaffiv  ajjiapTaXfc.  The  latter  seems  best, 
inasmuch  as  r^v  &/&.  juo-0.  does  not 
fulfil  the  perfectly  general  motive  of  the 
hypothesis,  and  we  are  hardly  justified  in 
inserting  any  other  object,  such  as  rb  Kptfta 
rov  0€ov  in  ref.  Rom.  The  forensic  sense 
of  !/c4>€u7€ii',  to  fie  acquitted,  founded  on 
that  of  <f>6vy€ivt  to  fie  accused)  maintained 
here  by  Wolf,  appears  to  be  merely  imagi- 

nary, the  forensic  word  being  farofavyetv, 
not  !ic<J>.  So  Thorn.  Mag. :  4>euyw,  ri 
KaTTjyopovftat.  K,  <f>vyj),  TJ  KaTfjyopta. 

farotyevyto  5e,  *6Tav  vutfiffas  airoXvQij  Tts 
TTJS  Kwrfiyopias.  In  the  passage  of  Aristo- 

phanes which  he  quotes  to  support  his 
view,  Vesp.  993,  eKircQfvyas,  &  Adfiys, — 
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\tij3ouo~a  Xo-Xetcrftzt   $ia   T  TOV   tcvplov  VTTO  P  -  *  cor.  v.  i 
??;,    4  u  cruj/eTTiyu-apTi;-  q  J^Sj^oS 

yevea-dai  Aa£bi>  ei/  AlyvTrrio,  Philo,  Vit.  Mos.  ri    5  14,  \ol.  i.  p  93.  r  absol.,  =  in  this  Ep.,  ch   xiu 14  only.     Mark  XM.  20      Luke  xxiv   34  al.  see  ch.  vu    14.  xm.  20.  s  so  2  Cor   x.  16      1  Pet. 
i  25                               t  Mark  xvi.  20.     Rom.  xv,  8.     1  Cor.  i   6,  8,     2  Cor.  i.  21  Col.  ii.  7.  ch,  xm.  9  only.     Ps. 
xl.  12.  cxvm.  28  only.                         u  here  only  t.     Clern.  1  Cor.  $  23,  43. xl.  12.  cxvm.  28  only.  u  here  only  t. 

4.  for  crvv€irtfji.apT.9  vvvjjLapr.  B1,  crv/x/z.  B2. 

the  word,  occurring  as  it  does  in  the  midst 
of  the  forensic  use  of  airo(j>€vyeii>  (cf.  vv. 
985,  997),  may  very  well  be  only  in  its 
ordinary  meaning,  *thou  hast  escaped'} 
if  we  have  neglected  (the  anarthrous  par- 

ticipial construction  implies  a  logical,  i.  e. 
here  a  hypothetical  condition  :  the  aor., 

that  that  condition  will  have  "been  fulfilled 
at  the  date  to  which  the  fut.  ̂ K(f>.  refers) 
so  great  (H.O.\&$  5e  Kai  rb  nqXiicavTiris 
•n-posfBTjKcv.  ov  yap  iic  TroAe.ufeui/,  ̂ criv9 
7}/ULUS   Sta<T(UKT€L   VUV,  OV$€  T'tJV  yrjV  K.  TCfc   €V  TJ? 

yf)  ayaQa  irapi^ei,  aAAcfc  Bavdrov  Kard- 
\vcrts  ffTTaiy  aAA&  $ia&6\ov  owrcijAeta,  aAA* 
ovpavtav  patriXela,  aAAcfc.  £co))  altovLOS. 

Chrys.  :  and  Theod.-mops.  even  more  to 
the  point,  —  «r/ce7Vo  voyii^wv  ̂ 6cns  "f\v  {JL&VOV., 
^vravQa,  5c  K.  %c£pfs  irved/jLaTos  K.  \vcns 

a.fj.apTfj/j.dTOtf  K.  ftacrtXeias  ovpavSov  C-TT- 
ayyeXia  K*  aOayatrias  vTr^cr^ecris'  oOev  K. 

itiight  belong  to  TJTLS  below,  as  Thol.,  assum- 
ing f)rt<f  =  &sret  and  referring  to  Matthise, 

Gr.  Gr.  §  479,  obs.  1.  The  instances  there 
given  of  relatives  after  o0TG»sr,5&€,  rvjXiKov- 
TOS,  Totovros,  amply  jusbify  such  a  con- 

struction, e.  g.  Isocr,  Epist.  p.  408  J>,  XP*J 

fJ.€y€&O$,      4|V     fJL^VOS    ~&V     CTV      T&V    VVV     &VTG3V 
/c-nfj<ra<r0cu  8vvij9eli)fi  Xen.  An.  ii.  5.  12, 
rls  OVTW  fj.alvfrait  OSTIS  o&  croi  >3o^A€Tat 
<j>lXo$  elvai  ;  But  it  seems  better  here,  and 
more  befitting  the  majesty  of  the  thing 
spoken  of,  to  take  rijAi/cavTTjs  absolutely, 
leaving  the  greatness  and  exalted  nature 
of  the  salvation  to  be  filled  up,  as  Bleek 
says,  in  the  consciousness  of  the  readers. 
Still  of  course  the  TJTIS  introduces,  both 
by  the  sense  and  by  its  own  proper  meaning 
(ut  qua),  an  epexegesis  of  that  which 
was  enwrapped  in  T-n\tKa.frnr]$)  salvation 
(<rwrqpCa  as  in  ch.  i.  14;  no  need,  as  many 
Commentators,  to  supply  \6yov  before  it), 
the  wMch.  (=  *  seeing  tfiat  if/  in  a  direct 
construction)  having  begun  (otpx^v  Xa- 
fJoxicra  =  a/>£a/A«/?7.  The  phrase  is  found 
in  the  classics  :  e.  g.  Eur.  Iph.  in  Aul. 

1111,  riv*  &v  \dftotfjLt  TCOV  ffjt,£>v  apx^" 
KO.K&V  ;  JElian,  Var.  H.  ii.  28,  ir&Bev  8c 
T$iv  apx^v  f  A.ajSe*'  oHe  d  va^os,  Jspw  :  Polyb. 
iv.  28.  3,  rat  KCLTCC,  T$JV  *Ira\lap  ...  TO,S 
JULCV  apxas  T&V  iroAefta**'  TQVT&V  iSias 
€iA^^>€i  :  see  more  instances  in  Bleek, 
Raphel,  and  the  same  usage  of  AajSetf  in 
Plato,  Rep.  p.  497  E,  AajSeroj  re\os  f)  aw6- 
&EIJ-IS  TOVT&V  tyavepov  yevo/Ae Thuc. 

ftdvei,  Cf.  Palm  and  Rost*s  Lex.  in 
XafA&dvai)  to  be  spoken  (the  construction 
is  a  mixed  one ;  the  inf.  after  the  substan- 

tive would  naturally  have  the  art.,  TOV 
\a\eicr$ai,  but  it  is  put  without  it  as  if 
ap£ajj.€i/7)  had  preceded)  by  means  of  (He 
was  the  instrument  in  this  case,  as  the 
angels  in  the  other;  but  both,  law  and 
gospel,  came  at  first  hand  not  from  the 
mediators,  but  from  God.  See  Ebrard*s 
mistaken  antithesis  treated  below)  the  Lord 
(Sux.  T.  Kupto-u  is  to  be  joined  with  the 
whole  apx*  ̂ «)3-  ActA.,  not  with  AaA*=?<r- 
6at  alone.  TOV  icvptov,  as  Bl.  remarks, 
has  here  an  especial  emphasis  setting  forth 
the  majesty  and  sovereignty  of  Christ: 
avTbs  5  Tcav  a,yy4\&jif  SeaTr^TTjs  TrpcDros 
TTJV  (Tear-ftp  tov  8tH>aa"Ka\tav  irpos'fivtyK*, 
Thdrt.  See  reff.),  was  confirmed  (see  ref. 
Mark,  where  the  word  is  used  exactly  in 
the  same  sense  and  reference.  It  seems 

to  be  used  to  correspond  to  ̂ yevero  #e/3ouos- 
above,  signifying  a  ratification  of  the  gospel 
somewhat  correspondent  to  that  there  pre- 

dicated of  the  law  :  as  also  XaXeurOcu  here 
answers  to  AaA7j0e£s  there.  Thl.  explains 

a-rcas)  unto  us  (not  =  the  simple  dative, 
which  would  be  a  dat.  commodi,  but  im* 
plying  the  transmission  and  its  direction; 
see  reff. :  nor,  as  Wolf,  Wahl,  al.,  to  be 

rendered  "usque  ad"  a  meaning  of  *h 
only  to  be  assumed  when  defined  by  some 
indication  of  time  or  space  in  the  context. 
Nor  again  must  it  be  confounded  with  the 

idiom  £pepau&6ri  cv  f>t*2v9  **  among  you,"* 1  Cor.  i.  6.  The  construction  is  a  pregnant 
one)  by  those  who  heard  (it  ?  or  Him  ? 
In  the  sense,  the  difference  will  be  but 
little :  in  either  case,  those  pointed  at  will 
be  as  Thdrt.  oi  TV)S  airotTToXiK^s  ebroAottJ- 
crcurres  •x.d.ptroy  '  the  avr^irra*  K.  virTjpc- 
TCU  TOV  \6yov  of  Luke  i.  2.  From  the 
usage,  however,  of  the  Writer  himself,  I 

prefer  understanding  *  it :"  cf.  ch.  iii.  16  ; 
iv.  2;  xii.  19)  it  (Ebrard  (with  whom. 
Delit/jsch  partly  agrees)  arranges  this  whole 
sentence  strangely,  and  I  cannot  doubt, 

wrongly,  thus :  "  was  confirmed  to  us  by 
those  who  heard  it,  as  having  been  from 

the  beginning  spoken  by  the  Lord :"  and brings  out  a  contrast  between  the  law, 
which  was  given*through  a  mediator,  and 
the  gospel,  which  came  direct  from  the 
Lord  Himself.  But  thus  all  the  parallel, 
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v  Mark  x TOV 0€OV T6 

TWZ; 

Ka    Trvev/Aaros   ayov TTOifd- 
Kara 

ActsiL  19 

(from  Joelii.  30),22al.  z  Matt.  ir.  21.    2  Tim.  lii.  6.  ch.  xiu.  9.    James  i.  2.    1  Pet.  i.  6   ir.  10.    1  Chron 
xxix.  2.  y  =  Matt.  TH.  22   xni  54.    Mark  TI.  U  al  fr  z  ch  iv  12onlj.    Josh,  xu  23    x\ui. 
10  P  (not  A)  compl.    Ezra  u.  18.    Eccl.  u.  10  Aid  only.  a  here  only.    Prov,  MU  35.    Ezek.  x\m  23.    (-/xa, ch.  i  7,  9, 10  } 

[om  re  MP  17  vulg  arm  Chrr]         QepicrjULois  K!(txt  H-corrl).         for  avrov,  rov  deov  D1. 

ABCDK LMP« 

abcde 

and  with  it  the  true  contrast,  Is  destroyed. 
Both  law  and  gospel,  proceeding  from 
God,  were  AaA^eWa  to  men:  the  former 
by  angels,  the  latter  by  the  Lord.  Both 
were  jSejSaiojfleVra  —  the  former  absolutely, 
as  exemplified  by  the  penalties  which  fol- 

lowed its  neglect,  the  latter  relatively  to 
us,  as  matter  of  evidence  requiring  our 
hearty  reception  ;  delivered  by  eye  and  ear 
witnesses,  and  further  witnessed  to  by  God 
Himself.  And  in  proportion  as  the  Me- 

diator of  the  new  covenant  is  more  worthy 
than  were  the  mediators  of  the  old  cove- 

nant, will  our  punishment  be  greater  if  we 
neglect  it.  So  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  Writer  meant  to  convey  the  sense 
against  which  Ebrard  protests,  and  that 
the  beginning  of  the  promulgation  of  the 
gospel  by  the  Lord,  and  the  handing  down 
of  it  by.  those  who  were  its  first  hearers, 
are  alleged  by  him  as  two  separate  and  co- 

ordinate circumstances.  On  the  evidence 
furnished  by  this  verse  as  to  the  Writer 
of  the  Epistle,  see  Prolegg.  §  i.  parr. 
130  if.),  God  also  bearing  witness  to  it 
(nothing  can  be  further  from  the  truth 
than  what  ICuinoel,  al.,  maintain,  "  <ruv- 
cirijjLapTvpctv  pro  simplici  naprvpstv  posi- 
tum  esse."  In  his  own  rendering  of  the 
word,  the  force  of  both  prepositions  is  to  be 

traced  :  "  Deo  simul  confmnante.J*  pap* 
TvptLV  is  simply  to  "bear  witness  :  eTnc/uap- Tvptiv  to  attest,  to  bear  witness  to  :  crvv- 
*iriij.a,pTvpeiv  to  join  in,  attesting,  or  bear- 

ing witness  to.  The  double  compound  is 
not  uncommon  in  the  later  Greek  writers  : 
e,  g.  Aristot.  de  Mundo,  v.  22,  crvveirf 
fiaprvpe?  6  j8(os  cforas  :  Polyb.  xxvi.  9.  4, 
•jraptivrav  Se  T«£J/  ©eTTaXw,  tc.  crweTri- 
paprvpoTLiVTUv  Tots  AapSavtois.  See  ex- 

amples from  Sextus  Empir.,  Galen,  Philo, 
&c.,  in  Bleek.  On  the  sense,  Ohrys.  re- 

marks: ircas  ofiv  eftefiattaBr)  ;  rl  o$v  el  ot 
<pv\ffiv  ;  T.OI/TO  roivvv 

vs  QVK  a.vdpa>Trivj]v  rfyv 

crvyeTTifj..  r.  Oeov'"  OVK 
av  yap,  et  €TrKaaravt  6  6ebs  avro7s 

pycre*  fjLaprvpovfft  (nef  Ka«eT)/ot,  ( 

a.Kovcrai>T€S 

^KtivotSt   aAA.a   5ia   (nj^'na 
&STG    OVK    eKeifOtS     TrL(TTtlK)fJ.€J>>     ttAA'     ClVTCp 
r$  &€$)  with  signs  and  wonders  (Bleek 
remarks  that  these  words  are  very  com- 

monly joined  together,  and  cites  numerous 

m  n  O 
17.47 

instances  from  the  later  classics,  the  LXX, 
•and  the  N.  T.  His  remarks  are:  "As 
regards  the  relation  of  the  two  expressions 
to  each  other  in  their  combination  here,  as 
divine  confirmations  of  human  testimony, 
it  is  this :  onrjfjieXov  is  a  more  general  and 
wider  idea  than  repas.  Every  repay,  reli- 

giously considered,  is  also  a  cnfjfJLf?ovt  but 
not  always  vice  versa.  Tepas  always  in- 

cludes the  idea  of  something  marvellous, 
something  extraordinary  in  itself,  betokens 
something  which  by  its  very  occurrence 
raises  astonishment,  and  cannot  be  ex- 

plained from  the  known  laws  of  nature. 
On  the  other  hand  a  cr'n^tov  is  each  and 
every  thing  whereby  a  person,  or  a  saying 
and  assertion,  is  witnessed  to  as  true,  and 
made  manifest :  and  thus  it  may  be  some- 

thing, which,  considered  in  and  of  itself, 
would  appear  an  ordinary  matter,  causing 
no  astonishment,  but  which  gets  its  cha- 

racter of  striking  and  supernatural  from 
the  connexion  into  which  it  is  brought  with 

something  else,  e.  g.  from  a  heavenly  mes- 
senger having  previously  referred  to  some 

event  which  he  could  not  have  foreseen  by 
mere  natural  knowledge.  But  it  may  also 
be  a  repas,  properly  so  called.  Still,  it  is 
natural  to  suppose  that  the  biblical  writers, 
using  so  often  as  they  do  the  words  toge- 

ther, did  not  on  every  occasion  bear  in 
mind  the  distinction,  but  under  the  former 

word  thought  also  of  events  which  of  them- 
selves would  be  extraordinary  and  marvel- 

lous appearances")  and  various  (this  adj. 
belongs  only  to  buvd/j.€(nv,  not  also,  as 
Bleek,  to  the  following  clause,  in  which  the 
fie  pur fj.o7s  of  itself  includes  the  idea  of 
variety)  miraculous  powers  (so  Swdpas 
are  used  in  reff.  j  and  in  Acts  ii.  22  :  2  Cor. 
xii.  22 :  2  Thess.  ii.  9,  we  find  them  joined 

with  ffrj/j.f'ia  K.  repara  as  here;  and  with 
ffyiLeLa  only,  in  Acts  viii.  13.  See  also 
1  Cor.  xii.  10,  28  f.  In  some  of  these 
places  it  is  taken  for  the  miraculous  acts 
themselves  which  followed  on  the  exercise 
of  the  powers :  and  so  perhaps  it  may 
he  here  :  but  1  prefer  the  other  rendering 
on  account  of  the  near  connexion  with  the 

following  clause,  which  if  we  break  by  join- 
ing it  to  the  foregoing,  we  destroy  the 

grouping  in  couples,  and  also  violate  the 
proper  construction  of  the  (n^efois  TC  Kal 

iv)  and  distributions  (the  rare  word. 
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5  Ou    yap    d<y<y6\ot,$    b  vTrera^ev    rrjv oicovfAevrjv    TTJV  J^*/^ 
fjie\.  here  only,  see  ch.  i.  6, 

5.  aft  vTrsral-ev  ins  o  0eos  C  vulg(with  ain  demid  hal  agst  fold  harl1  tol)  Cbron1. 

p.epurp.<$s  (see  reff.)  is  in  strict  analogy 
with  the  usage  of  the  verb  :  e.  g.  Rom.  xii. 
3,  eKoiary  dos  i5  flebs  e/^eptcrev  fj.4rpov  TTI- 
crrecas  :  1  Cor.  vii.  17,  l/ccur-r^  &s  efAeptarev 
6  Kvpios  .  .  .  Trepiirareirw :  2  Cor.  X.  13, 
Hrarcfe  ro  (jLtrpov  rov  K.av6vos  ov  ejnepicrej/ 
r),iuV  £  tfebs  fterpov.  But  both,  in.  their 
simple  classical  meaning,  merely  signify 
division,  as  in  ch.  iv.  12,  and  not  dis- 

tribution, which  is  a  later  sense,  found 
in  Polyb.  xi.  28.  9,  Diog.  Laert.,  Hero- 

dian,  &c.  See  Palm  and  Host's  Lexicon) 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  (is  this  a  genitive  of  the 
object  distributed,  or  of  the  subject  distri- 

buting ?  The  latter  is  held  by  Camerar., 
al.,  and  Karat,  ri)v  avrov  QeX-riffiv  also  re- 

ferred to  the  will  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  And 
so  St.  Paul  certainly  speaks,  1  Cor.  xii.  11, 
iravra  5e  ravra  evepyei  rb  €V  real  ro  avrb 
TTvev/jLa,  Siaipovv  tdia  eKacrrqp  Ka&cbs  fiov- 
\erai.  But  it  does  not  thence  follow  that 
such  is  the  sense  here  :  and  it  seems  much 
more  natural  to  refer  the  pron.  avrov  to 
God,  the  primary  subject  of  the  sentence. 
Otherwise  we  should  have  expected  e/ce^ou. 
Still,  it  may  be  said  that  the  reference  of 
this  genitive  is  independent  of  that  of  the 
pronoun  avrov,  and  that  the  clause  irvev- 
fj.aro$  aylov  fjiepLfffjiois  should  be  con- 

sidered on  its  own  ground.  But  thus  con- 
sidered, if  it  be  once  granted  that  avrov 

refers  to  God,  we  should  have,  on  the  sup- 
position of  the  subjective  genitive,  an  awk- 

wardly complicated  sense,  hardly  consistent 
with  the  assertion  of  absolute  sovereignty 
so  prominently  madeinthefollowingclause. 
I  take  then  the  genitive  with  most  Com- 

mentators, as  objective,  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  as  that  which  is  distributed  accord- 

ing to  God's  will,  to  each  man  according to  his  measure  and  kind.  The  declaration 
in  John  iii.  34,  of  Him  whom  God  sent,  ov 

yap  UK  [jicrpov  fiio'ctja'ti'  TO  irvevjAa,,  speaks of  the  same  giving*  but  of  its  unmeasured 
fulness,  as  imparted  to  our  glorious  Head, 
not  of  its  fragmentary  distribution  to  us 
the  imperfect  and  limited  members),  ac- 

cording to  His  (God's :  see  above)  will 
(0€\Yjo-i.s  is  a  rarer  word  (reflf.)  than 
ee\Trj/j,a,  both  being  Alexandrine  forms. 
Pollux  says  of  it,  v.  165,  $ovKrt<nsi  eVf- 
0u/ua,  opei-is,  cpcvs*  7)  Se  0€\7jo"ts  iSturtKdiv. 
It  is  best  to  refer  this  clause,  not  to  the 
whole  sentence  preceding,  with  Bohme, 
nor  to  the  two  clauses,  TTOI/C.  5vv.9  K.  irv. 
ay.  fj.ep.9  as  Bleek,  Lunem.,  but  to  the  last 
of  these  only,  agreeably  to  1  Cor.  xii.  11,  and 
to  the  free  and  sovereign  agency  implied 

in  juLfpuTjjio'is.  See  on  the  whole  sense, 

Acts  v.  32)  ?  5 — 18.]  TTie  dogmatic 
argument  now  proceeds.  The  new  world 
is  subjected)  by  the  testimony  of  the 
Scriptures,  not  to  angels,  but  to  Christ  : 
who  however,  though  Lord  of  all,  was 
made  inferior  to  the  angels,  that  J5Ce 
might  die  for,  and  suffer  with,  being  made 
lilce,  the  children  of  men.  5.]  The 
proposition  stated.  For  (the  connexion  is 
with  the  sentence  immediately  preceding, 
i.  e.  with  vv.  2 — 4.  That  former  x6yos 
was  spoken  by  angels :  it  carried  its  punish- 

ment for  neglect  of  it:  much  more  shall 

this  a-ariipia,  spoken  by  ...  &c.,  con- 
firmed by  ...  &c.  FOE  this  whole  state 

of  things,  induced  by  the  proclamation  of 
that  salvation,  is  not  subjected  to  angels, 
but  to  Christ,  the  Son  of  God.  Then  the 
fact  that  it  is  to  MAN,  and  to  Him  AS 

MAN",  that  it  is  subjected,  is  brought  in, 
and  a  new  subject  thus  grafted  on  the 
old  one  of  His  superiority  to  the  angels. 
See  Bleek  and  Ebrard)  not  to  angels  (ay- 
yc\ots  stands  in  the  place  of  emphasis,  as- 
contrasted  with  ai>6pc*Tro$  below)  did  He 
subject  (aor. :  at  the  date  of  His  arrange- 

ment and  laying  out  of  the  same.  The 
subjection  of  this  present  natural  world  to 
the  holy  angels,  as  its  administrators,  is 
in  several  places  attested  in  Scripture,  and 
was  a  very  general  matter  of  belief  among 
the  Jews.  In  Deut.  xxxii.  8,  we  read  in 
the  LXX,  $re  5fe/ie/>/;^€j/  0  uij/itrros  edprj, 

&r  Si4(rir€ipfv  vtovs  JA5a/t,  ea-rycrcv  8pta 
cBvwv  Kara  apt&/j.bv  ayyeh&v  Qeov.  There, 

it  is  true,  the  Heb.  text  has,  as  E.  V.,  "  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  the  children 

(more  properly,  the  sons,  in  the  stricter 
sense)  of  Israel."  Origeo,  on  Numbers, 
Horn,  xxviii.  4,  vol.  ii.  p.  385,  says,  "  Se- 
cundum  numermn  angelormn  ejus,  vel  ut 
in  aliis  exemplaribus  legimus,  secundum 

numeram  filiorum  Israel  :"  but  perhaps, 
as  Bleek  suggests,  it  was  not  Origen  that 
was  pointing  to  a  various  reading  in  the 
Heb.  text,  but  only  his  translator  that  was 
noticing  that  the  Latin  versions  differed 
from  the  LXX.  But  the  doctrine  rests  on 

passages  about  which  there  can  be  no  such 
doubt.  See  Dan.  x.  13,  20,  21;  xii.  1, 
for  this  committal  of  kingdoms  to  the 
superintendence  of  angels  :  Rev.  ix.  11 ; 
xvi.  5  al.,  for  the  same  as  regards  the 
natural  elements  :  Matt,  xviii.  10.,  as  re- 
gfirds  the  guardianship  of  individuals: 
Rev.  i.  20  &c.,  for  that  of  churches  (for  so, 
and  not  of  chief  bishops,  is  the  name  to 
be  understood  :  see  note  there).  See  also 
Dan.  iv.  13.  In  the  apocryphal  and  Rab- 
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=  Matt,  xii 
Acts Trepl   ̂ 9   XaXoS JAW    6  e  SiejiapTvparo  Se  TTOV  ABCDK 

xxiv.  25.    Rom.  v.  H.  vm  38.  ch.  vi.  5  al.    Isa  ix  6  A  al 
a!7     1  Thess.  IT.  6.    1  Tim.  v.  21.    2  Tim.u.  14.  iv.  1)  only.    Jer  vi.  10. 

e  elsw  L.P  (Luke  xv.  28     Acts  via  25 

binical  writings  we  find  the  same  idea  as- 
serted, and  indeed  carried  out  into  minute 

details.  So  in  Sir.  xvii.  17,  ewcicrr^  edvet 
Ka.T*<rT7](r€V  Tiyov^evov,  /e.  fiepls  tcvpiov 

'Itrpa^A  e<rnv.  The  Rabbinical  authorities 
may  be  found  in  Bleek  and  Eisenmenger. 

See  also  a  very  elaborate  article  —  "  Engel" 
—  by  Bourne  in  Herzog's  Encyelopadie  : 
and  testimonies  to  the  view  of  the  early 
church  from  Eusebius  (Demonstr.  Evang. 
iv.  2,  vol.  iv.  p.  146),  Justin  Martyr 
(Apol.  ii.  5,  p.  92),  Irenaeus  (iii.  12.  11,  p. 
197),  Athenagoras  (Legat.  24,  p.  302),  and 
Clement  of  Alexandria  (Strom,  vii,  2,  p. 

831  P)  in  Whitby's  note.  The  idea  then 
of  subjection  of  the  world  to  angels  was 
one  with  which  the  readers  of  this  Epistle 
were  familiar)  the  world  to  come  (the 
reference  of  this  expression  has  been 
variously  given  by  expositors.  1.  Many 
imagine  it  to  refer  to  the  world  which  is, 
strictly  speaking,  to  come,&s  distinguished 
from  this  present  world.  So  Thdrt. 

Atfyos 

tin 

r^v 

<rev),  (Ec.    fi\\.  OIK. 
K^cr/jiov,  TT€/>1  oS  $T)(rlv  6 
avrbs  ykp 

rai  oiKOvpeviis,  ol  5e  &yye\ot  wr  Xetroupyal 
K.  $ov\oi  irapicrravTat),  Cajetan,  Estius, 
a-Lapide,  al.  Tiiis  meaning,  as  BL  re- 

marks, will  hardly  tally  with  the  y«*p,  nor 
with  Trcpl  -rjs  XotXoi5|X€v  :  though  it  might 
be  said  that  the  future  life,  being  the 
completion'  of  the  state  of  salvation  by 
Christ,  might  very  well  here  be  spoken 
of  as  the  subject  of  the  present  dis- 

course. 2.  Some  have  supposed  a  direct 
allusion  to  ch.  i.  6.  So  Thl.  (irepi  %s 

j/,  Tovrecrrt  irepl  %$  avwrepco  e2Vo- 
%Tca>  flsaydyrj  rbv  Trpur6roKov 
oiicav/Jievyv),  Schlichtmg,  Grot. 

(**XaAoi//iej/,  id  est  eXaX^tra^ev  .  .  .  Re- 
spicitur  enim  id  quod  prsecessit  i.  6"), 
BQhme,  al.  Bat  certainly  in  this  case 
the  verb  would  have  been  past;  and 

besides,  the  addition  of  the  epithet  /ue'AAov- 
crav  sufficiently  distinguishes  it  from  the 
mere  olttovpevn,  the  inhabited  world,  in 
the  other  place.  3.  Others  again  have 
thought  of  the  heaven,  which  is  to  us 
future,  because  we  are  not  yet  admitted 

to  its  joys.  So  Cameron  ("Mundus  ecclesiae 
desertum  est,  oiKovftevrj  ecclesiae  est  in 

coelo,  sicut  Israeli  tarum  in  terra  Canaan'*), 
Calov.,  Limborch,  Grot.  (**  In  regione  ilia 
snperaetherea  sunt  quidem  angeli,  sed  non 
illi  imperant  ut  Christus.  Vocat  hanc  OIK. 
fjt€\\.t  non  quia  jam  non  exstat  ;  sed  quia 
nobis  ea  non  plene  nota  est,  nee  adhuc 

contigit"),  al.  But  this  again  would  not 

agree  with  the  yap  and  \a\ovpev.  4.  The 
most  probable  account  to  be  given  is  that 
the  phrase  represents  the  Heb.  Nirr  obirn 
(see  note  on  ch.  i.  1),  and  imports  the 
whole  new  order  of  things  brought  in  by 
Christ,  —  taking  its  rise  in  His  life  on  earth, 
and  having  its  completion  in  his  reign  in 

glory.  So  Calvin  ("  Nunc  apparet  non 
vocari  orbem  futurum  duntaxat  qualem 
e  resurrectione  speramus,  sed  qui  ccepit  ab 
exordio  regni  Christi  :  complementum  vero 

sumn  habebit  in  ultima  redemptione"), 
Beza,  Cappellus  (adding  a  remark,  "  Sed 
nee  contemnendum  discrimen  illud  quod 
videtnus  inter  veteris  et  novi  testament! 

saecula,  sub  vetere  Abraham,  Josue,  Da- 
niel coram  augelis  procumbentes  non  re- 

preheuduntur  :  sub  novo  Johannes  idem 
bis  faciens  bis  reprehenditur,  Apoc.  xix.  et 

xxii.").  Chrys.  and  Thl.  are  commonly 
quoted  for  this  view  even  by  Bleek  :  but 
if  I  understand  Chrys.,  he  means,  as  Thl. 

certainly  does,  that  the  otKov^v-ri  here  is 
identical  with  that  in  ch.  i.  6,  and  that 
the  Writer  calls  it  /u.eAA.oucrai',  because  at 
the  time  of  the  divine  decree  here  spoken 
of,  it  was  not  yet  created  :  ̂ xxovaav 
5e  avr^jv  (pyffi,  8t6rt  6  ftey  vlbs  TOV  deov 
?jv  act,  afary 

fghkl 

aiSiov  ttirapj-w  TOV  utov,  /zfXAoutra  ̂ v  rj 
oiKovpwr}.  And  nearly  so  Chrys.,  but  not 
so  plainly.  This  last-mentioned  view 
is  by  far  the  best,  agreeing  as  it  does  with 
the  connexion,  for  he  has  been  speaking  of 
the  gospel  above,  —  with  the  usus  loquendi, 
—  with  the  whole  subject  of  the  Epistle. 

The  word  peXXowav  has  by  some 

been  supposed  to  be  used  "  ex  prospectu  ve- 
teris Test,  prophetico  in  Novum  Test./*  as 

Bengel,  who  again  says,  "  Futurus  dicitur, 
non  quin  jam  sit,  sed  quia  olim  praedictus." 
And  so  Bleek  (as  an  additional  reason  why 
the  word  was  used,  besides  that  the  com- 

pletion of  the  state  is  yet  to  come),  aL  I 
should  be  disposed,  standing  as  the  expres- 

sion does  here  without  emphasis,  to  regard 
/u.€\\ovtrav  rather  as  a  well-known  and 
well-understood  designation  of  the  latter 
dispensation,  here  technically  adjoined, 
than  as  requiring  minute  explanation  in 
this  place.  All  reference  to  the  future 
need  not  be  excluded  :  we  Christians  are 

so  eminently  '*  prisoners  of  hope,"  that  the 
very  mention  of  such  a  designation  would 
naturally  awaken  a  thought  of  the  glories 
to  come  :  but  this  reference  must  not  be 

pressed  as  having  any  prominence.  With 
this  latter  view  agrees  in  the  main  that  of 
Delitzsch,  which  I  have  seen  since  this  note 
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T49  \e<ycov  frTi   ear iv  civ9pay7ro$3  on   s  fjt,t,/jt,pij<r/cy   avrov,  r} 
g  fJ.lfJ.V'f  ch.  xui.  3  only.  Isa.  IxiL  6. 

6.  for  T«,  TLS  (as  LXX-A.)  C^P]  lect-2  tol  D-lat  copt  [Euthal-ms]  Damasc. 

was  first  written.  He  concurs  with  Hof- 
iriann,  Weissag.  u.  Erf.  ii.  23,  in  requiring 
a  more  concrete  sense  for  the  words,  and 
understands  them  to  point  to  the  new 
world  of  Redemption,  as  distinguished  from 
the  old  world  of  Creation,  which  by  reason 
of  sin  is  subject  to  death  and  decay.  So 
that  /xeAAovcra  is  not  used  from  the  O.  T. 

standing-point,  but  from  the  N.  T.  also, 
and  points  to  the  times  of  the  Messiah  in 
their  ideal  perfection  which  shall  one  day 
be  realized),  of  which,  we  are  speaking 
(which  forms  the  subject  of  our  present 
argument :  viz.  that  urged  in  vv.  1 — 4. 
The  sense  is  strictly  present;  not  past  (see 

Grot,  above),  nor  future  ("enallage  tern- 
poris ;  de  quo  in  sequent!  testimonio  lo- 
quemur/'  as  Vatablus).  Bleek  has  here 
some  excellent  remarks  :  "  As  regards  the 
whole  thought,  the  non-subjection  of  the 
new  order  of  the  world  to  angels,  it  respects 
partly  what  is  already  present,  partly  what 
we  have  yet  to  wait  for.  Certainly,  here 
and  there  in  the  N.  T.  history  angels  are 
mentioned :  but  they  come  in  only  as 
transitory  appearances,  to  announce  or  to 
execute  some  matter  which  is  specially 
entrusted  to  them  :  they  never  appear  as 
essential  agents  in  the  introduction  of  the 
kingdom  of  God,  either  in  general,  or  in 
particular:  they  do  not  descend  on  earth  as 
preaching  repentance,  or  preparing  men  to 
be  received  into  God's  kingdom.  This  is 
done  by  men,  first  and  chiefly  by  Him  who 
is  Son  of  Man  KCIT'  Qoxfa  and  after  Him 
by  the  disciples  whom  He  prepared  for  the 
work.  Even  the  miraculous  conversion  of 
Paul  is  brought  about  not  by  angels,  but 
by  the  appearing  of  the  Lord  Himself. 
Our  author  has  indeed  in  ch.  i.  14,  desig- 

nated the  angels  as  fellow- workers  in  the 
salvation  of  men :  but  only  in  a  serving 
capacity,  never  as  working  or  imparting 
salvation  by  independent  agency,  as  does 
the  Son  of  Man  in  the  first  place,  and  then 
in  a  certain  degree  his  disciples  also.  So 
that  we  cannot  speak  with  any  truth  of  a 
subjection  of  this  new  order  of  things  to 
the  angels.  Bather,  even  by  what  we  see 
at  present,  does  it  appear  to  be  subjected 
to  the  Redeemer  Himself.  And  this  will 
ever  more  and  more  be  the  case;  for, — 
according  to  the  prophetic  declaration  of 
the  Psalm, — the  whole  world  shall  be  put 
tinder  His  feet  (ver.  8).  Thus,  by  re- 

minding them  of  the  will  of  God  declared 
in  the  holy  Scriptures,  does  the  Writer 
meet  at  the  same  time  the  objections  of 
those  of  his  readers  and  countrymen,  to 

whom  perhaps  this  withdrawal  of  the 
agency  of  the  angels  with  the  introduction 
and  growing  realization  of  the  new  order 
of  things  might  appear  an  important  de- 

fect ").  6.]  But  ("8e  introduces  a 
contrast  to  a  preceding  negative  sentence 
frequently  in  our  Epistle:  cf.  ch.  iv.  13,  15  ; 
ix.  12  ;  x.  27  ;  xii.  13.  It  makes  a  more 
sharply  marked  contrast  than  aAAcc,  as  our 
aber  or  melme^r  as  compared  with  fon* 
bern/'  Bleek.  Cf.  Thuc.  i.  125,  faaurit 
fj.ev  ov  Sterpi&T},  %\a.crtrov  $€  :  ib.  5,  OVK 
^XOVT^^  "R&  QAG"X&vi}v  TOVTOV  TOV  cpyov, 
(pepovros  Se  ri  Ka\  5<f£i7  s  jna\\ov  :  id.  iv. 

86,  OVK  &rl  KaK$,  &r*  faevBcpfixrei  5*  r&v 
*J£JOd)v»v  vape\'f)\v6a  :  Herod,  ix.  8,  otfrcw 
airorercixio-To,  £pyd£ovro  $4:  and  see 
many  other  examples  in  Hartung,  Parti- 
kellehre,  i.  171.  81  then  here  introduces 
the  positive  in  contradistinction  to  the 
negative  sentence  preceding.  An  ellipsis 
follows  it,  to  be  supplied  in  the  thought, 
*it  is  far  otherwise,  forj  .  .  .  .)  one 
somewhere  (no  inference  can  be  drawn 
from  this  indefinite  manner  of  citation, 
either  that  the  Writer  was  quoting  from 

memory,  as  Koppe,  Schulz,  al-,  or  that  he 
did  not  know  who  was  the  author  of  the 
Psalm,  as  Grot.  Bather  may  we  say,  that 
it  shews  he  was  writing  for  readers  familiar 
with  the  Scriptures,  and  from  whom  it 
might  well  be  expected  that  they  would 
recognize  the  citation  without  further 
specification.  He  certainly  is  not  quoting 
from  memory,  seeing  that  the  words  agree 
exactly  with  the  LXX  :  and  Ps.  viii.  both 
in  the  Heb.  and  LXX  has  a  superscription 
indicating  that  it  was  written  by  David. 
Chrys.  says,  TOUTO  5e  aurb  oljuat  rj> 

>  ic.  judj  riQ&tu  rbv 

a&rt&s  trfdSpa  ̂ wetpovs    elvai  r&r 
And  ThL,  ov  Aryct  rJl>  ovofjM  rvv 

8«tA€y<J/i€*>0s.  Bleek  quotes  nu- 
merous instances  of  the  same  formula  ci- 

tandi  from  Philo,  as  applied  both  to  Scrip- 
ture writers  and  profane  authors.  Thus 

Be  Ebrietate,  §  14  vol.i.p.  365  end,  cBre 

ydp  trot  rts,  viz.  Abraham,  in  Gen.  xx. 
12:  De  Opif.  Mund.  §  5,  p.  5,  Strep  icol 
rS>v  ap%aW  elurc  TLS,  viz.  Plato  :  aL  And 
our  Writer  has  again,  ch.  iv.  4,  ctpiiiee  yd? 
trov  ir€pl  rjys  IjSSoVtTyr  o&r<as,  viz.  Gen.  ii. 
2.  In  all  such  cases  the  indefiniteness  is 
designed  and  rhetorical.  We  can  hardly 
infer,  with  Bleek  and  De  Wette,  that  the 
Writer  meant  to  express  his  feeling  that 
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aV0pC0TTOV,  OTL  h  €7TiO"/C€7TTT7  CLVTOV  ;    7 
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h  =  Mitt.  xxv. 
36, 43.     Luke 
i.  68.  vii.  16.    James  i.  27.     Sir.  vii.  35.      ̂      f  i  ver. 

vol.  i.  p. 21,  av0pa>3ros  6iot  Tijf  Ta|tv  ̂ AxxTTwrat. 

the  O.  T.  books  had  no  human  authors, 
but  God  Himself:  for  in  this  case,  as 
Liinemann  remarks,  the  personal  rts  would 
hardly  have  been  used,  but  a  passive  con- 

struction adopted  instead)  testified  (the 

-word  Sutpapruplc*  has  in  Attic  law  the 
technical  sense  of  appearing  as  a  witness 
previously  to  the  admission  of  a  cause  into 
court,  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  to 
substantiate  or  oppugn  its  admissihility  : 
so  Harpocration,  -rrpl  rou  eisaxQijva>L  rfyv 

8//C77,  3)    ovtc    elsaywyifjioy.     Hence   the 
deponent  middle,  8ta|xapTvpop,ai,  is  to  call 
in,  or  invoice  witnesses  to  the  justice  of 
one's  cause  or  truth  of  one's  assertion. 
And  thus  it  acquires  its  less  proper  senses 
of  conjuring^  earnestly  beseeching,  on  the 
one  hand:  and  affirming,  'positively  assert- 

ing, either  absolutely,  as  here,  or  with  an 
accusative  of  reference,  on  the  other.  Both 

these  two  are  found  in  the  N.  T.  See  reft'. : 
the  former  occurs  chiefly  in  the  pastoral 
Epistles,  the  latter  in  reflf.  Acts,  1  Thess., 
Jer,),  saying  (this  seems  the  proper  place 
for  a  few  remarks  on  the  sense  of  the 

citation  which  follows,  and  on  the  con- 
nexion of  thought  in  the  rest  of  the  chap- 

ter. The  general  import  of  the  eighth 
Psalm  may  be  described  as  being,  to  praise 
Jehovah  for  His  glory  and  majesty,  and 
His  merciful  dealing  with  and  exaltation 
of  mankind.  All  exegesis  which  loses  sight 
of  this  general  import,  and  attempts  to 
force  the  Psalm  into  a  direct  and  exclusive 
prophecy  of  the  personal  Messiah,  goes  to 
conceal  its  true  prophetic  sense,  and  to 
obscure  the  force  and  beauty  of  its  refer- 

ence to  Him.  This  has  been  done  by 
Bleek  and  others,  who  have  made  *the 
Son  of  Man  *  a  direct  title  here  of  Christ. 
It  is  MAK  who  in  the  Psalm  is  spoken  of, 
in  the  common  and  most  general  sense : 
the  care  taken  by  God  of  him,  the  lord- 

ship given  to  him,  the  subjection  of  God's 
works  to  him.  This  high  dignity  he  lost, 
but  this  high  dignity  he  has  regained,  and 
possesses  potentially  in  all  its  fulness  and 
glory,  restored  and  for  ever  secured  to 
him.  How  ?  and  by  whom  ?  By  one 
of  his  own  race,  the  MAN  Christ  Jesus. 
Whatever  high  and  glorious  things  can  be 
said  of  man,  belong  de  proprio  jure  to 
Him  only,  proprid  persona  to  Him  only, 
but  derivatively  to  us  His  brethren  and 
members.  And  this  is  the  great  key  to 
the  interpretation  of  all  such  sayings  as 
these :  whatever  belongs  to  man  by  the 

constitution  of  his  nature,  belongs  /car* 

e&xfa  to  that  MAI?",  who  is  the  constituted 
HEAD  of  man's  nature,  the  second  Adam, 
who  has  more  than  recovered  all  that  the 

first  Adam  lost.  To  those  who  clearly  ap- 
prehend and  firmly  hold  this  fundamental 

doctrine  of  Christianity,  the  interpretation 
of  ancient  prophecy,  and  the  N.  T.  appli- 

cation of  O.  T.  sayings  to  Christ,  hecome 
a  far  simpler  matter  than  they  ever  can 
be  to  others.  And  so  here,  it  is  to  MAN, 

not  to  angels,  that  the  e  world  to  come  * 
is  subjected.  This  is  the  argument :  and, 
as  far  as  the  end  of  ver.  8,  it  is  carried  on 
with  reference  to  man,  properly  so  called. 
There  is  here  as  yet  no  personal  reference 
to  our  Lord,  who  is  first  introduced,  and 
that  in  his  lower  personal  human  Name, 
at  ver.  9.  This  has  been  missed,  and  thus 
confusion  introduced  into  the  argument, 
by  the  majority  of  Commentators.  To 
hold  that  our  Lord  is  from  the  first  in- 

tended by  &v6pwiros  and  i/fbs  av&pc&irov 
here,  is  to  disturb  altogether  the  logical 

sequence,  which  runs  thus  :  *  It  is  no  t  to 
angels  that  He  has  subjected  the  latter 
dispensation,  but  to  man.  Still,  we  do 
not  see  man  in  possession  of  this  sove- 

reignty. No ;  but  we  do  see  Jesus,  whose 
humiliation  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  man- 

hood, crowned  with  glory  and  honour,  and 
thus  constituted  the  Head  of  our  race,  so 
that  His  death  and  sufferings  were  our 
deliverance  and  our  perfecting.  And  for 
this  to  be  so,  the  Sanctifier  and  the  sancti- 

fied must  be  all  of  one  race/  And  the 
rest  of  the  chapter  is  spent  in  laying  forth 
with  inimitable  beauty  and  tenderness  the 
necessity  and  effect  of  Jesus  being  thus 
made  like  us.  The  whole  process  of  this 
second  chapter  stands  without  parallel  for 
tender  persuasiveness  amidst  the  strictest 
logical  coherence.  And  yet  both  of  these 
are  concealed  and  spoiled,  unless  we  take 
these  words  of  the  Psalm,  and  the  argu- 

ment founded  on  them,  of  man  generally, 
and  then,  and  not  till  then,  of  Jesus,  as 
man  like  ourselves.  And  so  Clem.-alex. 
(Strom,  iv.  3,  pp.  566  f.  P),  Chrys.,  ThL, 

Thdrt.  (T&  Se  "rl  ttrnv  fodpairos"  tfpn- 
rat  p.ev  irepl  r^s  Koivrjs  tytarews,  appfcrei 
Se  TTJ  3£  THAW  airapxpt  &y  oiK€LOvjj.evrj 
ret  ircfctTTjs-  TT)S  tytareas.  See  also  on  the 
Psalm) :  so  Pellicanus,  Calvin,  Piscator, 
Schlichting,  Grot.,  Jansen.,  Bengel,  and 
almost  all  the  moderns,  including  De- 
litzsch.  The  principal  upholders  of  the 
other  view  are  Beza  (in  part),  Calov., 
Seb.-Schmidt,  and  the  Lutheran  Commen- 

tators, and  recently  Bleek),  What  is  man. 
(some,  e.  g.  Kuinoel,  have  understood  this 
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to  mean,  «« How  great,  how  noble,  is 
man;  who  even  amongst  the  immensity 
of  all  these  heavenly  works  of  God,  yet 
is  remembered  and  visited  of  Him ! "  but 
against  this  are  the  words  here  used  in 
the  Heb. :  ̂ 3«  in  the  first  member  of  the 

parallel,  and  Di«-fi  in  the  second,  both 
betokening  man  on  his  lower  side,  of  weak- 

ness and  inferiority.  There  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  ordinary  view  is  right — not 
'  quantus  est  homo,*  but  ( quantulus  est 
homo.9  This  agrees  far  better  also  with 
the  wonder  expressed  at  God's  thinking  of 
and  visiting  him,  below),  that  tliou  art 
mindful  of  Mm  (i.  e.  objectively, — as 
shewn  by  Thy  care  of  him),  or  (in  the 
Heb.  n ;  rj  is  here  doubtless  substituted  for 
it  by  the  LXX,  to  indicate  that  the  second 
member  of  the  parallelism  does  not  point 
to  another  subject  additional  to  the  first. 
Bleek  is  hardly  right,  when  he  says,  that 
the  TJ  has  here  a  meaning  somewhat  modi- 

fied from  KO.L,  as  bringing  out  more  defi- 
nitely *the  Son  of  Man/  the  Messiah, 

who  follows.  For  (see  above),  the  thought 
of  Him  is  as  yet  in  the  background, — nay, 
carefully  kept  back ;  and  the  reference  as 
yet  to  man  generally)  the  son.  of  man 
(proceeding  on  the  same  view  as  that  given 
above,  it  would  be  irrelevant  here  to  enter 
on  an  enquiry  as  to  the  application  of  this 
title  to  our  Lord,  by  others  and  by  Him- 

self,— inasmuch  as  it  is  not  here  appro- 
priated to  Him,  but  used  of  any  and  every 

son  of  Adam.  It  is  true,  our  thoughts  at 
once  recur  to  Him  on  reading  the  words — 
but,  if  we  are  following  the  train  of  thought, 
only  as  their  ulterior,  not  as  their  imme- 

diate reference),  that  Thou  visitest  (reff.: 
the  common  word  by  which  the  LXX  ex- 

press the  Heb,  T$B,  and  almost  always  in  a 
good  sense  (see  exceptions.,  Jer,  v.  9,  29 
aL,  in  Trommius).  The  good  sense  is 
never  departed  from  in  the  N.  T.  It  is 

often  found  in  the  classics :  e.  g.  in  Ajax's 
celebrated  speech,  Soph.  Aj.  854,  &  edvare 
6dvar€9  vvv  /J?  HiricTKetyai  uoXt&y :  Eur. 
Heracl.  869,  <5  Zeu,  xp^wp  t**v  raft  ̂ TT- 
ecTKtyca  /ca/ca.  It  is  very  commonly  used  of 
a  physician  or  other  visiting  the  sick ;  so 
Xen.  Cyr.  v.  4.  10,  &s  tirurictyeuTo  rbv 
TaSdrav  TT&S  %xot  £tc  rov  rpavaaroy : 
Mem.  iii.  11.  10.  See  Palm  and  Host's 
Lex.)  Mm  1  7.]  Thou  madest  Mm 
a  little  lower  than  the  angels  (Heb., 
DTfJNo  TD3?n  nrncnrn :  which  is  literally, 
"Thou  leftest  him  be  little  inferior  to 
God."  "npn  in  Kal  betokens  'to  be 
without/  '  to  fa]!  short  of/  and  has,  like 

all  other  verbs  of  abounding  and  wanting, 

the  thing-  wanted  in  the  accusative  •  see 
Gesen.  §  135.  3.  b.  The  causative  Pihel, 
cto  make*or  let  want/  takes  consequently 
a  double  accusative,  of  the  person  (here 
irr)  and  of  the  thing  (here  Tortp)  :  see 

Gesen.  §  136.  1.  ]p  is  usually  taken  com- 

parative, *  in  comparison  of  God  :*  accord- 
ing to  Hupfeld,  it  is  properly  partitive, 

*  of  God  ;*  of  the  attributes  which  consti- 
tute the  essence  of  God,"  De  Wette  :  and 

thus  also  Calvin  :  "  Tot  decoribus  ornatos 
esse  dicit  ut  eorum  conditio  divina  et  coe- 

lesti  gloria  non  longe  sit  inferior.**  But when  De  W.  goes  on,  in  treating  of  1050, 
to  say  that  some  understand  it,  with  the 
XXX,  of  time,  and  refers  to  Heb.  iL  6,  7 
to  confirm  this,  I  must  venture  to  doubt, 
though  I  find  the  same  very  generally  as- 

sumed (e.g.  by  Calvin,  —  "Videtur  apos- tolus  verba  trahere  in  diversum  sensum 
quam  intellexerit  David.  Nam  ftpa-x^  ri 
videtur  ad  tempus  referre  nt  sit  paulisper, 
et  imminutionem  intelligit  quum  exinani- 
tus  fuit  Christus,  et  gloriam  ad  resurrec- 
tionis  diem  restringit,  quurn  David  gene- 
raliter  extendat  ad  totam  hominis  vitam.** 
And  then  he  defends  this  method  of  quo- 

tation on  the  ground  of  there  being  **  nihil 
incommodi  si  allusiones  in  verbis  quaerat 

ad  ornandam  praesentem  causam."  Simi- 
larly Schlichting,  Grotius,  Hammond, 

Limborch,  and  most  of  the  moderns  :  and, 
maintaining  the  sense  of  time  in  the  Psalm 
also,  Beza,  Gerhard,  Calov.,  Peirce,  Mi- 
chaelis,  al.),  whether  this  is  so  certain  after. 
all.  The  expression  Ppo-x^  n  is  used  both 
in  the  classics  and  in  Hellenistic  Greek, 
just  as  much  of  space  and  quantity,  as  of 
time  ;  as  the  following  examples  (besides 
reff.)  will  shew,  gathered  from  Wetst., 
Bleek,  and  from  various  indices:  Hippo- 
crat.  de  Natur.  Hominum  i.,  T&  pev  &Xov 

vov  :  Thucyd.  i.  63,  / 

fj.€v  vt  vporiX&ov  &s  fior)d-fi<rovT€$  :  2  Kings 
XVI.  1,  fcal  Aai/€i5  7rap^A0€  j3/>a%v  TI  airib 

:  Galen,  de  Usu  Part,  xiv.,  ̂ 7T€i5^ 

7rAa<r€i  3pa%v  Tt  7rAi7W- 
rj  :  id,  de  Facult.  Med.  Simpl.  v.,  vircp- 

ft<L\\ov(riv  fipa-xv  TI  farivr)  K.  irirTq*.  ib. 
vi.,  <j>aiv€Tcu  fj.ey  yap  %y  avrrj  jSpa^w  TI  vb 

Sp-t/iv,  tc\eio"rov  5e  ̂   viKp&v.  Also  Plato, 
Legg.  x.  p.  906  B,  Pp&xv  Se  n  Kal  rrjs  £v 
TLS    T&V  TOlofccoV  SVQLKOVV  TJfillf    O"a(pG$  t^Ot. 
It  is  used  of  time  in  Luke  xxii.  58  :  Acts  v. 
34;  xxvii.  28:  Isa.  Ivii.  17.  This  being 
the  case,  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  be  at 
once  set  down  that  the  LXX  or  our  Writer 
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7.  rec  at  end  ins  /ecu  /carecrT^o'ay  ovrov  tin  TO,  epya  rwv  xetpcov  crov  (prob  addn 
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8.  rec  yap  bef  T«,  with  ACKL[P]  rel  [Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrt]  :  txt  BDMK. 
TO  TrcwTa  bef  war.  aimu  0  syr  [coptj, — oin  aura  B  D-Iat  [arm-use:  ins  syr-w-ob]. 

necessarily  referred  it  to  time,  either  here 
or  in  ver.  9 :  see  below.  So  also  Kuinoel, 
Heinrichs,  Wahl,  and  Bretschneider.  The 
only  point  remaining  for  discussion  is 
ayytXovs,  the  LXX  rendering  of  D^rfttf, 
and  the  meaning  understood  also  by  the 
Chaldee  paraphrast.  The  best  Hebrew 
scholars  seem  to  agree  that  it  represents* 
not  the  personal  God,  but  the  abstract 
qualities  of  Godhead,  in  which  all  that  is 
divine,  or  immediately  connected  with  the 
Deity,  is  included.  This,  as  Hupfeld  him- 

self confesses,  the  angels  may  well  be,  in  so 
far  as  they  may  be  called  on$N,  or  D»rftw  »3X 
If  so,  then  the  rendering  of  the  LXX  and 
our  text  is,  though  not  exhaustive  of  the 
original,  yet  by  no  means  an  inaccurate 
one.  The  angelic  nature,  being  the  lowest 
of  that  which  is  divine  and  heavenly,  marks 
well  the  terminus  just  beneatb  which  man 
is  set.  And  it  must  be  remarked,  that  the 
stress  of  the  argument  here  is  not  on  this 
mention  of  the  angels,  but  on  the  assertion 
of  the  sovereignty  of  man.  The  verb 
IXarrouv  is  in  frequent  classical  use :  see 
Palm  and  Best's  Lex.:  and  notice  the 
parallel  from  Philo  in  reff.) :  thou.  erown- 
edst  Mm  with  glory  and  honour  (I  must 
remind  the  reader  of  what  has  been  said 
before ;  that  the  quotation  is  adduced  here 
not  of  the  Messiah  but  of  man,  and  that  on 

this  the  whole  subsequent  argument  de- 
pends. With  this  view  vanish  the  diffi- 

culties which  have  been  raised  about  the 

original  and  the  here-intended  meaning  of 
this  clause.  It  is,  in  fact,  a  further  setting 
forth  of  the  preceding  one*  Man,  who 
was  left  not  far  behind  the  divine  attri- 

butes themselves,  was  also  invested  with 
kingly  majesty  on  earth,  put  into  the  place 
of  God  Himself  in  sovereignty  over  the 
world.  That  this  has  only  been  realized 
in  the  man  Jesus  Christ  is  not  brought 
out  till  below,  and  forms  the  central  point 
of  the  argument.  Hupfeld  remarks,  that 

TKTJ  "rt3|,  here  rendered  8<f|»?  K.  ripf/,  is  a 
common  expression  for  the  divine  majesty, 
and  thence  for  the  kingly,  as  a  reflection 
of  the  divine  :  and  the  crowning  represents 
the  kingly  majesty,  with  which  man  is 
adorned  as  with  a  kingly  crown :  Calv., 

"Becoratum  ease  honoris  insignibus  quse 

non  longe  a  di  vino  f ulgore  absin  t " ) :  8 .] 
thou  didst  put  (the  Heb.  is  perfect :  on 

which  Hupfeld  remarks,  "The  imperf.  is  at 
first  continued  from  the  foregoing  verses, 
but  in  the  concluding  sentence  all  is  finish- 

ed with  the  perfect  nrrcj,  and  treated  as  a 

standing  arrangement  and  permanent  or- 
dering of  things  :  *  all  things  hast  thou  put 

under  his  feet/  *'  So  that  our  E.  V.,  though 
imperfectly  representing  the  Greek,  is  true 
to  the  original  Heb.)  all  tilings  under  his 
feet  (these  words  form  in  the  Heb.  and 
LXX  the  second  member  of  a  parallelism, 
the  first  of  which,  /ra)  KareaTiicras  avrbv 

M  TCI  <!pya  T&V  x*lP&J/  <rou,  is  found  in- 
deed in  our  rec.  text,  but  (see  var.  readd.) 

must  be  omitted  on  critical  principles. 
The  probable  cause  why  the  Writer  omitted 
it,  has  been  discussed  by  Bleek.  He 
thinks  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  the  ar- 

gumentation, the  latter  clause  expressing" 
more  definitely  the  same  thing.  This  he 
gathers,  believing  the  whole  to  apply  to 
our  Saviour :  but  the  same  will  hold  good 
on  our  understanding  of  the  passage  also. 

The  words  themselves  are  plain. 
Universal  dominion  is  bestowed  on  man  by 
his  constitution  as  he  came  from  God.  That 
that  bestowal  has  never  yet  been  realized, 
is  the  next  step  of  the  argument :  the  Re- 

deemer being  at  present  kept  out  of  sight, 
but  by  and  by  to  be  introduced  as  the 
real  fulfiller  of  this  high  destiny  of  man, 

and  on  that  account,  incarnate*  in  man's nature.  It  is,  as  Ebrard  remarks,  asto- 
nishing that  a  thorough  Commentator  like 

Bleek  should  have  so  entirely  misread  and 
misunderstood  the  logical  connexion  of  so 
clear  a  passage :  while  he  himself  confesses, 
that  it  looks  as  if  the  Person  were  first 
introduced  in  ver.  9,  to  whom  w.  6,  7, 
have  been  pointing :  and  yet  denies  that 

in  ver.  6  f,  &v6p<ajros  can  mean  'man- 
kind/ Besides  all  other  objections,  oa 

Bleek's  view,  the  question  ri  ̂ crrtv  &v8pa- 
iros  /c.r.A..  loses  all  appropriate  meaning. 
The  connexion  was  first  laid  out  by  Hof- 
mann,  Weissag.  u.  Erfull.  ii.  23  ffl :  Schrift- 
beweis  i.  185—188;  ii.  1.  38  ft%  and  is 
adopted  by  Ebrard  and  Delitzsch). 

For  (Bleek  thinks  that  the  -yap  rather  re- 
peats the  former  ydpj  ver.  5,  than  has  any 
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logical  force  of  its  own  here.  This  peculiar 
use  of  yap,  he  says,  is  characteristic  of  our 
Epistle  :  see  ch.  iv.  2,  3  ;  iv.  15 ;  v.  1 ;  vii. 
12,  13  :  see  his  vol.  i.  p.  330.  Hoftuann 
however  protests  strongly  against  this  view 
(Weissag.  ii.  26,  &c.  as  above),  holding  the 
•yap  to  be  ratiocinative,  and  justificative  of 
the  Psalm,  as  referring  back  to  Gen.  i.  28 

to  substantiate  the  fore'ro^as-.  But,  as  De- 
litzsch  remarks,  this  would  be  but  to  prove 
idem  per  idem;  for  the  vwera^as  itself 
necessarily  refers  back  to  Gen.  i.  28.  He 

therefore  prefers  Bleek's  view,  which  is 
also  that  of  Tholuck,  De  Wette,  and 

Winer, — that  yap  grounds,  or  rather  be- 
gins to  ground,  that  already  asserted  in 

ver.  5)  in  that  he  (viz.  God:  not  the 
writer  of  the  Psalm,  as  Heinrichs :  unless 
indeed  we  are  to  understand  vTrordj-at  to 

mean  elire'iv  &n  uTroreraKrai,  as  St.  Paul 
expresses  it  1  Cor.  xv.  27 :  but  the  other 
is  much  simpler,  more  analogous  to  usage, 
and  more  in  the  sense  of  the  Psalm,  which 
is  a  direct  address  to  God)  put  all  tMngs 
(fhe  universe:  not  irdvra,  as  before, 
merely,  but  TO,  irarra)  under  him  (Man, 
again :  not,  Christ :  see  above,  and  re- 

marks at  the  end  of  the  verse)  He  left 
(aor.  as  in  E.  V. ;  not  perfect,  which  would 

be  a<f>€?Kfv)  nothing  ("  Nee  ccelestia  vide- 
tur  excepisse  nee  terrestria/*  Primasius: 
and  so  Estius,  al.  Possibly:  and  in  the 
application  itself,  certainly :  but  we  can 
hardly  say  that  such  was  his  thought  here. 
The  idea  that  angels  are  especially  here  in- 

tended, has  arisen  from  that  misconcep- 
tion of  the  connexion,  which  I  have  been 

throughout  endeavouring  to  meet)  nnsub- 
jected  (see  reff,  where,  as  in  viol  a.vvir6- 
Tct/cTot,  Symm.  1  Kings  ii.  12,  it  is  in  the 
sense  of  rebellious.  The  word  belongs  to 
later  Greek  :  we  have,  Arrian,  Epictet.  ii. 

10,  ravr-p  (to  the  will  of  man)  TO  &\\a 
^TTOTerayfjLeva,  avrij  8*  afiQvX&rov  K. 
dwiroTcucTov :  Porphyr.  Oneirocrit.  196, 
dvvrroTaicTos  ecrrat  vatrw,  Philo,  Quis  Rer. 
Div.  Hser.  §  1,  vol.  i.  p.  473,  avuiroraienp 
tyopa.  xpij<r0ai :  and  in  Polyb.  several  times, 

avvtroTOKTos  StrryTjcrts,  "narratio  quaBnon habet  notitiarn  antecedentem  in  animo 
discentis  cui  ceu  fundamento  et  basi  inni- 

tatur."  Casaubon)  to  him:  but  (contrast 
bringing  out  the  exception)  now  (*ut 
nunc  est :'  in  the  present  condition  of 
things :  not  strictly  temporal,  bnt  as  the 
vvv,  ch.  xL  16,  and  the  wvt,  ch.  ix.  26)  we 
see  not  yet  (cf.  on  the  whole,  1  Cor.  xv. 
24 — 27)  all  things  (TO.  TT.,  again)  pat 
•under  him  (the  aur$  in  all  three  places 
referring  to  MAN" :  man  has  not  yet  attained 

his  sovereignty.  That  the  summing  up  of 

manhood  in  Christ  is  in  the  Writer's  mind, 
is  evident  throughout,  and  that  he  wishes 
it  to  be  before  his  readers*  minds  also  ;  but 
the  gradual  introduction  of  the  humiliation 
and  exaltation  of  Christ  in  His  humanity  is 
marred  by  making  all  this  apply  personally 
to  Him.  Manhood,  as  such,  is  exalted  to 

glory  and  honour,  and  waiting  for  its  pri- 
rnseval  prerogative  to  be  fully  assured,  but 
it  is  IN  CHBIST,  and  in  Him  alone,  that 
this  is  true :  and  in  Him  it  is  true,  inasmuch 
as  He,  being  of  our  flesh  and  blood,  and 
having  been  Himself  made  perfect  by  suf- 

ferings, and  calling  us  His  brethren,  can 
lead  us  up  through  sufferings  into  glory, 
freed  from  guilt  by  His  sacrifice  for  our 
sins).  9J  We  do  not  see  man,  &c.  : 

hut  (SI,  strong  contrast  again :  *  but  rather* 
—  see  on  ver.  6)  him  who  is  made  (better 
than  e  was*?  or  *  hatfi  been,  made;'  His 
humanity  in  its  abstract  position  being  in 
view)  a  little  (not  necessarily,  here  either, 
of  time  (as  Delitzsch  here,  though  not 
above) :  nor  are  we  at  liberty  to  assume 
such  a  rendering :  though  of  course  it  is 
difficult  to  say,  when  the  same  phrase  has 
two  analogous  meanings  both  appl  cable, 
as  this,  how  far  the  one  may  have  accom- 

panied the  other  in  the  Writer's  mind) 
lower  than  (the)  angels,  we  behold  (notice 
the  difference  between  the  half-involuntary 
opwfjLev  above,  the  impression  which  our 
eyes  receive  from  things  around  us,  —and 
the  direction  and  intention  of  thb  contem- 

plating eye  (here,  of  faith  :  cf .  ch.  iii.  19  ; 
x.  25)  in  pXeirojjucK),  (namely)  Jesus  (Lune- 
mann  is  quite  right  against  Ebrard  here. 
The  latter  would  take  the  words  thus: 

"  'But  we  behold  Jesus  (object)  rbv  0p.  TL 
wap*  ayy.  -^Aarr.  (adjectival  attribute  to 
'1770*0 0v),  ccrretyavaifjLevov  (predicate) .**  But 
this  would  be  to  throw  *l7j<rovv  into  a 
position  of  emphasis:  and  would  have 

been  expressed  *Ii7<rovj>  5c  T}>V  K.T.K.,  or, 
r}>v  5e  ftp.  T.  v.  ay.  77\.  "'lija'ovy  j3A.cvo.U6i'* 
As  it  is,  'bjcrovv,  standing  as  it  does  be- 

hind the  verb,  is,  as  Liinem.  well  remarks, 
altogether  unemphasized,  and  is  merely 
an  explicative  addition,  to  make  it  clear 

who  is  intended  by  rbv  &p.  rt  vap*  ayy« 
%\arr(0!JL€vov.  So  that  this  latter  clause 

is  the  object,  6*ta  to  ̂ <rr€0.  (see  below) 
the  predicate,  and  'I-no-ovv  an  appositional 
elucidation  of  the  object.  So  Hofmann 
now,  Schriffcb.  i.  187.  Formerly  he  took 
it  as  Ebrard ,-  Weissag.  u.  ErfiilL  ii.  28. 
Delitzsch  takes  'Itjo-our  as  the  object  and 
rlv  Tj\a-rra>fJi.  K.T.A.  as  the  appositional 
clause.  But  I  prefer  as  above :  see  more 
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?«e95l°'>  phlL  *  r/\aTT(O}Ji€VOV 
x  33    elsw*.  Paul  (Rom.  vii  5  a!8  )  and  1  Pet.  (i.  11  a 13  al.    Winer,  edn.  6,  5  30.  2.  |3. 

)  only  t. 

lSia  TO  vw  TrdQqfjia  rov 

•w  gen,,  John  v  29.    2  Cor.  ix. 

ABCDK 

below),  on  account  of  Ms  suffering  of 
death,  (it  lias  been  much  doubted  whether 
these  words  belong,  1.  to  the  foregoing 
clause,  jSpaxw  rt  Trap.  ayy.  TjAarr.,  or,  2. 
to  the  following,  ddj-rj  AC.  T*^  ̂ <7Te<£a*>a>/ie- 
jpoy.  The  former  connexion  is  assumed 

without  remark  by  the  ancient  Commen- 
tators :  so  Origen  in  Joann.  torn.  ii.  6  (vol. 

iv.  p.  62),  ayyeAcyy  ̂ AarToj/a  Sta  T&  irddij/j,a 
rov  Bavdrov  :  Augustine,  contra  Maximin. 
ii.  25,  vol.  viiL  (misquoted  in  JBleek), 
„  Eum  autem  modico  minus  quam  angelos 
minoratum  vidimus  Jesum  propter  pas- 
sionem  mortis.  Non  ergo  propter  naturani 

hominis,  sed  propter  passionem  mortis  :** 
Chrys.,  Thdrt.  (see  below),  (not  Thl.  as 
Bleek  :  see  below),  Beza,  Schlichting,  Jus- 
tiniani,  a-Lapide,  Cameron  (but  interpret- 

ing it  "per  illud  tempus  quo  passus  est 
mortem  "),  Calov.,  Limborch,  Owen,  Mi- 
chaelis,  Bauingarten,  Semler,  Dindorf, 
Wakefield.  And  these  interpret  the  words 
two  ways  :  a.  on  account  of  the  suffering 
of  death,  i.  e.  because  He  has  suffered  death 

(ov  Ty  Qvcrei  TTJS  Be6r-nros  rtav 
fl\drrci>Tai,  aAAa  ry  Tcddet  rr}$ 
r-nrosy  Thdrt.),  —  thus  making 
refer  to  the  time  of  His  sufferings  and 
death,  or  as  Chrys.  (TO  /3paxi>  at»T« 

r$  O&T?  n&vas),  al.,  to  the  three  days 
of  His  being  in  the  grave  :  ft.  for  the  sake 
of  the  suffering  of  death,  =  els  TO  irdcrx^v 
r.  e.  So  Aug.  above,  and  most  of  the 
foregoing  list.  But,  2.  the  latter 
connexion,  with  the  following  clause,  is 
adopted  by  Theophylact  (as  Thl.  has  been 
said  by  Bleek  to  maintain  the  other  con- 

nexion, I  give  his  note  entire  :  o-Troi/Safe* 
SeTJat  rcfc  faOei'ra  r$  -^purri?  Trposa.piu.6~ 
£ovra9  Kat  <f>7jcrlv  8n  el  xal  TO,  iravra,  UTT- 

ot?7Tftj  So/ceT  apfidfeiv  avTtf,  Kairoi 
nal  rovro  €KjS^cr€Tat. 

\*  oiiv  Tb  fip&xv  ri  ij\a,TT<aa'dai  Trap1 
app6£ei  fy  rjfjuy.  «at  yap 

yeyovtbs  iv  r$  Gt5?7  &s 
^Xarrwrat  ru>v  ayye- 
cws1  Bavdrq*  tiT 

ITT!   7roA 

ov  j8pax&  clAAa  irdfiiroXv  avrwv 
/&60a.  Kal  TO  Sdlfg  icai  Tip/fl  Icrr€4>avcicr0<u 

8ta  T^  iraOo?,  e'/cef*^  ftaAAov  ap[j.6£€i  ̂  
irdOyfia  fe  Bavdrov  tlir&v,  rhv 

ykp Vf    aAAck 
^  TOV  (rrai/po     AC.  rov 
avrobs    yevvaius    (frepftv 

evepyov. 

cruTo)  Y^YOV€V*  OVKOVV  Kal  vu.1v  at 
K.  T&  irdOy  ri  ovv   aTTOTTT/Sare  r&v  ffre- 

abode 

f  ghkl m  n  o 

&AAa  ical  8<5|a,  ̂ TJCT/,  Kai  TIJJLT]  6  oravpbs 

<j)avovfTf»)V ;  etcetvos  virep  ffov  TOV 
tirade*  cru  virep  avTov  OVK  avexy  6\i&rivai 
TOV  5e<T7T(Jrov  /  Here,  although  he  partially 
adopts  the  notion  of  fipaxv  n  referring  to 
the  three  days,  it  is  evident  both  from  the 
words  which  I  have  noted  by  different 
type,  and  by  the  application  which  he 
makes  to  ourselves,  that  he  joins  Sia  TO 

ird&.  T.  6.  with  Sdfy}  K.  Ttfiy  eo"re^>av&j/t€- 
vov,  not  with  the  preceding  clause),  Lu- 

ther, Calvin,  Estius,  Grot.,  Seb.-Sc'hmidt, 
Bengel,  Wetst.,  Schulz,  Bohnie,  Kuinoel, 
Bleek,  Tholuck,  Ebrard,  Luuemann,  De- 
litzscb,  al.  The  question  must  be  de- 

termined by  the  arrangement  of  the  words, 
and  by  the  requirements  of  the  context. 
And  both  these  seem  to  require  the  latter, 
not  the  former  connexion.  The  words  S*a 
fb  Trdd.  T,  B.  are  emphatic ;  they  are  taken 

up  again  in  the  next  sentence  by  8ta  iraQ-rj- 
pdTav  T€A€uc<rai  (which  words  themselves 
are  a  witness  that  suffering  and  exaltation, 
not  suffering  and  degradation,  are  here  con- 

nected). But  emphatic  they  could  not  be 
in  the  former  connexion,  coining  as  they 
would  only  as  an  explicatory  clause,  after 

fipaX^  Tl  1taP>  *77*  faaTTtofjLtvov.  Again, 
the  former  connexion  hardly  satisfies  the 
Sid  with  an  accusative ;  certainly  not  if  the 

sense  a.,  'because  Se  has  suffered  death, be  taken ;  and  if  the  other,  £.,  we  should 
have  expected  rather  els  rb  irdQyua  TOV  0., 
or  €*$•  rb  iraQeiv  T^V  9.  Whereas  the 
latter  connexion  entirely  satisfies  the  con- 

text, the  sufferings  of  Christ  being  treated 
of  as  necessary  to  His  being  our  perfect 
Redeemer:  entirely  also  fulfils  the  require- 

ments of  C/d  with  an  accusative ;  wherein, 
which  is  no  small  consideration  in  its  fa- 

vour, it  is  in  strict  analogy  with  the  con- 
struction in  ref.  Phil.,  yevopsvos  vTr-fjKoos 

fte'xpt  QaydTov,  Bavdrov  $€  <rTaupou.  Sio 
leal  6  6e^s"  O.VTOV  virepvfytacrev  /c.T.A.  And 
this  connexion  will  be  made  even  clearer  by 
what  will  be  said  on  the  next  clause,  tfirws- 
K.T.A.),  crowned  with  glory  and  honour 
(viz.  at  His  exaltation,  when  God  exalted 
Him  to  His  right  Hand :  not,  as  some  (e.  g. 
Hofmann,  ubi  supra :  see  also  Schrif  tbeweis 
i.  271,  urn  beg  Sobc^  written  ijt  SefuS  mit 
bee  58eruf^errltd)!eit  unb  S3erufgei)re  ge* 
fr6nt),  at  His  incarnation,  or  His  esta- 

blishment as  Saviour  of  the  world :  see 
above,  ver.  7) :  in  order  tnat  (how  is  this 
SITUS  logically  constructed  ?  In  answering 
the  question,  we  may  at  once  dismiss  all 
impossible  senses  of  fora*,  invented  to 
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So |f27  /cal 
iii.  24.  aci.  6.    ICor. 

.  x  ver.  7. 
Y  dat.,  Kora. 

Eph.  u.  5, 8.    Tit.  iii.  7.  p.  H. 

9.  for  xaPiTi>  XMPl*  M  672  Syr-mss("  The  common  text  of  the  Syriac  has  ;t 
This  reading  has  been  considered  to  be  Monophysite;  and  another  which  is  found  in 
some  mss  and  in  the  edn  of  Tremellius,  is  equally  supposed  to  be  preferred  by  the 
Nestorians,  c  for  he  apart  from  God  (or  except  God)  should  taste  death/  &c.  J5ut  this 
latter  reading  is  much  more  ancient  than  all  questions  about  the  JSutychian  and  ATes* 
torian  controversy  ;  it  is  simply  the  rendering  of  x^P^  Q*ov  found  in  some  authorities 

Westorians  might  prefer  this,,  but  they  did  not  (as  (Ec  Thl  say)  invent  it"  Treg.  in 
Home  iv.  262)  [syr-ms]  Orig(x&pis  Btov  ,  .  %  Zirep  &>  ncri  /cetrat  .  .  avnyp.  x&P1™ 
0eotJ,  and  elsw  '6ir<»s  x^Ptri  %  X&pi-5  Qeov  K.T.A.)  Thdor-mops(expr :  yf\oi6ra.Tov  5^  TL 
irda'xovcra'  4vrav6a  rb  x<0/>is  Qeov  ZvaXXdrrovres  /cal  Troiovvres  x°-Piri  Q*ov  ov  -JT/JOS- 
exovTcs  T7)  a.Ko\ovdi<t  rr\s  ypa^s  /c.r.X.)  Thdrt2  Ambrj  Fu1g2  Vig-tapsr  (Starr  Qriesb 
JZuin  Scholz  M.ey  Tischdf  Delitzsch  think  that  it  may  have  been  a  marginal  gloss  on 
ver  8,  arising  from  comparing  ovSev  a$r)K.  avru  atrvir.  with  1  Cor  xv.  27 ;  and  then 
erroneously  taken  into  the  text  here :  on  the  whole  see  note.) 

escape  the  difficulty :  such  as  the  supposed 

ecbatic  sense, *<so  that"  (Erasm.  (paraphr.), 
Valck.,  Kuinoel,  &c»),  t(postquam  mortem 
gustavit,"  Schleusner ;  &c.  &c.  8iro>s  has 
no  such  ecbatic  sense  any  where  :  and  its 
temporal  sense  is  altogether  unexampled 
with  the  subjunctive  mood.  It  can  have 
here  none  but  its  constant  telic  sense  :  'in 

order  that,9  And  as  to  its  dependence  we must  have  recourse  to  no  inversions  of  con- 
struction, but  take  it  simply  as  we  find  it, 

however  difficult.  It  depends  then  on  the 
last  clause,  which  clause  it  will  be  best  to 

take  in  its  entirety,  5ia  T&  'jrddtjfj.a  rov 
Oavdrov  SO^T?  /cal  Ti/xT?  €<TTc^>a.v(afj.evov. 
The  full  connexion  we  cannot  enter  into, 
till  the  three  other  questions  arising  out  of 
our  clause  are  disposed  of:  x^PtTt  ̂ «oi) — 
vrrcp  iravTos — and  yevtrsira.^  Oavorov) 
by  the  grace  of  God  (here  comes  into 
question  the  very  important  various  read- 

ing x^pis  0«ov,  the  authorities  for  whicn 
see  in  the  digest.  That  it  does  not  owe 
its  origin  to  the  Nestorians,  whatever  use 
they  may  have  made  of  it,  is  evident  from 
Origen  reading  and  expounding  it.  In  his 
time  it  was  the  prevalent  reading,  the  pre- 

sent if  x<*PiTi  0*o9  being  found  only  ev 
TICTLV  avriy patois.  Theodoret  here,  and 
on  Eph.  i.  10  (see  below),  knew  of  no  other 
reading  :  nor  did  Ambrose,  nor  Fulgentius. 
Jerome  on  Gal.  iii.  10  says,  **  Quia  Christus 
gratia  Dei,  sive  ut  in  quibusdana  exem- 
plaribus  legitur,  absque  Deo,  pro  omnibus 
mortuus  est/*  In  the  Greek  Church,  the 
Nestorians  mostly  held  fast  to  Ihe  old 
reading,  as  favouring  their  views.  It  may 
be  well  to  cite  Theophylact  on  this  point : 
ot  Se  Ne(TTOpiavol  irapavotovvrts  TJJV 

u    Oavdrov,"    *Lva,    crvfrr-fjcrcoffLy    on 

Kal    v7T€p    TU>V 

TTJV  Trpby  TjfMcis  ex&p&v  avr&v  ical 
X«pa^  avrois  Tr€pi7roir)<n]Tat.  And  simi- 

larly CEcumenius.  In  our  copies  of  the 
Peschito  this  reading  is  not  now  found, 

but  the  passage  runs  *'  Nam  ipse  Deus  per 
gratiam  suain  pro  omni  homine  gustavit 
mortem  "  ("  For  He  Aloha  in  his  grace  for 
every  man  hath  tasted  death/*  Etheridge's 
version)  :  but  (see  digest)  in  certain  mss., 

we  have  a  combination  of  the  read*mg£, 
"  Ipse  enim  excepto  Deo  per  gratiam  suam 
pro  omni  homine  gustavit  mortem,"  [but 
this  combination  appears  to  be  due  to 
Editors  only,  and  not  to  mss.J  Bleek 
adduces,  from  the  8th  century,  Anastatius 

Abbas,  a  writer  of  Palestine  :  "  Absque 
Deo  :  sola  enim  divina  natura  non  egebat." 
In  modern  times,  the  reading  has  been  de- 

fended by  Camerarius,  Colomesius,  Bengel, 
Ch.  Fr.  Schmid,  Paulus,  and  more  recently 
Ebrard  and  Baumgarten.  Hofrnann  once 
defended  it,  Weissag.  u.  Erfiill.  i.  92;  but  has 
now  given  it  up  ;  —  Entstehungsgeschichte, 
u.s.w.  p.  338.  By  those  who  have  adopted 
it,  it  has  been  interpreted  three  different 
ways  :  1.  as  Origeii  (farep  wdvr&v  x^P^s 
0eov),  Thdrt.  (warra  ybp  ftcra.  tcriffr^v 
cxei  T^V  fyvffiv,  rafcrqs  I&CITO  r^s  &€pa- 

Taih-o  yap  e?7F€v*  OTTWS 

,    *r&\\a $i    Oeia   tpticris rov     TT^S 

T7)S9  are  /JL^J  naff  v-jr6arTcwiv  avr$ 
Kara    <rx«rw.     irpbs    of/s 

avrwv 

ypa<j>-f}9   ical  ovrtas 

,  Thl.  and  (Ec.  (hypothetically, 

see  above),  and  Ebrard;  and  in  a  modifica- 
tion, Bengel  and  Schmid  (**  Omne,  prseter 

Deum,  Christo  subjectum  est,  *  Beng.  :  in 
accordance  with  1  Cor.  xv.  27).  2.  as  Am- 

brose, Fulgentius,  and  the  Nestorians,  and 
Colomesius  ("Ut  divinitate  tantisper  depo- 
sita,  ut  homo  mortem  subiret  pro  omni- 

bus **).  3.  as  Paulus  and  Baumgarten,  — 
"forsaken,  of  God,"  as  witnessed  by  the 
cry  on  the  cross.  In  considering  the 



40 IIPOS   EBPAIOT2. 
II. 

1  £"$"<&.%  #«*> 15. davdrov.      10  d 
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c  ch.  vi  4,  6.    1  Pet.  ii.  3  al.    Job  x*.  18*  Ps   xxxin.  8.  d  Matt,  m   lo.     1  Cor.  xi   13     Eph.  v.  3.    1  Ti 4,    Tit.  ii.  1.  ph.  vii.  26  only.    Ps.  Ixiv.  1. 

,.  28  rt. 

im.  n. 

probability  of  this  reading,  as  to,  a.  ex- 
ternal evidence,  and,  #.  internal  proba- 

bility, it  must,  a.  be  confessed,  that  such 
instances  as  this,  where  an  important 
reading,  prevalent  in  the  early  ages,  is 
found  only  m  two  or  three  of  our  present 

mss.,  tend  considerably  to  shake  the  trust- 
worthiness of  mere  manuscript  evidence  as 

to  the  original  text  of  the  K  T.,  and  to  en- 
han.ce  the  testimony  of  those  sources  which 
are  anterior  to  any  of  our  present  MSS.,  viz, 
the  earlier  Fathers.  In  treating  of  (£), 
we  must  deal  with  each  of  the  assigned 
meanings  separately.  Of  (1)  it  may  he 
said,  that  however  true  in  fact, — the 
thought  that  Jesus  died  for  every  rational 
being  (-rrwrbs  \oyiKov  as  Origen),  or  for 
every  thing  (neut.)j  except  God,  is  quite 
alien  from  the  present  context,  where  the 
sovereignty  of  MAK  in  the  new  world  is 
the  subject — of  man,  in  and  through  the 
Son  of  man,  Jesus  Christ ;  cf .  the  TTQX\QV<: 
vlovs  ver.  10,  rots  aScA^oTy  JAOV  ver.  12  ; 
&c.  &c.  And  as  to  (2),  it  is  even  more 
alien  from  the  context,  as  it  also  is  from 

tbe  KT.  T.  Christology.  We  have  no  ana- 
logical expression  whereby  to  justify  it,  nor 

any  safeguard  against  such  a  view  being 
carried  out  at  once  into  the  bi-personality 
of  the  Nestorians.  It  is  hardly  to  be 
imagined  that  the  Writer  here,  with  no  end 
in  view  at  all  requiring-  such  a  severance  of 
the  two  natures  in  Chris t*  should  thus 
gratuitously  have  introduced  a  sentiment 
of  the  most  novel  and  startling  character. 
And  with  regard  to  (3)  it  may  well  be  said, 
that  we  have  no  right  to  press  the  excla* 
mation  of  our  Redeemer  in  His  agony  to 
no  bare  and  strong  a  dogmatic  fact  as  that 
JJ.e  really  was  xwpts  Qeov  on  the  cross.  We 
no  where  find  Himself  so  speaking,  nor 
His  Apostles  :  nay  the  Writer  of  our  Epis- 

tle would  be  the  first  to  testify  against 

such  an  understanding1  of  his  words :  cf. 
ch.  V'  ft  and  indeed  our  next  verse  here* 
So  that  it  does  not  seem  possible  to  assign 
to  the  words  x*»pls  &^ov  a  meaning  in 
accordance  with  the  demands  of  the  con- 

text, and  the  analogy  of  Scripture.  This 
indeed  would  be  no  argument  against  a 
reading  universally  and  unobjectionably 
attested  by  external  authorities  j  but  where 
no  such  attestation  exists,  may  well  be 
brought  in  to  guide  us  to  a  decision.  If  so 
then,  and  we  reject  x*°P^*  0e0£»  how  are 
we  to  understand  the  rec.  reading,  •x&pvrt, 
6€0i*  ?  At  all  events  we  have  strong  Scrip- 

ture analogy  for  such  an  expression,  la 

Gal  ii.  21,  the  Apostle's  confession  of  faith 

in  the  Son  of  God,  he  says,  OVK  a0erc5 
i    yap    5i 

^ 

And  in  Rom.  v,  8,  we  read,  a-wia-ryc-tv  5e 
T})V  eavTOv  a.ydtt7)f>  els  ̂ M«S  (<5  Be6s),  $TL 
ert-  afiapTooAwj/  &tfr&i/  7jfj.u>y  xptcrrbs  tiirep 
7UJ.&V  a.TT€6(f.yev.  And  in  Titus  ii.  11, 

irokcriv  avQp&irQis.  So  that,  in  point  of 
meaning,  no  difficulty  need  be  found  in  the 
words.  It  was  by  the  love  and  grace,  the 

%p77«7T(JT77S  and  tpi\av0pcoiria  of  the  Father, 
that  all  Redemption  was  effected,  and 
above  all  that  one  sacrifice  which  was  the 

crowning  act  of  Redemption.  Bleek*s account  of  the  origin  of  the  reading  x«/>ts- 
in  a  mistake  of  a  scribe,  copying  an  illegi- 

ble x4p'r'»  and  Origen's  possessing  this 
copy  or  one  made  from  it,  and  the  fur- 

ther progress  of  the  reading  being  due 
to  his  mention  of  it,  —  is  perhaps  a  shade 
more  probable  than  that  mentioned  in  the 
digest,  —  but  at  the  same  time  far  from 
satisfactory.  I  may  mention,  as  a 
curious  instance  of  the  helplessness  of 
those  who  read  Scripture  in  a  version  only, 
that  (see  Bleek)  Primasius  and  Thorn. 
Aquinas,  in  the  sentence  **Ut  gratia  dei 
pro  omnibus  gustaret  mortem,"  take  "gra- 

tia dei  "  as  nominative*  and  interpret  it  as 
a  title  of  Christ)  He  might  for  (Wp,  *  on 
behalf  ofa*  '  for  the  benefit^  of:*  where  this 
ordinary  meaning  of  fmcep  suffices,  that 
of  vicariousness  must  not  be  introduced. 

Sometimes^  as  e.  g.  2  Cor.  v.  15,  it  is  ne- 
cessary. But  here  clearly  not,  the  whole 

arguinent  proceeding  not  on  the  vicarious- 
Bess  of  Christ's  sacrifice,  but  on  the  bene- 

fits which  we  derive  from  His  personal 
suifering  for  us  in  humanity  ;  not  on  His 
substitution  for  us,  but  on  His  community 
with  us)  every  mail  (is  irovros  neuter  or 
masculine  ?  and  if  the  latter,  to  what  to  be 
referred  ?  Qrigen  (apparently,  see  above), 
Thdrt.,  CEc.,  Thl.  (above),  take  it  as  neuter, 
and  apply  it  either  to  all  nature,  or  to  all 
reasonable  beings.  The  latter  see  discussed 
below.  The  former  can  hardly  be  here 
ineant  3  for  of  such  a  doetrine,however  true, 
there  is  no  hint  (see  above  on  the  reading 

Xwpis  0€ov,  £.  1).  Then  taking  -jravrts 
masculine,  are  we  to  understand  it  "for 
every  one,  angels  included  ?  "  So  Ebrard  : but  where  do  we  find  any  such  usage  of 

•ras,  absolutely  put  as  here  ?  And  where 
in.  this  chapter  again  is  any  room  for  the 
position,  that  Christ  suffered  death  far 
angels  P  In  the  logical  course  of  the  argu- 

ment, we  have  done  with  them,  and  are 



10. EBPAJOTS. 41 

ov Travra,    tea l 

e  Si? 

ov 

ra Travra.  e  £<>»• **•  ss. 
*        I  Cor.  via.  6. 

Col.  i   16. 
f  ch.  i.  3  reff. 

BOW  treating  o£  man,  and  of  Him  who  was 
made  man  to  be  our  High  Priest  and  ad- 

vocate. And  therefore  of  none  other  than 
man  can  this  word  iravrds  be  here  meant, 
in  accordance  indeed  with  its  universal 

usage  elsewhere.  If  it  be  asked,  why 
Ttavr6s  rather  than  irdvrwv,  we  may 
safely  say,  that  the  singular  brings  out,  far 
more  strongly  than  the  plural  would,  the 

applicability  of  Christ's  death  to  each  in- 
dividual man :  and  we  may  say  that  this 

again  testifies  to  the  sense  'every  man/ 
as  there  would  be  no  such  reason  for  in- 

dividualizing other  rational  beings,  as  there 
is  for  shewing  that  the  whole  nature  of 
man,  to  which  this  promise  of  sovereignty 
is  given,  is  penetrated  by  the  efficacy  of 

Christ's  death)  taste  of  death  (reff.  and  so 
•ye-uecrOou  frequently  in  the  classics  with 
other  substantives,  e.  g.  i*,6x®<»v  Soph. 
Trach.  1103,  -rrtvay  Find.  Nem.  v.  596, 
TrevQovs  Eurip.  Alcest.  1069,  T&V  KOM&V 

Hecub.  379,  o'icrrov,  aKcoKTjs  Sovpds  Homer, 
T7j5  a.px*ns9  T^y  e\€v6€piijs  Herod,  iv.  147; 
vi.  5, — but  never  with  QavaTov.  So  that 
Bleek  infers  it  has  come  into  the  N.  T, 
diction  from  the  Heb.  phrase,  which  is 
not  uncommonly  found  in  the  Rabbinical 
writings.  Some  have  seen  in  the  phrase 
an  allusion  to  the  shortness  and  transitori- 

ness  of  the  Lord's  death :  so  Chrys.,  /ecu 
Kvpi&s  elireVf  virep  Travros  yevcrTjTCu 
QoLvdrov,  Kal  OVK  elTrtv,  cnroBdvr).  &sir€p 
y&p  OVTQOS  yevcrdpevos,  ovrca  juuKpov  %v 
avTcp  vroi'ficras  SidtrTTjfiLa,  euQe&s  avecTTtj : 
then,  comparing  Christ  to  a  physician  who 
first  tastes  his  medicines  to  encourage  the 
sick  man  to  take  them,  adds,  ovrw  «ol  6 

Xpivrrds,  £ireio*$j  irdvres  HvQpwjroL  rbv 
6&VQ.TQV  eS^oiKecrav,  ireiBfav  avrovs  Kara- 
ToA-Ata^  rov  Qavdrov,  Kal  OUTQS  aar*y*{r- 
<raro  avrov,  OVK  €X&>y  cLvdyKijv.  And  so 

ThL  and  CEc.,  icaXais  5e  rb  'yeuo-Tjrar  ov 
yap  evcfjietve  r$  Bavdrcp,  a\\a  ptoov 
OVTOV  Tp&Trov  nv&  airey^ffaro.  And  so 
many  other  Commentators,  among  whom 
Beza  and  Bengel  find  also  the  verify  of 
His  Death  indicated  in  the  words.  But 
it  is  well  answered  (not  by  Calvin,  as 

Bleek ;  for  he  says,  **  Quod  Chrysostonras 
gustcvre  mortem  exponit,  qnasi  summis 
labris  delibare,  eo  quod  Christus  victor  e 
morte  emerserit,  non  refello  neque  im- 
probo,  quanquam  nescio  an  adeo  subtiliter 

loqui  voluerit  apostolus  ")»  tljat  in  n<>ne  <& 
the  places  where  the  phrase  appears,  either 
in  the  N.  T.  or  in  the  Rabbinical  writings, 
does  any  such  meaning  appear  to  be  con- 

veyed. Nor  again  can  we,  as  Bleek  him- 
self3  understand  the  implication  to  be  that 

Christ  underwent  all  the  'bitterness  of 
death.  But,  as  Qavdrov  has  been  just 
before  mentioned,  1  cannot  help  regarding 
its  position  here  behind  the  verb  as  throw- 

ing that  verb  into  some  little  prominence, 
as  0avdrov  itself  is  this  second  time  in  a 

place  of  insignificance.  Thus  viewed,  the 
phrase  falls  into  exact  accord  with  the 
general  argument  of  the  passage,  that  it 
became  Christ,  in  order  to  be  the  great 
and  merciful  High  Priest  of  humanity,  to 
be  perfected  through  human  sufferings : 
and  it  forms  in  fact  the  first  mention  of 
this  idea,  and  prepares  the  way  for  yap 
which  follows.  I  would  say  then,  that 

76VO-7JTCU  must  be  regarded  as  slightly  em- 
phatic, and  as  implying  the  personal  under- 

going of  death  and  entering  into  its  sufier- 
ing.  And  I  doubt  much,  whether  it  will 
not  be  found  that  in  the  other  passages 
where  the  phrase  occurs,  this  personal 
suffering  of  death,  though  not  boldly  pro- 

minent, is  yet  within  view,  and  agreeable 
to  the  context.  And  now,  having  con- 

sidered the  three  points,  x°>PtT31  0*ov — 
vrrep  travros — and  •yex»oH»yTai  6avarov, — 
we  return  again  to  the  question  of  the  con- 

nexion of  the  oirws,  with  which  this  clause 
begins.  We  before  stated  that,  avoiding 
all  tortuous  and  artificial  arrangements, 
we  find  it  dependent  on  the  former  clause 
810.  ....  *  lorre(f>avaijj(.cvov.  This  exal- 

tation, being  the  <reAeiW<$  (see  ver.  10) 
of  Christ,  was  arrived  at  8ia  iraOTjjjidrow, 
and  Siek  TO  irdOftf^a  TOV  Qavdrov — both 
by  means  of  and  on  account  of,  His  suffer- 

ing of  death.  And  this  exaltation  has 
made  Him  the  divine  Head  of  our  hu- 

manity— the  channel  of  grace,  and  the 
apxnybv  <r5J*  irwTTjpias  TJ^L&V.  Without 
His  exaltation,  his  death  would  not  have 
been  effectual.  Unless  he  had  been  crowned 
with  glory  and  honour,  received  to  the  right 
hand  of  the  Father,  and  set  in  expectation 
of  all  things  being  put  under  Ms  feet,  His 
death  could  not  have  been,  for  every  man, 
the  expiation  to  him  of  his  own  individual 
sin.  Oil  the  triumphant  issue  of  His  suf- 

ferings, their  efficacy  depends.  And  this 
I  believe  is  what  the  sacred  Writer  meant 

to  express.  His  glory  was  the  consequence 
of  His  suffering  of  death; — arrived  at 
through  His  suffering :  but  the  applica- 

bility of  His  death  to  every  man  is  the  con- 
sequence of  His  constitution  in  Heaven, 

as  the  great  High  Priest,  in  virtue  of  his 
blood  earned  into  the  holy  place, — and 
the  triumphant  Head  of  our  common 
humanity:  which  common  humanity  of 
Him  and  ourselves  now  becomes  the  subject 
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of  further  elucidation).  10.]  Eor  (the 
connexion  with  the  foregoing,  see  ahove. 
The  y<*P  renders  a  reason  why  the  result 
just  introduced  hy  the  OTT&JS  should  have 
been  one  which  the  x^PLS  Oeov  contem- 

plated) it  "became  (as  matter  not  only  of 
decorum,  but  of  sequence  from  the  data,  — 
'was  suitable  to?  c  decebat  :'  not  as  matter 
of  absolute  necessity,  which  was  not  the 

question  here.  "  The  expression  here 
glances  at  those  who  found  in  a  suffering 
and  crucified  Messiah  something  unsuitable 
to  the  Godhead  ;  and  expresses  not  merely 
a  negative,  that  it  was  not  unsuitable,  not 
•unworthy  of  God,  —  but  at  the  same  time 
the  positive,  that  it  was  altogether  corre- 

spondent to  and  worthy  of  His  Being  and 
His  Wisdom  and  His  Love,  to  take  this 
course:  that  it  is  so  shaped,  that  he  who 
knows  the  being  and  attributes  of  God, 
might  have  expected  it.  And  thus  it  is 
indirectly  implied,  that  it  was  also  the 
most  suitable,  and  that  any  other  way 
would  have  been  less  correspondent  to  the 
being  and  purpose  of  God.  In  this  sense 
we  have  irpeirei  rcji  Beep  and  similar  for- 

mula often  in  Philo  :  c.  g.  Leg.  Allegor.  i. 
15,  vol.  i.  p.  53,  rt  o&v  \eKreov  ;  frrt  7rp€~ 

•Tret  TQJ  6ecjj  tyvrsveiv  K.  otKodo^'iy  zv  $v}(rj 
ray  aperas1  :  De  Incorrupt.  Mundi,  §  13, 
vol.  ii.  p.  500,  €fJL-jrp€TT€S  54  06$  ra  &fj.op<pa> 

Tcfc  K<X,\\TJ.  And  so  elsewhere  also 

apfj.6rr€i  r.  06$,  irpfTTwdes  cVrji',  cf.  Carp- 
zov  here."  Bleek  ;  who  has  some  excellent 
remarks  on  the  lingering  of  the  offence 
of  the  cross  among  these  Jewish  Chris- 

tians, who,  although  their  ideas  of  the 
glory  and  kingly  triumph  of  the  Messiah 
had  been  in  a  measure  satisfied  by  the 
resurrection  and  exaltation  of  Christ,  and 
their  hopes  awakened  by  the  promise  of 
future  glory  at  His  second  coming,  —  yet, 
in  the  procrastination  of  this  great  event, 
felt  their  souls  languishing,  and  the  old 

stumbling-block  of  Christ's  sufferings  re- 
curring to  their  minds.  To  set  forth  then 

the  way  of  suffering  and  the  cross  as  one 

worthy  of  God's  high  purpose,  would  be  a 
natural  course  for  the  argument  of  the 
Writer  to  take)  Him,  for  whom  (cf.  els 
avr6v  in  reff.)  are  all  things  (not  only, 

"all  those  things  which  contribute  to  man's 
salvation/'  as  Grot.,  al.,  but  (  the  sum  total 
of  things/  *the  universe/  as  in  the  parallel 
passages.  All  created  things  are  for  God 
(see  below),  for  His  purpose  and  for  His 
glory)  and  by  whom  (by  whose  will,  and 
fiat,  and  agency,  cf.  e|  o5  in  ref.  Rom., 

which  perhaps  would  have  been,  the  ex- 
pression here,  had  not  the  Writer  preferred 

using  the  Sid  in  its  two  senses  :  see  below) 
are  all  things  (WHO  is  intended  ?  From 
the  sequel  of  the  sentence  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  it  is  God  the  Father.  For  the 
subject  of  this  clause  is  there  said  rtAeioicrcu 
Christ:  and  this  could  be  predicated  of 
none  but  the  Father  Himself.  That  these 
expressions  are  found  frequently  used  of 
the  Son,  need  be  no  objection :  whatever 
is  thus  said  of  Him  as  the  End,  and  the 
Worker,  in  creation,  may  a  fortiori  be  said 
of  the  Father  who  sent  Him  and  of  whose 
will  He  is  the  expression.  As  to  the  reason, 
of  this  periphrasis  here,  Calvin  well  says : 
( '  Poterat  uno  verbo  Deum  appellare ;  sed 
admonere  voluit  pro  optimo  id  habendurn, 
quod  statuit  ipse  cujus  et  voluntas  et 

gloria  rectus  est  omnium  finis/'  And  not 
only  this  :  in  introducing  the  itpevov  of 

Christ's  sufferings  by  such  a  description  of 
God,  he  reminds  his  readers  that  those  suf- 

ferings also  were  8t*  O/UTOV — contributing- 
to  His  end  and  His  glory — and  81"  ourov, 
brought  about  and  carried  through  by  His 
agency  and  superintendence.  The  words 
are  referred  to  Christ  by  Theodoret  (read- 

ing HirpcTre  yap  aurov),  Primasius,  al., 
taking  reAeiwcrai  neuter  :  Cramer  refers 
this  clause  to  Christ,  and  TTO\\.  vt.  els  5<i£. 
ay.  to  the  Father :  Chr.  Fr.  Schmid  refers 

avrcj  to  the  Father,  and  5i*  Zv  &c.  to 
Christ :  Paulus  refers  O,VT$  5t*  ttt>  ra  ir. 
to  the  Father,  and  then  begins  the  refer- 

ence to  Christ  with  5t*  ov  r.  TT.  None  of 
these  require  a  serious  answer),  bringing 
(a  grave  question  arises  :  does  this  clause, 
•rroA.  vl.  eh  5.  ay.,  belong  to  the  subject  of 

the  preceding,  avr$,  5is  $>v  T.  TT.  «-.  5t*  05 
T.  ir.,  or  to  the  object  of  the  following,  r^v 
apxyybv  r.  CTCOT.  avra>v  ?  The  latter  is  held 
by  the  Commentators  mentioned  above, 
who  refer  the  former  clause  to  Christ,  and 
by  Erasm.  (paraphr.),  Estius,  Justiniani, 
Schottg.,  Bengel,  Pyle,  and  several  others; 
recently  also  by  Ebrard.  It  is  argued  that 

as  *rbv  5e  jSpa^v  T*  Trap*  ayy4\ous  TfAar- 
TwfjLGvov,  above,  ver.  9,  was  in  apposition 

with  *lr)<rovv  following,  so  is  TroAAovs  viovs 
els  crtoTTipiav  ayayoyra  with  r^tv  apx^iy^f 
K.T.A,  here.  At  first  sight,  it  forms  an 
objection  to  this  view,  that  the  art.  is  ex- 

pressed with  TiXaTT&fjLevov,  and  not  with 
ayay&Ta.  And  this  objection  is  urged 
by  Bleek.  But  as  Liinemann  has  pointed 
out,  it  is  not  a  valid  one.  Had  the  art. 
been  expressed,  then  rbi/  iroAA.  vt.  eh  5. 
oyay^yTa  and  Tbv 
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10.    1  Pet  iv.  13.  v  1 1.        n  ch.  v.  9.  \ii.  19,  28.  ix.  9.  x.  1, 14.  xi.  40.  xii.  23,  32.    Luke  xiu.  32.  (see  note.) 

O.VT&V  would  be  co-ordinate  clauses  in  ap- 
position, the  lutfcer  being  slightly  empha- 

sized. Whereas  with  the  art.  omitted,  the 
former  clause  is  subordinate  to  the  latter 

—  'the  Captain  of  their  salvation,  while 
bringing  many  sons  to  glory/  The  ar- 

rangement would  indeed  be  exceedingly 
harsh,  but  not  grammatically  inadmissible. 
There  are,  however,  serious  objections  to 
it.  It  would  be  contrary  to  all  Scripture 
analogy,  to  represent  us  as  sons,  in  relation 
to  Christ.  Nay,  in  the  very  next  verses, 
the  argument  goes  on  to  substantiate  the 
community  of  our  nature  with  Him  by  the 
fact  of  our  being  His  brethren.  And  be- 

sides, on  this  hypothesis  the  sentence  would 
contain  little  more  than  a  tautology  :  iroAA. 
vL  €ts  5<f£.  ay.,  and  r^v  apxyybv  T*  <rwnj- 
pias  avrwv,  being  in  fact  mere  assertions 
of  the  same  thing.  So  that  there  can 
hardly  be  a  doubt  that  the  true  applica- 

tion of  the  clause  is  to  God  the  Father, 
the  subject  of  the  preceding.  And  so 
Chrys.,  ThL,  (Ec.,  Erasm.  (annot.),  Luth., 
Calv.,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Limb.,  and  many 
others,  and  recently  Bleek,  Lunemann, 
and  Delitzsch.  The  accusative  ayay^vra, 
after  aury,  will  not  surprise  any  Greek 
scholar:  cf.  Herod,  i.  37,  T&  KoAAicrTci 

.  .  .  Tjfjuv  3\v,  es  T€  -iro\€jj.ov$  K.  cs  &ypa$ 
5o/a,u€€iy  :  vi.  109,  &  <rol  .  .  . 

.  fj.virnj.6<rvva  Anre'crflcu  .  .  .  Thuc. 
ii.  39,  7repiylyj/€Tcu  fjfuv  rols  re  /*eAAoi«nj> 

'        x^f     irpoKdju.'jrTetv,    icol    es    avrcfc 

<paiv€<r6a,u  See  many  other  ex- 
amples in  Matthise,  §  536,  obs.  The  most 

frequent  in  the  K.  T.  are  found  in  St. 
Luke,  whose  style  approximates  the  closest 
to  that  of  this  Epistle  :  e.  g.  Luke  i.  74  : 
Acts  (xi.  12  v.  r.)  xv.  22;  xxv.  27.  The 
aor.  part,  a-yayrfvra  is  by  many  taken  as 
an  absolute  past  :  so  D-lat.,  **  multis  Jiliis 
in  ffloriam  adductis  :"  the  vulg.,  **  qui 
multosfilios  in  gloriam  addux&rat"  and 
similarly  Luther,  Estius,  aL,  and  recently 
Hofmann,  Schrifbb.  ii.  1.  39,  referring  the 
expression  chiefly,  or  entirely,  to  the  O.  T. 
saints.  These  however  can  hardly  be 
meant;  for  they  cannot  be  said  in  any 
adequate  sense  to  have  been  led  to  glory, 
or  to  have  had  Cbrist  for  the  tupx'ny^  o£ 
their  salvation.  And  surely  it  would  be 
most  unnatural  to  refer  the  part,  to  those 
saints  only  who  had  entered  into  glory 

since  the  completion  of  Christ's  work, 
but  before  this  Epistle  was  written.  Bleek 
maintains  that  the  aor.  part.,  with  an 
infinitive,  may  have  sometimes  a  future 

sense,  and  would  render,  "intending  to 
bring/"  &c.,  ba  er  side  @6i?ne  gur  £err=r 
lid)£eit  futjren  n>ollte:  and  he  cites  for 
this  Beriihardy,  p.  383  f . :  who  however 
only  notices  the  use  of  the  aor.  with  verbs 
of  waiting,  hoping,  expecting,  and  says 
that  in  such  cases  it  has  eine  entfctjtebene 
9ftci)timg  gum  guturum.  The  fact  seems 
to  be  that  it  has  in  all  such  cases  reference 
to  the  completion  of  the  action  (being  a 
futurus  exactus)  ;  rb  KarBav^tv  is  to  have 
died, — Anglice,  idiomatically,  to  die,  but 
the  act  of  death  is  regarded  in  both  phrases 
as  completed.  And  similar  is  the  use  of 

the  aor.  here.  In  Christ's  being  rere- 
AetcujLteVos,  the  bringing  many  sons  to  glory 
is  completed.  Had  it  been  &yoyra,  we 
must  have  rendered,  as  indeed  the  E.  V. 

has  erroneously  rendered  now,  **  in  bring- 
ing:"  so  that  the  Father's  rcActoio-cu  of 

Christ  was  only  a  step  in  the  process  of 
leading  many  sons  to  glory.  But  now  it 
is  the  whole  process.  We  cannot  give  in 
idiomatic  English  this  delicate  shade  of 
meaning  correctly :  the  nearest  representa- 

tion of  it  would  perhaps  be, — *  it  became 
Him  * . . . ,  bringing,  as  He  did,  many  sons 

to  glory,  to  *  &c.  Various  other  render- 
ings are  "adducere  decreverat/'  so  Grot., 

aL,  and  Kuinoel :  that  it  signifies  only  the 
manner,  without  any  temporal  reference; 
so,  after  a  long  discussion,  Tholuck  (last 
edn.)  :  that  it  is  simply  present ;  so  Beza, 
"  Ipsa  sententia  ostendit  actum  prsesentem, 
non  praeteritum/'  But  we  need  not  have 
recourse  to  any  elaborate  and  refined  in- 

terpretations, where  the  simple  force  of  the 
tense  will  serve)  many  (see  reff.  Not  iden- 

tical with  fray-rets,  but  as  there,  an  inde- 
finite expression,  indicating  great  number, 

but  no  more.  "  iroXXo-us/"  says  Delitzsch, 
"  not  in  contrast  to  all,  but  in  contrast  to 
few,  and  in  relation  to  One  **)  sons  (pro- 

bably in  the  closer  sense ;  not  merely  sons 
by  creation,  but  sons  by  adoption.  This 
seems  necessitated  by  the  next  verse)  to 

glory  (the  expression  is  not  common  in 
this  meaning  in  our  Epistle :  and  is  per- 

haps chosen  on  account  of  5<f£#  in  ver.  9. 
It  is,  that  supreme  bliss  and  majesty  which 
rightly  belongs  to  God  only — ot  which  His 
divine  Son  is  (ch.  i.  3)  the  cwrcwrycurjua, 
and  of  which  believers  in  Christ  are  here 
in  their  degree  partakers,  and  shall  be  fully 
so  hereafter.  It  is  the  crowning  positive 
result  of  the  negative  enwrap  fa),  to  make 
perfect  (TeAeio£<r0cu  is  used  often  in  our 
Epistle  (reff.),  and  in  various  references. 
It  is  said  of  the  Redeemer  Himself,  here, 
and  in  ch.  v.  9;  vii.  28, — of  His  people, 
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x.  10,  14,29. 
acm.  12.    Exod.  xxix.  37.  p  =  Horn,  xi.  36.    1  Cor.  via.  6  al. 

xm.  3J.  v.  15, 16.  ix.  10.    Gal.  in.  16,  20.  ch.  xi.  12.  always  masculine. 
q  Rom.  iii.  12  (from  Pa . 

who  TeAeioiWai  through  Him,  ix.  9 ;  xi. 
14,  40;  xii.  23 ;  and  indeed  xii.  2;— with  a 
general  reference,  vii.  11,  19 :  see  also  re- 
Acios,  ch.  v.  14;  ix.  11, — and  reheiorTjs,  ch. 
vi.  1.  From  all  this  it  is  evident,  that 
some  meaning  must  he  looked  for  wide 
enough  to  include  all  these  senses  of  the 
word  itself  and  its  cognates.  And  such  a 
sense  is  found  in  the  ordinary  rendering  of 

the  word, — to  'accomplish/  or  'make 
complete,*  or  'perfect.'  This  accom- 

plishment, completion,  or  perfecting  of 
Christ  was,  the  bringing  Him  to  that  glory 
which  was  His  proposed  and  destined  end : 
SO  Thl ,  T€\flo>criv  eVTavQa  voeT  TTJV  $6%av 

%v  e&o£acr0?7.  Estius,  "  Consummaret,  i.  e. 
ad  consummatam  gloriam  perduceret:" 
and  it  answers  to  the  §^|T?  ical  nijufj  eo-re- 
<pava>fj,4vov  of  ver.  9 :  and  to  the  5o£a<r- 
07/j>at  of  St.  John :  and  fits  exactly  the 
requirements  of  the  other  passages  in  our 
Epistle  where  our  Lord  is  spoken  of.  Nor 
Is  such  meaning  at  all  misplaced  in  those 
passages  where  we  are  spoken  of:  seeing 
that  it  is  a  relative  term,  and  our  re\€iw- 
07Jyai  is  the  being  brought,  each  one  of 
us,  to  the  full  height  of  our  measure  of 
perfection,  in  union  with  and  participation 

of  Christ's  glory.  Some  Commentators, 
from  the  LXX  usage  of  reXeiovv  ras 

%€tpas  for  T-n«  «bD,  in  Exod.  xxix.  9,  33  : 
Levit.  viii.  33  ;  xvi.  32  (xxi.  10  Grabe  on 
the  authority  of  Codd.  Ambros.-marg., 
Coisl.) :  Num.  iii.  3,  spoken  of  the  con- 

secration of  a  priest,  and  of  TeAe(<«>cris 
for  D^Vtp  in  reference  to  the  same,  and 
especially  for  the  offering  offered  on  the 
occasion,  in  Exod.  xxix.  22  ff. :  Levit.  vii. 

27;  viii.  21  ff.,  33  (eW  ̂ ae'pa  irX^pcae-g, 
jjfjicpa  TeA€ic«jcreajy  vfjicav  eirra  *yctp  TJJUC- 
pas  re\€i(&cr€L  ras  %€?/>as  v/xcoy), — have 
imagined  that  the  meaning  here  and  else- 

where in  our  Epistle  is  *  to  consecrate  :* 
and  understand  the  word  of  the  setting 
apart  or  consecration  of  Christ  to  the 
high-priestly  office.  So  Calvin  (the  first, 
as  Bleek  thinks,  who  propounded  the 
view),  Beza  (in  his  earlier  edd.),  a-Lapide, 
Le  Clerc,  Schottg,,  Peirce,  Whitby,  al. 
But  Bleek  replies  well,  that  such  a  mean- 

ing will  not  suit  the  other  passages  in 
our  Epistle,  e.  g.  ch.  vii.  11,  19 ;  and 
that  in  the  LXX  itself  re\eiovv  TWO.  is 
never  simply  used  for  consecrating  any 
one  (but  see  Levit.  xxi.  10,  AB  Aid.  &c.). 
He  also  notices  the  idea  of  Michaelis,  aL, 
that  the  word  in  this  sense  came  from  the 
Greek  mysteries,  and  pronounces  it  to  be 
mthout  proof.  Certainly,  no  such  mean- 

ing is  noticed  in  the  best  Lexicons.  The 
word  occurs  in  the  sense  of  *  ad  scopuin 
perducere*  in  Herod,  iii.  86,  eiriyftfjpeva  5e 
Tavfa rcf  Aapeiqp  cTeAeaxre  fj.iutS}S7S"€p  CK  trw- 
Berov  rev  yevdfjiGva)  the  Leader  [Author] 

(apxiQV65  is  illustrated  very  copiously  by 
Bleek.  In  its  literal  sense  it  is  often  found 

in  the  LXX  (see  Trommius).  Then  we 
have  the  sense  of  tlie  progenitor  of  a  race  : 
TevKpos  fj.ev  &  TOV  yevous  y/JLtav  apxtfydSf 
Isocr.,  Nicocl. :  see  other  examples  in  Bleek. 
Then  that  of  one  who  precedes  others  by 
his  example,  they  following  him.  So  He- 
rodian  vii.  1.  23,  apxijybs  rys  aTrotrracrctuy  : 
1  Mace,  x^  47,  8ri  avrbs  eyeVero  avrols 

apxriybs  "K6yuv  elpyviK&v :  Polyb.  ii.  40. 
2,  apx"nybv  .  .  .  TTJS  ti\rjs  eTTi^oA^s.  So 
ch.  xii.  2,  rbv  TTJS  iricrrftas  apxyybv  K* 

T€\ettaT'f}j',  [where  the  idea  of  Author  and 
Completer  is  so  closely  allied  to  that  in  our 
verse,  that  the  word  Author  should  have 
been  kept  here  also.]  Hence  comes  easily 
the  idea  of  origination;  and  so  it  fre- 

quently occurs  in  Greek  writers,  especially 
later  ones,  of  the  person  from  whom,  any 
thing,  whether  good  or  bad,  first  proceeds, 
in  which  others  have  a  share :  and  some- 

times so  that  it  very  nearly  = 
So  Xen.  Hell.  iii.  3.  5,  r&y  apx^yt 
irpdyparos ;  Isocr.  Panegyr.  16, 
ayaQ&v :  and  more  examples  in  Bleek. 
Hence  the  usage  here,  and  in  Acts  iii.  15, 
where  Christ  is  called  &  apx"ny&s  TT)$ 
C<aris,  is  easily  explained :  on  Him  our 
salvation  depends;  He  was  its  originator  ; 
as  Chrys.,  rovTecrrt  T&V  alnov  TTJS  area- 
Trjpias'  6 pas  8(roy  T&  imecrov"  Kal  oSros 
vi6$9  Kal  T^uels  vtoi'  aAA"  6  /i6K  (TGo^eL, 

trwdyei  Kal  SucrrTjtn*  iro\\ovs  <f>7)O"iv  vtovs 
els  fi6%av  ayay6vTa*  evTavBa 
TOV  apxrjy&v  T^S  (Tearrjpias  a 
ira\iv  5t€VT77a-e.  Principally  from  Bleek's 
note)  of  their  salvation,  through  suffer- 

ings (i.  e.  His  sufferings  were  the  appointed 
access  to  and  the  appointed  elements  o£ 
His  glory  :  see  more  particularly  below,  on. 
ch.  v.  8,  9.  Chrys.,  al.,  give  a  beautiful 

general  application :  SetKvbs  *6ri,  6  iraO&v 
VTTfp  TWOS,  OVK  €K€tVOV  Q)tf>f\ft    ̂ .6vOV3  OAACC 

Kal  avr&s  \a/jnrp6repo?  yivsrai  Kal  re\€t6~ 
reposr).  11 — 13.J  The  connexion  with, 
the  foregoing  cannot  be  made  plain,  till 
we  have  discussed  the  meaning  of  c|  4v<Js 
below.  It  may  suffice  to  say,  that  the 
assertion,  and  the  quotations,  are  subordi- 

nate to  the  TroAAoite  v/ovsr  in  ver.  10. 

Por  both  the  Sanctifier  and  (notice  the 
re — teal,  which  bind  closely  together  in  one 
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H  Sifjv  . r  Si*  rjv  air  lav  OVK  8  eTraLcr^vverai  *  aSeX^oi)?  ayrou?  /ca\eiv,  rLukerni.47. 
a  D  C  a  e 

f  %  h  *  1 
m  n  o 
17.47 

28  2  Tim.  i.  6,  12.  Tit.  i.  13  onlj  .  L  P.H.  Philo  de  op.  round.  $  33,  vol.  i.  p.  23  end. 
constr.,  ch  xi.  16.  absol.,2  Tim.  i.  12.  w  eirt,  Isa.  i  29  Atf1  3b.  usually  w.  ace.,  a 
i,  L.  at.  Job  xxxlv.  19  BN  only.  t  Matt.  xu.  49  ,!.  xxr.  40  ai. 

const 

i, ... 
.  s  =  and 
as  Mark  viii.  38  bis 

category)  the  sanctified  (both  the  partici- 
ples are  in  their  official  substantival  sense, 

as  6  7T€/pafW,  and  the  like.  The  imper- 
fection of  our  passive  in  English  prevents 

our  accurately  expressing  a  present  passive 

participle :  *  they  that  are  being  sanctified  * 
is  perhaps,  though  we  are  obliged  sometimes 
to  use  it,  hardly  allowable  English.  The 
word  or/w^w  (see  reff.)  signifies  in  LXX 
and  N.  T.  usage  the  selecting  out  and 

adopting  for  God's  service.  It  is  not  here, 
as  Bleek  infers, =a-a>  few,  but  as  every  where, 
when  used  in  allusion  to  Christ's  work  on 
His  people,  involves  that  transforming  and 
consecrating  process,  of  which  His  Spirit  is 
the  actual  agent.  Hence,  believers  are  or- 

dinarily not  Ttyiaor/uevoi,  but  aytaCojuLevot, 
as  here :  the  difference  being,  as  may  be 
traced  in  refF.,  that  where  their  present 
state  is  spoken  of,  the  participle  is  present : 

where  God's  purpose  respecting  them,  and 
Christ's  finished  work,  the  perfect.  Sanc- 
tification  is  glory  working  in  embryo: 
glory  is  sanctification  come  to  the  birth 
and  manifested.  It  is  disputed  whe- 

ther the  reference  of  these  words  is  to  be 
considered  as  general,  applying  to  every 
case  of  sanctifier  and  sanctified,  as,  e.  g., 
the  priest  and  the  people  under  the  old 
law  (so  Schlichting,  Schottgen,  aL),  the 
firstfruits  and  the  remaining  harvest  (so 
Cappellus)  :  or  is  to  be  restricted  to  Christ 
and  His  people  alone.  Certainly  the  latter 
seems  to  be  required  by  the  context,  and 
most  of  all  by  the  assumption  of  the  sub- 

ject in  the  next  clause  tacitly  as  contained 
in  6  ayidfav.  The  ground  on  which  Christ 
is  our  Sanctifier  has  also  been  variously 
alleged.  Grotius  leaves  the  connexion  very 

loose,  when  he  says,  "  Christus  nos  sanctos 
facit  doctrina  sua  et  exemplo.  Hie  ex 
Spiritu  sancto  conceptus  est,  et  nos  per 
Spiritum  sanctum  novam  adipiscimur  na- 
turam;  ita  communem  habemus  origi- 
nem."  But  this  obviously  does  not  reach 
the  depth  of  the  following  argument,  see 
especially  ver.  17:  and  we  must  believe 
that  there  is  a  reference  to  the  expiatory 
death  of  Christ :  see  also  ch,  x.  10,  14, 
and  more  in  the  note  there)  (axe)  of  one 
(Ivos,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  usage  in  refF., 
must  be  taken  as  masculine;  not  with 

Carpzov,  Abresch,  aL,  supplied  by  (nre'p- 
fjLaros  or  ctfu.a'ros,  nor  understood  "ex 
eonamuni  massa,"  with  Cappellus,  al., — 
"  ex  una  natura,"  Calv,, — nor  "  puritatem 
conditionis  spiritalis/*  as  Cameron,  simi- 

larly Corn.-a-lapide.  And  if  masculine, 

what  are  we  to  supply  ?  Erasra.  (par.),  Beza, 
Estius  (as  an  altern.),  Hofmann,  al.  say, 
Adam :  Bengel  (whose  note  is  well  worth 
consulting),  Peirce,  al.,  Abraham.  But  it 
seems  far  better  and  simpler  here,  on  ac- 
count  of  the  iroXXovs  uiovs  above,  and  as 

satisfying  fully  the  force  of  IK,  to  under- 
stand God  to  be  meant.  So  all  the  pa- 
tristic Commentators,  and  almost  all  the 

recent  ones,  including  Delitzsch :  most  of 
them  however  giving  it  the  very  wide  sense 
of  ref.  1  Cor.  fifuv  *fy  0€<!»s  6  varrjp^  e£  ov 
TO.  irdvra,  which  is  referred  to  here  by 
Chrys., — (and  so  Thdrt.,  'al  rovro  xarot 
rb  faQpuirivov  \4yerat,  Krurr}}  yap  TJ 

\7]<f>6e'i<ra  tpvtris*  (Ts  5e  yc  teal  TIU.&V  nal 
avTTjy  7roifjT7}$).  But  this  can  hardly  be. 
For  the  argument  in  this  particular  place 

is  not  to  shew  "by  ivhat  means,  viz.  by  be- 
coming man,  Christ  made  men  into  sons,— 

but,  that  sonship  of  Himself  and  them, 
towards  the  Father  having  been  predicated, 
to  justify  the  use  of  the  common  term. 
And  thus  we  are  driven  to  a  sense  of  vlot 

commensurate  with  a-yta^/xe^oi,  by  which 
word  the  Writer  takes  it  up  again.  So 
that  it  is  not  here  the  mere  physical  unity 
of  all  men  with  Christ  which  is  treated, 
but  the  further  and  higher  spiritual  unity 
of  the  ayidfav  and  the  ayia£6/j,evoi,  as 
evinced  by  his  speaking  of  them.  The 
same  is  plain  from  ver.  14  below:  see 
there.  So  that  it  is  the  higher  Sonship 
of  God,  common  to  the  Lord  and  those 
whom  the  Father  by  Him  is  leading  to 
glory,  which  must  be  understood.  See 
John  viii,  47 : 1  John  iii.  10 ;  iv.  6 ;  v.  19 : 
3  John  11.  Note,  that  the  point 
brought  out  here  is  not  that  the  holiness 
of  our  Lord's  human  nature,  and  our 
holiness,  are  both  of  one,  viz.  the  Father 
(John  x.  S6)  :  which,  however  true,  would 
be  introducing  a  matter  not  belonging  to 
the  argument  here),  all  (of  them)  (after 
the  TC — Kat,  iravris  forms  a  sort  of  pleo- 

nastic repetition;  but  comes  with  consi- 
derable force.  On  account  of  the  re— KO£, 

it  is  quite  impossible,  with  Bengel,  al.,  to 
confine  the  ir&vres  to  the  ayia(6fj,tvoi 

only :  and  his  argument* — "  utrosgue,  dic- 
turus,  si  sanctificantem  T$  irdu/Tey,  omnes, 
includeret," — goes  for  nothing :  the  xym- 
(dftwot  being  not  set  over  against  the 
aytd&v  as  a  second  class,  but  thought  of 
in  their  multitudinous  distinctness  as  indi- 

viduals. The  connexion  with  ver.  10  will 

now  be  plain:  *?roAAot>s  uiot/s  was  the 
right  expression  10  use  of  those  who  are 
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u  Matt,  xi 
1  John  i 

Paul,  1  Cor.  v  vv 
xiv.  25.          x  ecro/Aat,   xy 
only*8  Ps.' Ixx.  17,  IS.     (Ps*.   xxi  22") 5  reff.  z  2  Cor.  i.  9     TV*.  A 

i.  9  only.    Ps.  n.  12.  2  IBJL 

TO <TOf 

ere*     1J 5  •   Kal  w  7rd\iv 
\  Actsx\i  25  (Matt.  XXM.  30  I  Mk.)  only.     Isa  xn.  4,  5. 

i   17.    2  KINGS  xxn.  3.  y  Mark  x.  24.    Luke  xi.  32.  XM \iu.  18, 

JULOV, 

eyco 
wch   i. 
2  Cor. 

brought  to  glory,  jfor  they  are  of  the  same 
divine  stock  —  have  the  same  heavenly 
Father  as  their  apxnyos,  the  one  proper 
Son  of  God/  And  this  will  he  now  illus- 

trated by  His  own  words  :  on  which. 
account  (reff.  especially  2  Tim.,  Tit.  :  viz. 
because  they  are  all  of  one)  He  (Christ  : 
see  above)  is  not  ashamed  (see  ref.  6p£s 
TTftjy  ird\iv  Seitcvvcrt  TTJV  vitepo-)(T]V  :  T<p 
yap  eiTretv  oi'tt  c7rai<r^uf€Tat,  SeiKvvcriv  ou 
T7)S      TOV       7Tpd.yfJLtt.TOS      <£>V£TtCOy,      aAAtt       T77S- 

<j>i\oa"ropyia$  TOV  jj,^j  lirctKr^vvo^vov  T£> 
•jrav  vv,  Kal  Trjf  TaTreivofypocrvvrj?  TT}S 
TroAA??*,  Chrys.)  to  call  them  (rou?  01710- 

(ofjLevovs)  "brethren  (the  Commentators 
quote  from  Philo  de  Septenario,  §  8, 
vol.  ii.  p.  284,  Tabs  n\v  (scil. 

<p6ovfj  TCOV  iSicav  us  &v  e/c 

<^j5<r€cws  crvyK\t]pov6^.ois  aSeA^oTs),  saying1, 
I  will  declare  (LXX,  Si-riyfja-ofj.^}  thy 
name  to  my  bretlxren,  in  the  midst  of 
the  assembly  will  I  sing  of  thee  (it  will 
be  sufficient  to  refer,  respecting  the  general 
sense  and  prophetic  import  of  Ps.  xxii., 
to  what  has  been  before  said,  on  Ps.  viii. 
(above,  ver.  6),  and  on  similar  citations 
elsewhere.  The  Psalm  was  originally  the 

expression  of  a  suffering1  saint,  in  all  pro- 
bability David,  communing  with  his  God  : 

laying  forth  to  Him  his  anguish,  and 
finally  triumphing  in  confidence  of  His 
gracious  help  and  deliverance.  But  by  the 
mouth  of  such  servants  of  God  did  the 

prophetic  Spirit  speak  forth  His  intima- 
tions respecting  the  Redeemer  to  come. 

ISTo  word  prompted  by  the  Holy  Ghost  had 
reference  to  the  utterer  only.  All  Israel 
was  a  type  :  all  spiritual  Israel  set  forth 
the  second  Man,  the  quickening  spirit  :  all 

the  groanings  of  God°s  suffering  people  pre- 
figured, and  found  their  fullest  meaning  in, 

His  groans,  who  was  the  chief  in  suffering. 
The  maxim  cannot  be  too  firmly  held,  nor 
too  widely  applied,  that  all  the  O.  T.  utter- 

ances of  the  Spirit  anticipate  Christ,  jusb 
as  all  His  N.  T.  utterances  set  forth  and 
expand  Christ  :  that  Christ  is  every  where 
involved  in  the  O.  T.,  as  He  is  every  where 
evolved  in  the  N.  T.  And  this  Psalin  holds 
an  illustrious  place  among  those  which 
thus  point  onward  to  Christ.  Its  opening 
cry,  "My  God,  my  God,  why  hast  thou 
forsaken  me  ?  "  was  uttered  by  the  Lord 
Himself  in  His  last  agony.  The  most 
minute  particulars  detailed  in  it  are  by  the 

Evangelists  adduced  as  exemplified  in  the 
history  of  His  Passion :  see  e.  g.  (Matt, 
xxvii.  35  rec.)  John  xix.  24.  And,  as 
Bleek  well  observes,  the  particulars  chosen, 
out  of  that  history  by  St.  Matthew  seem  to 
have  been  selected  with  an  especial  view 
to  the  illustration  and  fulfilment  of  this 
Psalm.  Ebrard,  in  his  note  here,  insists  on 
the  authorship  of  the  Psalm  by  David,  and 
on  its  date,  as  belonging  to  the  time  of  his 
persecution  by  Saul.  Then  he  maintains 
the  exact  parallelism  of  the  circumstances 
with  those  of  the  second  and  greater  David, 
and  refers  the  a$eA<pov$  here  to  the  coun- 

trymen of  David,  who  were  hereafter  to  be 
his  subjects.  I  have  no  positive  objection 
to  this  view.  Subordinately  to  the  deeper 
and  wider  one,  it  might  be  applicable  in 
individual  instances  :  but  that  other  seems 
to  me  both  safer  and  nearer  the  truth.  See 
especially  on  the  Psalm,  Delitzsch,  h.  1. 
The  particular  verse  here  chosen,  the 
22nd,  forms  the  transition-point  from  the 
suffering  to  the  triumphant  portion  of  the 
Psalm :  and  consequently  the  resolution 
expressed  in  it  by  the  Messiah  has  refer- 

ence to  His  triumphant  state,  in  which  he 
is  still  not  ashamed  to  call  his  people 
brethren.  It  is  characteristic  of  the  object 
of  this  Epistle  with  reference  to  its  in- 

tended readers,  that  whereas  the  Writer 
might  have  cited  two  instances  as  matters 
of  fact,  in  which  our  Lord  did  call  His 
disciples  brethren  after  His  resurrection 
(see  John  xx.  17:  Matt,  xxviii.  10),  yet 
he  has  not  done  so,  but  has  preferred  to 
establish  his  point  by  O.  T.  citations). 
13.]  And  again,  I  will  put  my  trust  in 
Him  (there  is  considerable  dispute  as  to 
the  original  place  from  which  this  citation 
comes.  Most  Commentators,  and  recently 
Bleek  and  Delitzsch,  have  believed  it  to 
be  taken  from  Isa.  viii.  17,  where  the 
words  occur  in  the  LXX,  immediately 
preceding  the  next  citation.  The  only 
objection  to  this  view  is,  that  it  would  be 
hardly  likely  in  this  case  that  the  words  «al 
7raAij>  would  have  occurred,  but  the  two 
citations  would  have  proceeded  as  one. 
And  hence  the  words  have  been  sought  in. 
other  places :  e.  g.  in  Ps.  xviii.  3  (xvii.  2, 
LXX),  where  however  the  LXX  have 
^ATTiw  eir*  avT6v.  so  Calv.,  Beza,  Lim- 
borch,  al. : — Isa.  xlii.  1, — so  Schottgen; 
where  however,  besides  the  LXX  being 
different  (avriA^o/icw  ourou),  the  words 
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fcal  T&  TratSt'a  a  ACO&  eScofcev  6  $609.      14  eTrel  oui>  ra 

are  spoken  in  a  totally  different  reference. 
Tlie  same  words  are  found  in  the  LXX  in 
2  Sarn.  (2  Kings)  xxii.  3  (ireTroiGfas  ecro/tat. 
€7?  avrejj) ;  and  Isa.  xii.  2,  where  however 
the  Alexandrine  recension,  with  which  our 
Writer  mostly  agrees,  ha?  Iv  avr$.  There 
is  no  objection  to  the  first  of  these  pas- 

sages being  the  origin  of  our  citation ;  and 
the  alleged  non -Messianic  character  of  the 
Psalin  will  weigh  very  light  with  those  who 
view  the  Psalms  as  above  set  forth. 

Still,  regarding  the  above-stated  objection 
as  of  no  weight, — owing  to  the  diversity  of 
the  two  cited  clauses,  the  one  expressive  of 
personal  trust  in  God,  the  other  declara- 

tory respecting  a  relation  to  others  (cf .  also 
ch.  x.  30,  which  is  a  nearly  though  not 
exactly  similar  case),  — I  prefer,  as  the  more 
natural,  the  opinion,  which  derives  both 
texts  from  the  same  place  of  Isaiah.  On 
the  sense  then  see  below) :  and  again, 
Behold  I  and  the  children  which  God 

gave  me  (Isa.  viii.  18.  Considerable  dif- 
ficulty has  been  made  by  the  Commenta- 

tors in  applying  these  citations  to  Christ. 
I  own  that  the  question  seems  to  me  to 
be  admirably  stated  by  Theodoret  on  Ps. 
xxii.,  fjiaXXov  yap  irt<rr€VT€ov  rots  iepois 

cbroo"T<JAoiy  /c.  airrcjp  Ttp  crcaTTJpL  ̂ (poofieycp 
craty&s  rip  rov  TJ/a\p.ov  irpooi/JLtqj  fy  roTsr 
Trapep/ATjvet/ety  tirixeipovcra*.  But  this 
does  not  preclude  our  entering  on  an 
attempt  in  each  case  to  give  a  distinct 
account  of  the  rationale  of  the  application. 
In  the  passage  of  Isaiah  (vv.  11 — 18),  the 
Prophet  is  especially  blaming  the  people 
of  Judah  under  Ahaz,  for  having  called  in 
the  help  of  the  Assyrian  king  against 
Pekah  king  of  Israel,  and  Rezin  king  of 
Syria.  And  in  these  verses  (17  f.)  the 
Prophet  expresses  his  own  determination, 
in  spite  of  the  reliance  of  the  people  on 
the  confederacy,  to  wait  for  the  Lord,  and 
to  remain,  he  and  the  children  whom  God 
had  given  him,  for  signs  and  wonders  in 
Israel  from  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  which 
dwelleth  in  Zion.  Then,  from  Isa.  viiL  18 
to  ix.  7,  is  set  forth  the  prospect  of  future 
deliverance  to  Judah  coming  from  their 
God,  ending  with  the  glorious  anticipa- 

tion of  the  great  future  Deliverer.  This 
confident  speech  of  the  Prophet  our  Writer 
adopts  at  once  as  the  words  of  the  greatest 
of  all  Prophets — thereby  assuming  the 
prophetic  office  of  Christ.  Thus  the  matter 
illustrated  (for  there  is  no  demonstration 
here;  this  verse  is  a  consequence  of  the 

last,  of  5i'  V  aii-iav)  is,  that  as  the  Pro- 
phet Isaiah  withstood  the  human  depend- 
ence of  Ms  age,  and  stood  forth,  he  and 

the  children  whom  God  had  given  him, 

and  who  were  begotten  in  pursuance  of 
the  divine  command,  as  a  sign  to  Israel, — 
so  the  great  Prophet  himself  fulfilled  the 
same  office  and  had  the  same  hopes,  and 
bore  the  same  relation  to  those  among 
whom  He  prophesied,  praising  God  with 
them,  leading  them  in  confidence  on  God, 
and  speaking  of  them  as  one  family  and 
stock  with  Himself.  So  that  our  passage 
forms  a  notable  instance  of  the  prophetic 
office  of  Christ  being  taken  as  the  anti- 

type of  the  official  words  and  acts  of  all 
the  Prophets,  just  as  His  kingly  office  ful- 

fils arid  takes  up  all  that  is  said  and  done 
by  the  theocratic  Kings,  and  His  priestly 
office  accomplishes  all  the  types  and  ordi- 

nances of  the  O.  T.  Priesthood.  There  is 
one  difference  between  Christ  and  the  Pro- 

phet, which  Ebrard,  fully  as  he  enters  into 
the  general  argument,  has  missed,  owing 
to  his  applying  -TroAAous  vlovs  ....  aya- 
ydvra,  above,  to  Christ.  The  ira&ia  are 
not  the  children  of  Christ  (Chrys.,  Thdrt., 

vulg. :  "pueri  mei"  al.),  as  they  were  of 
Isaiah,  but  the  children  of  God.  John 
xvii.  6,  arol  3}<rav,  Kal  l/iol  avrobs  eSa/car, 

seems  decisive  for  this.  They  are  God's 
children,  and  God  has  given  them  to  Him. 
So  also  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Kuin.,  Bleek, 
De  W.,  Liinem.,  al.  See  on  next  verse: 

and  Delitzsch's  note  here.  He  agrees  in 
the  main  with  the  above,  but  would  re- 

strict the  reference  to  Christ  of  prophetic 
words  and  acts,  to  those  occasions  when 
the  Prophets  were  put  eminently  forward 
as  signs,  as  Isaiah  in  this  case.  But  is  not 
the  very  fact  of  being  commissioned  as  a 
prophet,  such  a  putting  forward?  Cf. 
Hofmann's  remarks  in  the  Weissagung  u. 
Erfullung,  ii.  p.  110).  14.]  The  con- 
nexion  and  line  of  argument  is  this :  in 
ver.  5  it  was  shewn,  that  not  to  angels, 
l>ut  to  MAN,  is  the  new  order  of  things 
subjected :  in  vv.  6 — 8,  that  this  domina- 

tion was  predicated  of  man  in  the  O.  T. : 
in  ver.  9,  that  the  only  case  of  its  fulfil- 

ment has  been  that  of  Jesus,  who  has  been 
crowned  with  glory  and  honour  on  account 
of  His  suffering  death.  Then,  vv.  10, 11  a, 
it  is  shewn  that  the  becoming  way  for  the 
Redeemer  to  this  crown  of  glory,  the  pur- 

pose of  winning  which  was  to  bring  many 
sons  of  God  to  it,  was,  being  perfected 
through  sufferings,  seeing  that  He  must 
share  with  those  whom  He  is  to  sanctify, 
in  dependence  on  a  common  Father.  Then 
w,  11  b,  12,  IS  have  furnished  illustra- 

tions confirmatory  of  this,  from  His  own 
sayings  in  the  Scripture.  And  now  we 
are  come  to  the  proof,  that  He  who  was 
thus  to  be  the  Leader  of  the  salvation  of 
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/C6KQW()V7)KeV i  w.  gen  ,  here 
only.  Prov. 
i.  11.  dat., 
Rom.  xu.  13. 
xv.  27.  Gal. 
vi.  6.  Phil.  iv.  15.  1  Tim.  v  22.  1  Pet  iv.  13.  2  John  11  only.  b  Matt  xvi.  17. 

16.    Eph.  M  12  only     Sir  stiv.  18    ivu.  31  c  here  only  -f.    (-OV,  Phil.  ii.  27.) 
10.  x.  17,  21, 30.  ch.  v  13.  vu.  13  only.    Proi .  u  18.    Esdr.  v.  40  al. 

-  ABCDH 

a  b  c  d  6 

f  g  h  k  1 1  Cor.  xv.  50.     Gal.  i.     m  n  O 
d  1  Cor.  ix.      1*  47 

14.  rec  transp  aiparos  and  ffapKos  (oorrn  to  more  usual  order),  with  KL  rel  vulg 

F-lat  B-lat  Syr  [aeth]  Thdrt4  [Euthal-ms  Damasc  Orig-int2  Ambr  J_^  Jerj  Augr  :^txt 
ABC  D-gr  M[P]K  m  17  [47]  am  (with  fuld)  syr  copt  arm 
jert  Chrt  C^r[-p  ThdrtJ.  aft  row  avrtav  ins  TraBrj/j.^ 
eorundem  passione  D4at.  aft  1st  Oavarov  ins  Qavarov  JD1. 

[-int,]  Eus2  Ath2  Cyr- t1  Eusj  Thdrtj  Jerp 

these  many  sons,  by  trusting  like  them, 
and  suffering  like  them,  must  Himself 
BECOME  MAN  like  them,  in  order  for  that 
His  death  to  have  any  efficacy  towards  his 
purpose.  Since  then  (by  tirei,  an  infer- 

ence is  drawn  from  the  words  immediately 

preceding-:  by  ow,  the  thought  is  cast 
back  to  the  argument  of  which  the  cita- 

tions had  been  an  interruption:  q.  d. 
and  by  this  very  expression  in  our  last 
citation,  TO.  irat&ia,  we  may  substantiate 
that  which  our  argument  is  seeking  to 
prove)  the  children  (before  mentioned: 
"Articulus  est  avatpopiKos  :  illi  pueri,  de 

quibus  versu  prsecedente  dictum."  Ger- 
hard, in  Bleek  :  —  not  ra  generic,  and  ra 

TratSio,  little  children,  as  Valcknaer  and 
Heinrichs,  and  recently  Hofmann,  Schriftb. 
ii.  1.  40,  which  introduces  a  thought  quite 
irrelevant  :  cf  ,  Hof  mann  :  (Sr  »on  bet 

§CRenf<i)tt>erbung  (Sfyrtjlt  fagen  wolltc/  baf 
er  in  berfelben  em  Jttnb  vwe  anbere  $tinb* 
er/  mit  gleifd)  itnb  SSlitt/  geroorben  ifi) 
axe  partakers  of  (lit.  "  have  been  consti- 

tuted partakers  of/  —  in  the  order  esta- 
blished in  nature,  and  enduring  still.  The 

Koivuvia  is  not  with  their  elders,  as  Valck- 
naer (see  above),  but  with  one  another. 

This  absolute  use  of  KoivcuvetK  is  not  often 
found  :  we  have  it  In  Xen.  Mem.  ii.  6.  22, 
23,  SvvcwTCii  Treivwvrss  Kal  S^tS^res 

arirov  K.  irorov  KQIV&VGLV  .... 
i  $e  /cat 

VOfJ.tfJL(a$      KOLVta- 

v*iv  ....  and  CEcon.  vi.  3,  7)fiv  7*  ofiv 
ecrrtv  ....  &nrep  Kal  x/J^^arcyy  KOivotini- 
cravra,?  a.vafj.<pi\6y<o$  Si€\6eTv3  ovro>  Kal 
\<$yov$  Koivtovovvras  Trepl  &v  Uv  5mA  6- 
ydofj.€0a  crvvofjio\oyovvTa$  5i€|t€Vat.  The 
verb  itself  is  generally  found  in  the  N.  T. 
with  a  dative  of  the  thing  shared  :  in  the 
classics,  as  here,  with  a  genitive.  See 

many  examples  in  Bleek)  "blood  and  flesh (this  order,  instead  of  the  more  usual  one, 
<rapK.  /c.  afyu,  occurs  in  ref.  Eph.,  and 
Polyaenus,  Stratagem,  iii.  11.  1  : 

K.  crdpKa  IXOUCTZ,  K.  T^S  avrys 
€Koiv(0vyK6a-Lv.  Bleek  how- 

ever suspects  that  this  expression  itself, 
belonging  as  it  does  to  the  time  of  the 

Antonines,  may  be  derived  from  biblical 
or  Jewish  usage.  It  is  found  frequently  in 

the  later  Jewish  writers.  "  It  betokens,  " 
says  Bleek,  «*  the  whole  sensuous  corporeal 
nature  of  man,  which  he  has  in  common 
with  the  brutes,  and  whereby  he  is  the 
object  of  sensuous  perception  and  corporeal 
impressions  :  whereby  also  he  is  subjected 
to  the  laws  of  the  infirmity,  decay,  and 
transitoriness  of  material  things,  in  con- 

trast to  purely  spiritual  and  incorporeal 
beings/*  Delitzsch  remarks  on  the  order, 
that  it  differs  from  <rap£  «.  af/xa  in  setting 
forth  first  the  inner  and  more  important 
element,  the  blood,  as  the  more  immediate 

and  principal  vehicle  of  the  soul,  ....  be- 
fore the  more  visible  and  palpable  ele- 

ment, the  flesh  :  doubtless  with  reference 
to  the  shedding  of  Blood,  with  a  view  to 
which  the  Saviour  entered  into  community 
with  our  corporeal  life),  He  himself  also 
in  like  manner  (similarly:  the  original 
idea  of  irapairX.i|atos  being  that  of  lying 
close  together  all  along:  not  exactly  = 
tcros,  for  the  two  are  not  nnfreqnently 
found  in  conjunction,  as  op&vres  crrparbv 

I<TOV  Kal  (where  we  should  say,  'or') 
irapaTrXTjcriov  rtp  vporepca  €Tre\irj\vff6ra  : 
Thuc.  vii.  42,  nor  =  <5/io?oy  :  cf.  Herod. 
iii.  101,  XP^a  <j>op€ov<TL  6fjLo7ov  irdvres 
/ecu  TrapairXifffiov  klQio'tyi  :  cf.  also  Thuc. 
L  143,  TO;  IJLGV  HeXoTTovvticriuv  Hftotye  roi- 
avra  Kal  irapaTr^aria  SoKe?  elvat:  but 
expressing  a  general  similitude,  a  likeness 
in  the  main  ;  and  so  not  to  be  pressed  here, 
to  extend  to  entire  identity,  nor  on  the 
other  hand  to  imply,  of  purpose,  partial 
diversity  ;  but  to  be  taken  in  its  wide  and 
open  sense  —  that  He  Himself  also  partook 
in  the  main,  in  like  manner  with  us,  of  our 
nature.  The  ancient  expositors  dwell  justly 
on  the  word  as  against  the  Doeetse,  who 

held  that  our  Lord's  was  only  an  apparent 
body.  So  Chrys.,  and  more  explicitly  Thl.  : 
OVK  elite  yap  fj.6vov  #TI  /t€T€o*X€  crapes  /c. 
ctT/iaros-  &sirep  ra  TrcuSia,  Tovrecmy  of 
\otirol  HvOpemor  KOITOL  el  Kal  rovro 

ctXAa 

wpos€07]K€,    Iva 
^jttaj?  Kal    a\.ifjQiviiv  (rapK&fftv 

And  Thdrt.  :  o-$68pa  Se  avayKat&s  Kal 

Kal    rb    TrapairXr)  ericas 

airapd\\aKrov ' 
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TO     /eparo9 f 
rov  Bavdrov,  s  TOUT- 

TOV oaoi 
f  here  only.    Herod,  in.  117.  w.  gea.,  iii.  69.  g  Acts  xix.  4.    Philem.  12.  ch.  vu.  5.  ix.  11.  x.  20.  xu 

16.  xin.  15.     2  Pet  ui.  20.  h  Heb.  here  only.     Matt.  iv.  1 ,  &c.  l<  L.     1  Tim.  hi.  6,  7.     1  John  in. 
«  al.    Job  i.  6,  &c.  j  Luke  xii.  58.    Acts  xix,  12,  ordm.  with  gen.,  as  Wisd.  xii.  2,  but  see  Job  ix.  34. 

15.  a7roicaTaAA.a£77  A. 

impair  XrtcrCos  redeiKtv,  fra  T^P  TTJS  <£ai'- 
Taeriay  SieAey£?7  trvKoQavriav)  partici- 

pated in  (the  E.  V.,  "  foo&  part"  is  good, 
but  it  should  be  followed  by  *  in'  not  "of," 
which  makes  it  ambiguous.  Bleek  re- 

marks that  Kotvcaveo*  and  fiCTcxoi  are 
almost  convertible  ;  and  instances  Lycurg. 
cont.  Leocrat.  p.  187  (154,  Bekker), 

TTJS  rvx'ns  %Koiv&vrj<Tav  :  see  also  Xen. 
Anab.  vii.  6.  28.  So  that  minute  distinc- 

tion of  meaning  is  hardly  to  be  sought 
for.  Notice  the  aorist,  referring  to  the  one 
act  of  the  Incarnation)  the  same  things 
(viz.  blood  and  Jlesh  :  not  rcav  TraiSicov, 

nor  as  Bengel,  "  the  same  things  which 
happen  to  his  brethren,  not  even  death 

excepted  ")*  taat  D7  means  of  Ms  death 
(5ia  TOV  Oavdrov  avrov  ttv 

Thl.  "Paradoxon:  Jesus  mortem  passus 
vicit  :  diabolus  mortem  vibrans  succubuit:" 
Bengel.  "  Death  itself,  as  Death,  is  that 
which  Jesus  used  as  the  instrument  of 

annihilating  the  prince  of  Death  :"  Hofm. Schriftb.  ii.  1.  274,  whose  further  remarks 

there  see,  and  Delitzsch's  comments  on 
them,  Hebr.-brf.  p.  85*  The  latter  quotes 
from  Primasius,  "Anna  quse  fuerunt  illi 
quondam  fortia  adversum  mundum,  hoc 
est,  mors,  per  earn  Christus  ilium  per- 
cussit,  sicut  David,  abstracto  gladio  GoKse, 
in  eo  caput  illius  amputavit,  in  quo  quon- 

dam victor  ille  solebat  fieri/*  "  Dominus 
itaque  noster  "  —  so  Gregory  the  Great  on 
Job  ad.  19,  "ad  humani  generis  redem- 
tionem  veniens  veiut  quemdam  de  se  in 
necem  diaboli  hamum  fecit  .  .  .  Ibi  qnippe 
inevat  humanitas,  quae  ad  se  devoratorein 
adduceret,  ibi  divinitas  quae  perforaret: 
ibi  aperta  infirmitas,  quae  provocaret, 
ibi  occulta  virtus,  quse  raptoris  famem 

transfigeret/*  Cf.  the  remarkable  reading 
in  D  :  and  the  old  Latin  epigram,  "  Mors 
mortis  morti  mortem  nisi  rnorte  tulisset, 

JEternse  vitsa  januaclausa  foret  ")  He  might 
destroy  (bring  to  nought  :  see  reff.  The 
word  is  found,  besides  here,  once  in  Luke 

(xiii.  7),  and  twenty-five  times  in  Paul) 
him  that  hath  the  power  of  death  (the 
pres.  part,  is  better  taken  of  the  office, 
q.  d,  f  the  holder  of  the  power/  —  than  of 
past  time,  **  Twm  tTuxk  Tiad  the  power,**  as 
E.  V.  The  phrase  T&  Kpa-ros  ̂ c««-v  has 
been  abundantly  illustrated  by  Bleek, 
Among  his  examples  followed  by  a  geni- 

tive, as  here,  are  Herod,  iii.  142,  TTJS  $e 
^Sdjuov  WLaidvopLos  ....  cTj^f  rl>  W/XXTOS: 
Aristoph.  Thesmoph.  871,  Sfoftdrav  ̂ x€t 
Kpdros  :  Jos.  Antt.  i.  19.  1,  oT$  3y&  rb 
raisTTjs  Kpdros  rv}S  y^s  8t$<0/j,t*  It  is 
evident  that  the  gen.  TOV  Oavarov  must 
be  similarly  taken  here,  and  not,  as 

Schlichting,  aL,  as  =  **  mortiferum  "  merely. 
The  reason  why  this  clause  comes  first,  and 

not  T\)V  "SudfioXov?  is  probably,  as  Chrys. 
suggests,  to  exhibit  the  paradox  men- 

tioned above :  rJ>  Bavpacrrbv  Seii 

STI  St*  oS  ̂ Kpdrrjarfv  6  5ictj3oXoy,  5ict 
7)TT'f)BTJf    Kttl    87T€/>    t0*XUp&J>    9)V    OUT^f 
Karrh  TTJS  oiKrou/iejojs,  &  6dvaro$t  rovrqp 

avrbv  €7rAij|ei'  6  xplfffr&s*  Thl.  mentions 
some  who  thought  that  by  TO  Kpdros  rov 
Qavdrov  was  meant  sin :  and  CEc.  gives 
this  interpretation.  But  it  is  hardly  worthy 
of  serious  consideration),  tliat  is,  the  devU 
(cf.  Wisd.  ii.  24,  tyQovtp  tie  8wt&6\ov  0dva- 
Tay  €i$7?\06j'  ets  Tbv  KoarfJiov :  and  see 
Rev.  xii.  9;  xx.  2.  So  in  the  Rabbinical 
writings,  Samael,  the  chief  of  the  evil 
spirits,  was  called  the  angel  of  death :  and 
it  is  said  (Debarim  Rabb.  fin.),  "  Samael 
causa  fuit  mortis  toti  mundo:"  and  (Sohar, 
fol.  xxvii.  3),  **  Pilii  serpeutis  antiqui  qui 
occidit  Adarnum  et  omnes  ab  eo  descen- 

dentes/*  T'OV  $id0o\ov  bs  trcpdret  rov 
Goa'drov  VMS;  Sib  T^S  apaprias.  tireiS)] 
yap  a/JLoprdveiv  eiroiei  TOWS  avOptioirovs  £te 
TT/ST  TTp^aTtjf  iKelvTjif  trapatcOTJft  a&rbf  %v 
6  rov  Bdyarov  3i)fiiovpyJicra$r  &y*€p  nvl 
trrparttbrri  avrtp  K*  S^rAqf*  larx^P^  xp^fte*f°^ 
icaT^t  rris  ̂ yQp^amivTffs  <f>vo~€&s.  Thl. :  cf. Rom.  v.  12:  Johnviii.44.  Ebrard  would 
make  rov  Qavdrav  the  subjective  genitive, 

— "  the  power,  which  death  has  over  us," 
and  Ixomra  to  signify  "wielding"  But  this 
seems  ikr-fetched  and  unnecessary. 
The  Death  of  Christ  brought  to  nought 
the  agency  of  the  devil  in  death,  because, 
that  Death  of  His  being  not  the  penalty 
of  His  own  sin,  but  the  atoning  sacrifice 
for  the  sin  of  the  world,  all  those  who  by 
faith  are  united  to  Him  can  now  look  on 
death  no  longer  as  the  penalty  of  sin,  but 
only  as  the  passage  for  them,  as  it  was  for 
Him,  to  a  new  and  glorious  life  of  triumph 
and  blessedness.  But  for  those  who  are 
not  united  to  Him,  death,  retaining  its 
character  of  a  punishment  for  sin,  retains 
also  therewith  all  its  manifold  terrors. 

Delitzsch,  in  treating  of  'Him  that  has 
the  power  of  death,*  quotes  an  important 
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^Kt?«viH    ̂ o^P  ̂   Qavdrov  Sia 4.    John  vi L 

13.    Rev.  xvui  10,  15  al.    Ezek.  xxxvin.  21  A.    Sir  xl.  5,  k  here  only   TOT/  anavra.  xpovov  TOV  ̂ i/, 
Jos.  Antt.  MIL  13-  7,  end  1  constr  ,  Matt.  xxvi.  66.    Mark  lii.  29.  xiv.  64.     1  Cor.  xi.  27      James  ii  10.     Isa. 
lir.  17.  dat.,  Matt  v.  21,  &c.  only.    Deut.  six.  10.    Job  xv.  5  al.  m  Rom.  vm.  15, 21.    Gal.  iv.  24.  r. 
1  only.    Exod.  xx.  2  a] 

remark  of  Gregory  the  Great,  on  Job  i. 

11,  "Satanae  voluntas  semper  iniqua  est, 
sed  nunquam  potestas  injusta,  quia  a  semefc 
ipso  voluntatem  habet,  sed  a  Domino  po- 
testatem  "),  and  might  deliver  (the  con- struction is  somewhat  doubtful.  The 
more  obvious  way  of  taking  the  sentence 

would  be,  to  join  So-uXetas  with  airaXXol-ft 
— *  might  free  from  bondage,'  aTraAAccrrw 
usually  governing  a  genitive  of  the  thing 
from  which  the  deliverance  is  effected ;  see 
many  examples  in  Bleek,  from  which  the 
following  may  be  selected  as  .containing 
SouAefas ;  Jos.  Antt.  xiiL  13.  3,  TTJS  vwb 

ToTy  €%0poi$  avrobs  $ov\etas  *  •  »  cbraA- 
\drreiv  :  Isocr.  Plataic.  9,  $ov\€ia$  cbr^A- 
\dyri  erav.  And  this  would  also  suit  the 
ordinary  construction  of  %vox<>s  with  a 
dative :  see  reff.,  and  examples  from  the 
classics  in  Bleek.  Still,  it  is  hardly  natu- 

ral to  suppose  that  SovXcia?,  standing  so 
far  as  it  would  thus  from  its  verb,  in  a 
position  of  so  little  emphasis,  and  without 
any  designating  article  or  pronoun,  can 
belong  to  ebroAAa^r?.  We  are  thus  brought 
to  the  ordinary  construction,  viz.  the  taking 
airaXXolft  absolute,  and  joining  SoiAetas 
with  fvoxot.  And  this  latter  is  by  no 
means  an  unusual  construction,  as  the  reff. 
will  shew,  Bleek  divides  the  imports  of  a 
gen.  after  %voxos  into  three :  1.  the  punish- 
ment  incurred :  so  reff.  Matt.,  Mark,  De- 

mosth.  p.  1229. 11,  evoxoi  Secrpov  yeydvao-t.: 
2.  the  guilt  incurred:  so  2  Mace.  xiii.  6, 
rbv  tfpoarv\la,s  &fo%0v  fivra, :  Lysias  in 
Alcib.  p.  140,  &s  ovSels  Zvoxo*  eorrat 
A,€i7rora|ioi;  ovSe  fi€i\ia$  :  &c. :  3.  the  per • 
son  or  thing  wherein  the  guilt  is  incurred  ; 
so  reff,  1  Cor.,  James,  Jsaf  So  that  the 
construction  with  the  genitive  seems  to 
embrace  a  wider  range  of  meaning  than 
that  with  the  dative,  and  to  put  evoxas 

rather  hi  the  place  of  a  substantive,  *  the 
subject  of/  to  be  interpreted,  by  the  con- 

text: whereas  with  a  dative  it  rather 

stands  in  a  participial  connexion,  =  &€x6m 
psvos  (cf.  Gal.  v.  1,  /JL)J  ird\iv  Cvy$  ̂ ou- 
Ae/as  lv€x^cr&e)  :  *  entangled  in/  *  liable 
toS  Thus  we  shall  here  have  evoxoi  Sov- 
Xetas  —  those  in  a  state  of  slavery;  as 
(BL)  in  Sir-  prol.,  at  tyiXopaOeis  Kal  TO^- 
TWV  Hvoxoi  yev6p.€voi9  those  who  are  occu- 

pied with  such  things)  those  (TOVTOVS  is 
not,  as  Bengel,  Kuinoel,  al.,  to  be  referred 
to  the  preceding,  whether  vlovs,  ver.  10,  or 
ircuSta,  ver.  14>  but  to  the  Saot,  which  it 
designates  and  brings  out.  See  below) 
Who  all  (this  use  of  euros  after  a  demon- 

strative pronoun  is  not  very  common.  It 
does  not  in  such  a  case  imply  the  existence 
of  others  who  do  not  fulfil  the  thing  pre- 

dicated, but  rather  takes,  so  to  speak,  the 
full  measure  of  those  indicated,  being  al- 

most =  'who,  every  one  of  them'  .... 
Thus  we  have  it  after  iras  in  JBsch.  Prom. 
975  f.,  airXcp  \6ycp  robs  itdvras 

In  fact  it  answers,  as  a  relative  of  quantity, 
to  osns  as  a  relative  of  quality.  These 
persons  whom  Christ  died  to  free,  were  all 
subject  to  this  bondage  induced  by  the  fear 
of  death.  And  these  in  fact  were,  all  man- 

kind ;  to  whom  the  potential  benefit  of 

Christ's  death  extends)  by  fear  of  death. 
(so  Philo,  Quod  Ornnis  Probus  Liber,  §  17, 
vol.  ii.  p.  462,  oUptQa,  TOVS  IL*V  acrK^ras 

TTJS-  ev  fftiapavw  evravtas  ^7ri^e^7?/ceVat 
<p6ficp  Qavdrov:  see  also  ref.  Sir.  The 

pbj.  gen.  after  $6&Qs,  as  0eou,  ai/5p£»>,  &c. 
is  common  enough)  were  through  all  their 
lifetime  (z=  S(a  irdo-Tis  rys  fw^s-.  This 
substantival  use  of  T&  £TJV  is  found  in 

dial.  iii.  4,  &sir€p  els  %r€pov  frjv 
evos  :  Ignat.  ad  Trail.  9,  ov  x^P*5 
oy  (fit/  ovtc  ex^ev  :  id.  ad  Eph. 

3,  «ol  7«itp  ̂ lycrovs  XPi<rr^5  T^  aSi-d-Kpirov 
yntov  tfiv*  BL  But  the  use  with  an  ad- 

jective seems  to  want  other  examples.  We 
have  something  approaching  to  it  in  the 
"Scire  tuum  nihil  est,  nisi  te  scire  hoc 
sciat  alter  "  of  Persius)  subjects  of  (on  the 
construction  of  &><>xos  with  a  genitive,  see 
above.  It  is  here  not  merely  *  subject  to/ 
so  that  they  might  or  might  not  be  in- 
volved  in  it,  but  their  actual  implication  is 
inferred)  bondage  (Wetst.  &c.  quote  Philo, 
Quod  Omnis  Probus  Liber,  §  3,  vol.  ii.  p. 
448,  c-KcuvetrcLi  irapd  rifftv  6  rpifj,€Tpov 
^ttelvo  irorfjo'as  —  rts  €O"ri  SouAoy  ;  TOV 
Baveiv  ftfipovrts  &v  ;  (the  line  is  from 
Euripides,  and  is  cited  also  by  Plutarch. 
BL)  fas  fJLa\a  vvvfikv  rb 

}  on 
TOV  vrpbs  T!>  (fif  IfjLcpov.  See  also 

many  passages  to  the  same  effect  in  Baphel 
and  Wetstein.  Calvin^s  note  is  well 
worth  transcribing  :  *"  Hie  locus  optime 
exprimit  quam  misera  sit  eorum  vita  qui 
mortem  horrent  ;  ut  necesse  est  omnibus 
sentiri  horribilem,  qui  earn  extra  Chris- 

tum considerant  :  nam  turn  in  ea  nihil 
apparet  nisi  maledictio.  Unde  enim  mors, 
nisi  ex  ira  Dei  adversus  peccatum  ?  Hinc 
ista  servitus  per  totam  vitam,  hoc  est, 

perpetua  anxietas  qua  constringuntur  in- 
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€/?/^aT09  P  *  KjSpdafJb    °  eTTlkafJiftdveTai.        !?  q  00«/  r  0><£e£-  oos 
ohere  bis.  ch.  vm  9,  from  Jer.  xxxvm  i'xxxu}32.  Matt.  xiv.  31  1  Trni.  \i.  12  al.  =.  Sir.  n  11.  °  p^Luke l  55<  John  MU  33>37'  A^siu  25  (from  Gen  xxu.  16).  xa.5,6.  Rom.  w  13  ix  7  XL  1.  2  Cor  xi  22. 
q  =  Matt,  xiv  7.  Acts  xxvi.  19  (Paul,.  ch  in.  1.  vn.  25.  iin  3.  u.  18.  «.  19.  Judith  nn  20.  r  s  ch.  v. 

3,  12.  1  Cor.  vu.  36  $. 

felices  animse.  Nam  semper  ex  peccati 
conscientia  Deijudicium  observatur.  Ab 
hoc  metu  nos  Christus  liberavit,  qui  male- 
dictionem  nostram  subeundo  sustulit, 
quod  in  morte  formidabile  erat.  Tametsi 
enim  nunc  quoque  morte  defungimur: 
vivendo  tamen  et  moriendo  tranquilli 
sumus  et  securi,  ubi  Christum  habemus 
nobis  pr&euntem.  Quod  si  quis  animuni 
pacare  non  potest  mortis  contemptu,  is 
sciat  parum  se  adhuc  profecisse  in  Christi 
fide.  Nam  nfc  nimia  trepidatio  ex  ig- 
norantia  gratise  Christi  nascitur,  ita 
certum  est  infidelitatis  signuui.  Mors 
hie  non  separationem  modo  animse  a 
corpore  significat,  sed  pcenam  quaeab  irato 
Deo  nobis  infligitur,  ut  aeternum  exitium 
comprehendat.  Ubi  enim  coram  Deo  rea- 

tus,  protinus  etiam  inferi  se  ostendtmt." 
16.]  Epexegetic  of  ver.  15,  by  point- 

ing out  a  fact  well  known  to  us  all  (see  on 
Sijirov  below),  that  it  was  to  help  a  race 
subject  to  death,  that  Christ  came).  For, 
as  we  well  know  (8-qirov  is  a  word  of  pure 
classical  usage,  see  Xen.,  Plut.,  al.  in 
Bleek  :  not  found  except  here  in  the  N.  T. 
nor  in  the  LXX.  Its  force  will  be  reached 

by  combining  that  of  the  two  simple  par- 
tides.  Si],  with  an  assertion,  gives  deci- 

sion and  confidence:  iron  universalizes  this 

decision  and  confidence :  implies  the  suc- 
cess of  an  universal  appeal  for  the  truth 

of  what  is  said.  See  Hartung,  ii.  285  : 
Klotz,  Devar.  p.  427  ff.,  where  the  various 
uses  are  fully  gone  into.  Bengel  compares 
irpfoyXov  ydp,  ch.  vii.  14),  it  is  not  angels 
that  He  helpeth,  but  it  is  the  seed  of 
Abraham  that  He  helpeth  (I  have  ren- 

dered thus,  to  preserve  the  emphasis  on 
the  two  contrasted  words,  ayyehcav  and 

crirep fjictTos  *Aj8/>.  iiriXafJi.j3av(i>,  to  receive 
in  addition,  'insuper  accipere/  also  to 
take  hold  of  or  upon,— is  found  in  the 
N.  T.  and  the  LXX,  in  the  middle  form 
£iriXa/jLfidvofj.at  only;  and  thus  signifies, 
with  the  dynamic  force  of  personal  agency, 
to  lay  hold  upon,  to  seize.  It  usually,  after 
the  analogy  of  Aa/^flctJ/o/tcu  itself,  has  a 
gen.  case  :  occasionally,  e.  g.  Acts  ix.  27 ; 
xvi.  19;  xviii.  17,  an  accusative.  When  a 
person  is  the  object,  it  may  be  used  in  a 
bad  sense,  to  seize  hold  of,  in  order  to 
overpower  or  lead  away,  e,  g  ̂Tretfidv  <rov 
lTrt\a&6}JL€jsos  #777  (6  Sztfacrr^y),  Plato, 
Gorg.  p.  527  A :  Luke  xxiii.  26  al. :  as 
(more  usually)  in  a  good  sense,  to  take  Tzy 
the  hand,  in  order  to  help  or  lead,  e.  g. 

ys  %€fjD<k,  Xen.  Hep. 
Ath.  i.  18:  Matt.  xiv.  31  :  Mark  viii.  23: 
Luke  xiv.  4  :  see  also  Jer.  xxxi.  32  in  our 
ch.  viii.  9.  From  this  latter  meaning  is 
easily  derived  that  of  helping,  adopting 
for  protection  :  e.  g.  ref.  Sir.,  y  croipia  vtoirs 
eavry  avvtycaae  K.  €iri\afjL0dv€raL  r&v 
{TJTOVVTWJ/  avr^v  :  the  Schol.  on  JEscll. 

Per.  742  (aAV  *6ra.v  crTreuSp  rts,  avrbs 
i),  —  *6ra.v  cnrevtir}    ris 

els  Ka\a  fy  ds  «wca,  &  Qtb?  avrov  £m- 
\atu.pdi>GTat.  And  thus  is  the  word  best 
explained  here  :  as  referring  back  to  the 
aira\\d£ai  just  spoken  of,  and  exactly 
answering  to  the  /JoTj^Tjcrcu  below  in  ver. 
18.  This  help  is  not  by  Him  rendered  to 
angels:  He  is  not  the  Captain  of  their 
salvation.  And  herein  there  is  no  contra- 

diction to  Col.  i.  20  :  for  the  reconciliation 
which  Christ  has  effected  even  for  the 
things  in  the  heavens,  is  not  delivering 
them  from  fear  of  death,  or  bringing  them 
through  sufferings  to  glory,  whatever  mys- 

tery it  may  involve  beyond  our  power  of 

conception.  cnrepjiaros  sA|3paafi  next comes  under  consideration.  And  we  must 
here,  as  ever,  render,  and  understand,  ac- 

cording to  the  simple  sense  of  the  words 
used,  regarding  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  were  used.  Accordingly,  we 
must  not  here  understand  mankind,  as 
some  have  done:  nor  again  with  others, 
can  we  suppose  the  spiritual  seed  of  Abra- 

ham to  be  meant  (Gal.  iii.  7,  29  :  Rom.  iv. 
11  f.,  16),  —  because,  as  Bleek  well  remarks, 
the  present  context  speaks  not  of  that  into 
which  Christ  has  made  those  redeemed  by 
Him,  but  of  that  out  of  which  He  has 
helped  them.  The  seed  of  Abraham  then 
means,  the  Jewish  race,  among  whom. 
Christ  was  born  in  the  flesh,  and  whom 
He  did  coine  primarily  to  help:  and  the 

peculiarity  of  the  expression  must  be  ex- 
plained with  Estius,  "  Gentium  vocatio- 

nem  tota  hac  epistolaprud  enter  dissimulat, 
sive  quod  illius  nientio  Hebrasis  parum 
grata  esset,  sive  quod  institute  suo  non 
necessaria  :"  and  with  Grotius,  "He- 
braeis  scribens  satis  habet  de  iis  loqui  :  de 

gentibus  aliter  loquendi  locus."  I must  not  omit  to  mention,  that  the  above 
manner  of  interpreting  this  verse,  now 
generally  acquiesced  in,  was  not  that  of 
the  ancient  expositors,  By  them  it  was 
generally  supposed  that  ernXajxpaveTCu 
referred  to  our  Lord's  taking  upon  Him 
of  our  nature  :  and  they  for  the  most  part 
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3  Acts  xrii.  22. 
Gal,  Iii.20,22. 
ch.  iv.  15  al. 

Kara  irdvra,  roi$  aSe\<j)ois  *  <5/, 
t  avT<o  yewnaretrGat  ou.oi.ov  Kara  iravra*  Artemidor.  i  14.  t  ~ 
i.  9.  elsw.  Mt.  Mk.  L.  only.  u  Matt.  v.  7  only.    Exod.  xxii.  17. 

iva 

Acts  xiv.  11.     Rom.  ix.  29,  from 

make  it  into  a  past  tense,  and  render  as 
E,  Y.,  —  "J2>  took  not  upon  Mm  the  nature 
of  angels,  but  He  toolc  upon  Mm  the  seed 

of  Abraham"  so  Chrys.  (OVK 

y€5earo,  aAA' ^ 
Thdrt.    (et 

are/A-r^e    <£u<r«/,     Kpeirrwv 
. 

bvcXafc  K.T.A.),  Ambros.  (de  Fide  Hi. 

11,  vol.  iL  (iii.  Migne)  p.  512,  al.),  Prima- 
sius,  the  Syr.  ("Non  ex  angelis  sumsit  sed 

ex  semine  Abrahami  sumsit  ")  :  and  so 
also  Erasm.,  Luth.,  Calv.,  Beza,  Owen, 

Calov.,  Wolf,  and  many  others.  On  this 

I  will  give  the  substance  of  Bleek's  re- 
marks :  "  This  interpretation  has  been  fa- 

voured both  by  the  preceding  and  follow- 
ing context,  and  also  by  the  circumstance 

that  in  the  Greek  Church  the  words  Aa^u- 

pavetv  and  ava\ap.&dreti'  are  in  use  as 

representing  tbe  union  of  the  two  natures 
in  Christ,  the  divine  being  the  AajSaSira  or 
avaAajSowra,  and  the  human  the  Ai?<£#e«ra 

or  &j>oA774>0eT<ra.  But  supposing  that  tiri- 

Xanpdvetv  might  be  similarly  used,^  cer- 
tainly the  middle  tTri\ajjt,pdv€ff6at  with  a 

genitive  cannot  ;  and  even  independently 

of  this,  the  formula  'to  take  on  him  the 

seed  of  Abraham,  or  the  angels,*  would 
be  a  most  unnatural  way  of  expressing  *  to 
take  the  nature  of  either  of  these/  And 
the  ancients  themselves  seem  to  have  felt, 

that  this  formula  of  itself  could  not^bear 
such  a  meaning.  They  assume  accordingly 
that  the  Writer  represents  man  and  his 
nature,  through  sinf  ulness,  alienated  and 

flying  from  God  and  the  divine  nature, 
and  the  Son  of  God  pursuing,  overtaking, 
and  drawing  it  into  union  with  Himself. 

So  Chrys.,  QEc.,  ThL;  so  the  Schol.  in 

Matth.  i  OVK  cfirev  av€\a0ev,  «AA*  &«- 

rat,  tva.  $€%  Zh-i^  Qevyovcrav  T)JI> 
ji&f  K.  fjLaKpvv6€i<rca'  48(o>|€  icccl 

li/c£<ra?  lavnp  K.  trr-fiffas  av-r^v  T^S 
O.VTOV  Qvyfjs  :  so  also  Primasius,  Erasmus- 

Bot.,  Justiniani,  a-Lapide,  and  Hammond.** It  needs  little  to  shew  how  far-  fetched  and 
forced  this  interpretation  of  the  words  is, 
if  it  is  intended  to  give  the  sense  of  as. 
turning  the  nature  of  man.  Nor  would  the 

present  of  the  verb  suit  this  sense  :  which 
present  some  explain  as  if  it  represented 

the  testimony  of  Scripture,  L  e.  the  pro- 
phetic or  official  present,  as  6  £px<fyt€i>o$, 

*  No  where  do  we  find  it  in  Scripture  that 

Christ  has  taken,  or  is  to  take,*  <&e.  So 
Erasm.,  Calvin,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Hammond, 

Wolf.  But  such  sense  altogether  would  be 
irrelevant  in  the  context.  Seeing  that  it 

has  been  in  the  preceding-  period  main- 
tained, that  Christ  was  flesh  and  blood 

like  those  whom  He  is  to  sanctify, — we 
should  not  surely  have  yap  introducing- 
the  same  thought  again,  but  this  verse 
must  somehow  express  why  that  other  hap- 

pened. Again,  had  that  former  ̂ thought 
been  here  expressed  a  second  time,  the 
following  one  could  not  have  been  joined 
to  it  by  an  oQev :  for  the  sense  would  be 
this :  He  was  to  take  on  Him  human 
nature :  therefore  must  He  in  all  things 
be  made  like  His  brethren,  =r  as  they  take 
on  them  human  nature.  And  even  were 

we,  with  CEc.  and  Thl.,  to  lay  an  em- 

phasis on  «arcb  ir&vra,  thus — seeing-  that He  was  to  take  human  nature  on  Him  at 
all,  He  must  also  in  evert/  thing  become 
like  other  men, — we  might  admit  such  a 

sense,  if  succeeded  by,  *and  therefore  must 
He  die,*  or  the  like  :  but  that  which  here 
follows,  iva  £A€^;LUW  -yeVijTcu  K.T.A.,  would 
be  wholly  out  of  place.  The  first  who 
detected  the  error  of  this  rendering  was 
Castellio  (f  1563),  who  translates  the 

word  "  opitulatur"  which  Beza  calls  *'exe- 
cranda.  audacia.**  Then  the  B.-Cath.  ex- 

positors Eibera  and  Estius  took  up  the 
true  rendering,  which  was  defended  more 
at  length  and  thoroughly  by  Camero( whose 
note  see  in  the  Critici  Sacri)  and  Schlicht- 

ing;  and  so  adopted  without  further  re- 
mark by  Grotius.  The  conflict  against 

this  latter  expositor  and  the  Socinians 
(who  all  thus  explain  tbe  word),  induced 
many  other  Commentators,  especially  Lu- 

therans, to  hold  fast  obstinately  to  the 
old  interpretations :  see  above.  But  this 

pertinacity,  from  the  palpable  untenable- 
ness  of  the  sense,  could  not  prevail  widely 
nor  long.  The  right  view  is  taken  by 
Witlich,  Braun,  Akersloot,  Limborch,  Cal- 
met,  Bengel,  Peirce,  Cramer,  Michaelis, 
Ernesti  (who  however  is  wrong  in  saying 
it  was  the  interpretation  of  the  Greek 
Fathers),  Storr,  and  the  moderns  almost 
without  exception.  Of  these  latter,  Schulz 
has  ventured  to  doubt  the  correctness  of 

it,  and  to  propose  a  new  view — viz.  that 
Death,  or  the  Angel  of  Death,  is  the  sub- 

ject of  the  sentence ;  "  for  on  angels  truly 
he  taketh  not  hold,  but  on  the  seed  of 

Abraham  he  taketh  hold/'  And  this  sense 
is  doubtless  both  allowable  and  admissible 
in  the  context  j  but  it  is  most  improbable 
that  the  subject  in  this  verse  should  be  a 
different  one  from  that  in  the  foregoing, 
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/cal  v  Triorros  ™  ap-^epev^  x  ra  x  Trpo?  roz>  Geov,  y  et?  ̂ ==1  Tim.ju fa/2.    1  Mace. 

*IT-  41.  w  of  Christ,  Heb.  only,  ch  hi.  1.  iv.  14  al.  f*ii.  27,  28  al  )  elsw.  Gospp.  and  Acts 
only.    (Lev.  IT.  3  only     Esdr.  v  40.  ix.  40.    1  Mace  x.  20  al!2.  elsw.  6  tepev?  o  /Aeyas.)  x  Rom. 
T.\ .  17.  ch.  x.  1.  see  2  Pet.  i.  3  ai.  y  constr,,  Acts  in.  19.    Rom.  i.  11, 20.    Gal.  iu.  17.  ch,  vt\. 
25.  \m.  3.  xii.  10.  xui.  21.  ' 

seeing  that  the  same  person,  fbe  Son  of 
God,  is  also  the  subject,  without  fresh 
mention,  in  ver.  17,  which  is  so  intimately 
connected  with  this).  17.]  Because 
then  He  had  this  work  to  do  for  the  seed 
of  Ahraham  (sons  of  men,  in  the  wider 
reference), — viz.  to  deliver  them  from  fear 
of  death,  He  must  be  made  like  them  in  all 
things,  that  He  may  be  a  merciful  and 
faithful  High  Priest.  Then  ver.  18  gives 
the  reason  of  this  necessity.  Whence  (S0ev 
is  a  favourite  inferential  particle  with  our 
Writer.  It  never  occurs  in  the  Epistles 
of  Paul.  On  ref.  Acts,  see  Prolegg.  to 

Acts,  §  ii.  17  5.  It  is  =  fo*  %v  aMa.v9  ver, 
11)  it  behoved  Him  (not  =  efet,  used  of 
the  eternal  purpose  of  God  (Luke  xxiv. 
26)  : — but  implying  a  moral  necessity  in 
the  carrying  out  of  His  mediatorial  work. 
Compare  ch.  v.  3,  and  especially  ib.  ver, 
12,  o<pefaov't'€$  elvai  fiifidcrKa\ut  &cfc  T^V 
-Xp6vov)  in  all  tMngs  (i.  e.  all  things 
wherewith  the  present  argument  is  con- 

cerned :  all  things  which  constitute  real 
humanity,  and  introduce  to  its  sufferings 
and  temptations  and  sympathies.  The 
exception,  xwpis  aaaprlas,  brought  out 
in  ch.  iv.  15,  is  not  in  view  here,  fl  tarn 

irdvra;      £r*x67j     tf>7)crtv,      ̂ rpd(p7j9 
vaOe    ir&vra,    airep    <EXFQV>  ̂ Aoy 

e.  Chrys.)  to  be  like  (not,  'made 
like :'  see  reff.,  and  compare  Matt.  vi.  8 ; 
vii.  26  al.  The  aor.  expresses  that  this 
resemblance  was  brought  about  by  a  defi- 

nite act,  other  than  His  former  state :  an 
important  distinction,  which  however  we 
must  rather  lose  in  the  English  than  in- 

troduce an  irrelevant  idea  by  the  word 

*  made ')  to  his  brethren  (the  children  of 
Israel,  as  above :  but  obviously  also,  his 
brethren  in  the  flesh — all  mankind),  that 
He  might  become  (^IvijTat,  not  simply  77, 
because  the  High  Priesthood  of  Christ  in 
all  its  fulness,  and  especially  in  its  work  of 
mercy  and  compassion  and  suceonr,  was 
not  inaugurated,  till  He  entered  into  the 
heavenly  place  :  see  ch.  v.  9;  vi.  19,  20; 
vii.  26;  viii.  1,  4.  His  being  in  all  things 
like  his  brethren,  sufferings  and  death 
included,  was  necessary  for  Him,  in  order 
to  his  becoming,  through  those  sufferings 
and  death,  our  High  Priest.  It  was  not 
the  death  (though  that  was  of  previous 
necessity,  and  therefore  is  often  spoken  of 
as  involving  the  whole),  but  the  bringing 
the  blood  into  the  holy  place,  in  which  the 
work  of  sacerdotal  expiation  consisted : 
see  Icevit.  iv.  13 — 20,  and  passim:  and 

below,  on  ety  <rb  zAacr/e.  K.T.A.)  a  merciftil 
(Luther,  Grot.,  Bohme,  Bleek,  De  W., 

Tholuck,  take  IXctjjjtwv  (formed  as  r\<li- 
[Acw,  alS-fifjifov,  vojjjAGw)  alone,  and  not  as 
an  epithet  to  apx^pevs,  and  BL  maintains 
that  grammar  requires  such  a  rendering, 
on  account  of  the  order  of  the  words  and 
the  interposition  of  the  verb  yevTjrat.  On 
the  other  hand,  Bengel,  Cramer,  Sfcorr, 
Ebrard,  Hofmann,  Delitzsch,  take  eXe^aov 
with  apx-1  and  Ebrard  asserts  that,  had  it 
been  otherwise,  witr^s  would  have  fol- 

lowed cLpxiGpstis-  There  does  not  seem  to 
me  to  be  much  weight  in  either  argument : 
and  the  words  might  be  rendered  either 
way,  were  it  not  for  the  scope  and  object 
of  our  epistle,  which  is  rather  to  bring 
ont  the  facts  and  accessories  of  Chrises 
High  Priesthood,  and  all  His  attributes 
as  subordinate  to  it,  than  to  place  them, 
abstractedly,  by  the  side  of  it,  as  would  be 
the  case  if  ̂ Ae^uw*'  were  to  be  taken  in- 

dependently here.  Cf.  ch.  vii.  26,  where 

many  attributes  of  the  Lord's  High  Priest- hood are  accumulated.  And  especially 
here,  where  the  first  mention  of  apxtepevs 
occurs,  would  it  be  unnatural  to  find  a 
mere  attribute  contemplated  abstractedly 
and  made  co-ordinate  with  the  office  on 
which  the  Writer  has  so  much  to  say 
hereafter.  I  therefore  adopt  the  latter 
view>  joining  S\e^fia)V  with  apxtepevs* 
Bengel,  with,  his  usual  fine  tact,  accounts 
for  the  inversion  of  the  words  thus :  ff  De 
tribus  momentis  unum,  faefiftav,  miseri* 
cor&>  ante  yswrrcutjieret,  ponitnr,  quia  ex 
ante  dictis  deducitur.  Keliqua  duo  com- 

mode innectuntur,  quia  cum  primo  iUo 

postmodmn  tractanda  veniunt.**  Calvin 
has  a  beautiful  note  here  :  f<  In  saeerdote, 
cujus  partes  stint  iram  Dei  placare,  opitu- 
lari  miseris,  erigere  lapses,  sublevare  la- 
borantes,  misericordia  inprimis  requirifcur, 
quam  in  nobis  generat  communis  sensus. 
Karnm  enim  est  ut  tangantur  aliorum 
asrumnis  qui  perpctuo  beati  fuerunt.  Certe 
hoc  Virgilianum  ex  quotidiana  hominum 
eonsuetudine  sumptum  est :  *  Nbn  ignara 
mali  miseris  succurrere  disco/  Non  quod 
experimentis  necesse  habuerit  Pilius  Dei 
formari  ad  misericordisa  affectum,  sed  quia 
non  aliter  persuaderi  nobis  posset,  ipsum 
esse  clementem  et  propensnni  ad  nos  ju- 
vandos,  nisi  exercitatus  fuisset  in  nostris 
miseriisj  hoc  enim  nt  alia  nobis  datum 
est.  Itaque  quoties  nos  urgent  qusevis 
maloimm  genera,  mox  succurrat  nihil  nobis 
accidere  quod  non  in  se  expertus  sit  FiHus 
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13)  only.    P 

bciv  3  BS1.  (A  def  >     (e£(A  ,  Sir.  xx>in.  5  ) 
ch.  v   8      1  Coi    vii.  1  al. 

17.  rais 

rov  a 
" 

a  =•  Matt.  i.  21.    Luke  i.  68, 77.  «.  10. 

.ais  A  17  (so  in  some  mss  of  Ath  Chr) . 

0  ev  co  yap  ABCDK. 
LMPN 

b  (see  note)  attr.,  a  b  C  d  e 

fghkl 

in  n  o 
17.47 

Pel  ut  nobis  condolescat :  nee  dubitemus 

ipsum  nobis  perinde  adesse  ac  si  nobiscuni 

angeretur")  and  faithful  (true  to  His 
office,  not  only  (Delitzsch)  as  regards  God 

(ch.  iii.  5,  6),  but  as  regards  men  also  ,*  to 
be  trusted  without  fail:  see  ref.,  and  cf. 
fiavreta  mffrd,  Soph.  Trach.  77 :  also 
Philo,  Quis  Rer.  Div.  Hasres,  §  18,  vol.  i.  p. 
486,  cbntfTTjcrcu  yerecrei  rp  irdvra  e£ 

Tip  Kal  irpbs  aX'fitifiai'  fJ>6v<p  Trtcrrtp,  fjt,eyd~ 
XTJS  K.  oXv^iriov  fiiavoias  epyov  tffriv : 
and  Be  Sacr.  Abel  et  Cain,  §  28,  vol.  i.  p. 
181,  rov  .  .  .  iricrrevB r\vat  x&pw  airurrov- 

5e  Bebs  Kal  Xeycov  iricrrfo  ̂ crrtv)  High 
Priest  (this  is  the  first  mention  of  the  sacer- 

dotal office  of  Christ,  of  which  so  much  is 
afterwards  said  in  the  Epistle,  and  which 
recurs  again  so  soon,  ch.  iii.  1 :  see  note  on 
•ylvijTai  above,  and  that  on  els  TO  IXcxcnc. 
below)  in  matters  relating  to  G-od  (so  in 
reff.,  and  in  many  other  examples  in  Bleek, 
Eisner,  and  Kypke  :  e.  g.  Xen.  Rep.  Lac. 
xiii,  11,  jSairzXe?  ouSey  aXXo  epyov  Kara- 
XelTrerai  .  .  .  3)  iepet  fiev  ra  irpbs  rovs 

Oeovs  elvai,  o^rpar^y^  8e  ra  irpbs  rovs 
avdpdtmovs :  Soph.  Philoct.  1441,  cvcrepfw 
ra  Trpbs  Qeo~!)s :  &c.  The  words  must  not 
be  referred  to  Tcicrrds,  but  to  ap%ie/>€us,  as 
in  the  example  from  Xenophon ;  or  rather 
to  the  whole  idea,  e\<-'fi/*(av  Kal  Trio~ro<; 
ctpxte/>eus),  to  expiate  the  sins  (from 

*/Xaoy,  propitious,  comes  iAaor/ceo-^ai,  pro- 
perly used  passively  of  the  person  to  be 

rendered  propitious,  see  ref.  Luke :  and 
2  (4)  Kings  v.  18.  The  expression  here 
and  in  ref.  Ps.  is  not  a  strict  one :  but  is 

thus  to  be  accounted  for :  God  Ixdo-Kerai 
(pass.),  is  rendered  propitious  to  the 
sinner,  who  has  forfeited  His  favour  and 

incurred  His  wrath.  But  (see  Delitzsch's 
long  and  able  note  here)  we  never  find  in 
Scripture,  O.  T.  or  N.  T.,  any  such  ex- 

pression as  I\dcr67]  6  irarfyp  irepl  r&v 
a/LLapTiuty  JjjjiSJv  $ia  rby  Qdvarov  rov  viov 

avrov,  or  as  xpiffros  !xdo~aro  (or  l£iXd- 
araro)  rby  Qebv  (or  r^\v  opy^v  rov  Qeov) 
Sia  rov  afyaros  avrov :  never  KaryXXdyy 

(or  airoKaryXXdyyi)  6  Beds.  "As  the 
O.  T.  no  where  says,  that  sacrifice  pro- 

pitiated God's  wrath,  lest  it  should  be 
thought  that  sacrifice  was  an  act,  by 
which,  as  such,  man  influenced  God  to 
shew  him  grace, — so  also  the  N.  T.  never 
says  that  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  propitiated 

God's  wrath,  lest  it  may  be  thought  that 
it  was  an  act  anticipatory  of  God's  gra- 

cious  purpose, — which  obtained,  and  so  to 
speak,  forced  from  God  previously  re- 

luctant, without  His  own  concurrence, 

grace  instead  of  wrath."  Del.  To  under- 
stand this  rightly,  is  all -important  to  any 

right  holding  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Atone- 
ment. This  then  is  not  said :  but  the 

sinner  is  (improperly,  as  far  as  the  use  of 
the  word  is  concerned)  said  on  his  part, 

t\d(TK€(rdcu,  to  be  brought  into  God's favour;  and  if  the  sinner,  then  that  on 
account  of  which  he  is  a  sinner,  viz.  his 
sin.  The  word  here  is  middle,  used  of 
Him  who,  by  His  propitiation,  brings  the 

sinner  into  God's  favour,  =:  makes  pro- 
pitiation for,  expiates,  the  sin.  The  Death 

of  Christ  being  the  necessary  opening  and 
condition  of  this  propitiation,— the  pro- 

pitiation being  once  for  all  consummated 
by  the  sacrifice  of  His  death,  and  all  sin 
by  that  sacrifice  expiated,  we  must  of 
necessity  determine  (against  the  Socinian 

view  of  Christ's  High  Priesthood,  which 
will  again  and  again  come  before  us  in 
this  commentary)  that  His  High  Priest- 

hood was,  strictly  speaking,  begun,  as  its 
one  chief  work  in  substance  was  accom- 

plished, here  below,  during  his  time  of 
suffering.  That  it  is  still  continued  in 
heaven,  and  indeed  finds  its  highest  and 
noblest  employ  there,  is  no  reason  against 
this  view.  The  high  priest  had  accom- 

plished his  sacrifice,  before  he  went  within 
the  veil  to  sprinkle  the  blood :  though  it 
was  that  sprinkling  of  the  blood  (see  on 
yevjjrai  above)  by  which  the  atonement 

was  actually  made,  as  it  is  by  the  Spirit's 
application  of  Christ's  atoning  blood  to the  heart  of  each  individual  sinner  that 
he  is  brought  into  reconciliation  with. 
God)  of  the  people  (again,  the  Jewish 
people,  cf.  ref.  Matt.  Sia  rl  5e  OVK  efore, 
ras  apaprias  rys  oiKOvfJiivns,  a\\d9  rov 

Accov/  ftri  r€(as>  irtpl  ru>v  *Iou5a£o>j'  $v  6 
\6yof  nff  Kvpia,  Kal  5i&  rovrovs  $\6€ 
7rp07)yoviJ.€vci)St  tva  rovrwv  arcaQ&vrtav  /cal 
ol  &\Xoi  O'daQSxnV)  ct  Kal  rovvavriov  y&» 
yove.  TheophyL).  18.]  Explanation, 
how  the  KO.TCL  irdvra  rots  aSeX^ois 

6(jLoia»6-f]vaL  has  answered  the  end,  tva 
€X€^<av  ywTircu  K.r.\.  Por  He  Himself 
having  been  tempted  in  that  which  He 
hath  suffered,  He  is  able  to  succour  them 
that  are  (now)  tempted  (the  construction 
is  much  doubted.  The  ordinary  rendering 

is  to  take  lv  <j»  as  equivalent  to  'foras- 
much as,*  "  in  that?  E.  V.,  and  to  justify 

it  by  the  Hebrew  iwa.  But  it  is  doubt- 
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B  Treirovdev  avrbs  d k,  SvvaTat,  TO??  d7reipa£o/j,evot,<;  q  f* 

III.  1  f  *rQ9ev3  g  a§6\<f>ol  s  ay  tot,,  h  /chtfcrecos  1  eTrovpavlov  * S*tt  iv.  se. 
24.     Acts  xvi.  9.  xxi.  28.     2  Cor  vi.  2  (from  Isa.  xlix.  8).     Rev.  xu.  16  only.     Josh.  x.  6. 
17  reff.  g  here  (1  Thess.  v.  27  rec.)  only,  see  Col.  i.  2,  note-    

i  John  hi.  12.    Phil.  li.  10.  ch.  11,  4.  vm.  5.  ix.  23.  xi.  16.  xit.  22.    Dan   iv.  23  Theod.-Afovp.  B  F,}.    (Et>h.  i. 
20.    Ps.  lx%h.  14.    2  Mace.  lii.  39  only.)                                                                                        H  ^   P 

fob  ii. 
h  2  Pet.  i.  10  reff. 

18. -  bef  TreTTOf  0ey  D. om  7r€i0a<r0€is  K^ins  K3). 

ful  whether  Iv  <j>  has  ever  this  meaning 
absolutely.  It  seems  only  to  approach  to 

it  through  *  guatenus*  '  in  as  far  as* 
which  is  an  extension  of  its  strict  meaning, 
€in  that  particular  in  which,*  'wherein.* 
And  this  slightly  extended  meaning  is 
preferable  in  all  the  places  usually  cited 
to  justify  that  other  :  e.  g«  Horn.  viiL  3  : 
ch.  vi.  17  :  Plato,  Rep,  v.  p.  455 

£v  $  6  p.€V  fiqStcas  TL  fiapddi'ot,  6  S 
TraJs),  And  in  places  where  there  is  no 
need  even  to  strain  the  expression  so  far 
as  this,  it  is  far  better  to  retain  its 

literal  rendering,  cin  the  tiling  in  which' 
'wherein.3  See  Bernhardy,  Syntax,  p.  211  : 
IVitzsche  on  Rom.  viii.  3,  who  though  he 
protests  against  quoniam  in  this  place, 
seems  too  lenient  to  it  in  other  passages. 

But  the  difficulty  by  no  means  ends 

with  taking  c  wherein  9  for  Iv  $.  The  first 
clause  or  protasis  is  open  to  several  logical 
arrangements  and  consequent  renderings. 
1,  Iv  <jp  yap  Tretpacrflei?  aforbr  irenovQev, 
Sfoarat  rots  (€J>  avT<p)  iretp.  fiorjQ.,  "for 

Me  is  able  to  help  those  who  are  tried  "by the  same  temptations  in  which  Sis  own 

sufferings  consisted  :**  2.  &  $  yap  sre- 
•jrovdev  avrbs  irtipaffQets  5ui/.  &c.  as  be- 

fore, "Jor  having  been  Himself  tempted 
in  that  which  He  suffered"  &c.  :  3.  with 
the  same  arrangement  of  the  Greek  words, 

"for  in  that  which  He  suffered  when 
He  himself  was  tempted,  He  is  able  to 
succour  those  who  are  tempted  (in  the 

same)  :"  4.  resolving  the  participial  con- 
struction, "for  in  that  in  which  He  him- 

self was  tempted  and  hath  suffered  He  is 

able,"  &c.  Of  these  I  much  prefer  (2)  ; 
because,  a.  it  keeps  together  the  promi- 

nent members  of  the  logical  comparison, 
Tretpacrtfeis  and  ireipafofjuevovSt  giving  cv  $ 

ir4irov6€v  as  a  qualification  of  Tr€ipao-0els, 
and  thus  explaining-  wherein  His  tempta- 

tion consisted.  Nor,  j8.  is  it  at  all  open  to 

Xiiinemann's  objection,  that  it  limits  the 
power  of  Christ  to  help,  to  those  things 
merely  in  which  He  himself  has  suffered 
and  been  tempted  :  stating  as  it  does  gene- 

rally the  fact  iretpacrQets,  and  then  specify- 
ing in  what,  viz.  *v  $  TrcTrovQev.  It  also, 

•y.  corresponds  exactly  in  construction 
with  the  similar  sentence  ch.  v.  8,  fyaQev 

,  in  supplying 

an  object  after  iretrovQev.  And,  S.  ifc 
seems  more  natural  that  an  object  should 
be  required  after  the  perfect,  than  that  ib 

should  be  used  absolutely.  After  *  He 
hath  sufiered,'  we  enquire,  *  What?*  after 
«  He  suffered/—  *  When  ?  *  Of  recent 
Commentators,  Bleek  takes  nearly  as  above, 
after  Chr.  P.  Schmid  ;  and  so  Belitzsch  in 
loc.  (only  maintaining  that  i*>  £  is  eV 
ToitTqj  &TI,  "in  that  He  hath  suffered/* 
not  €v  rofacp  $,  (e  in  that  which  He  hatk 
suffered  :"  so  Hofmann  also)  :  Ebrard 
prefers  (4)  :  Luther,  Casaubon,  Valcknaer, 
Fritzsche,  aL,  take  (3)  :  (1)  is  mentioned  by 
Bleek,  but  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  met 
with  any  fautor.  It  may  be  necessary  to 
guard  readers  against  the  citation,  in  Dr. 
Bioomfield's  note,  of  Ebrard  as  if  he  ren- 

dered eV  ̂   "  forasmuch  as  "  or  "  in  that." 
His  rendering  is,  "  Quibus  in  rebus  tenta- 
tus  ipse  (est  et)  passus  est,  iis  tentatos 

potest  adjuvare/*  On  the  sense,  see 
Calvin's  note  above.  Christ's  whole  suffer- 

ings were  a  tr*ipa,<rn,6s  in  the  sense  here 
intended  :  see  ch.  iv.  15  :  James  i.  2. 

The  SvvaTat  po-qOrjcrcu.  here  is  not  to  be 
understood  of  the  power  to  which  the  Lord 
has  been  exalted  through  death  and  suf- 

fering to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Saviour,— 
which  is  not  here  in  question  :  but  of  the 
power  of  sympathy  which  He  has  acquired 
by  personal  experience  of  our  sufferings. 
As  God,  He  knows  what  is  in  us  :  but  as 

man,  He  feels  it  also.  And  by  this,  won- 
derful as  it  may  seem,  He  has  acquired  a 

fresh  power,  that  of  sympathy  with  us, 
and,  in  consequence,  or  helping  us.  See 
my  sermon  on  this  text,  in  Quebec  Chapel 
Sermons,  vol.  iii.  p.  84.  And  this  is  the 
general  view  of  expositors,  both  ancient 
and  modern.  Chrys.  says,  &  Se  Aeye*  TOVT& 
€<rrr  5t*  CLVTIJS  TTJS-  tt 
%\0G~  vvv  OIHC  ayvoe?  ra  vrdQri  ra 
T€pa'  ov  yap  &s  0€^s-  JJL&VQV  o!5e^ 
ical  a>sr  &v60wrros  syvca  Sia  TTJS 

e  Schol.  in  ms.  113, 

cited  in  Bleek,  TomreV-ri,  Trpo^u^uorcpov 
op€^et  X**Pa  T0?s  'wetpafo/tej'ots  (so  far 
<Ec.  also)*  criry«aTaj8acF€ft>jr  5e  6  \6yos  irpbs 
rib  jtnjiricSSes  TWI>  a.KOv6jncav)* 

CHAP.  III.  1—  IV.  16,]  THE  So*r  o» 
GOB    G-EEATEB  ALSO   THAN"  MOSES  :   AKD 

THEEEFEOM.     The   Writer 
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1  =  Luke  xu.  24,  27.    Horn.  iv.  19.  ch.  x.  24.    Isa.  v.  12. of  Christ,  here  only. 

a  D  c  d  e 

fghki 

CHAP.  III.  1, 
Di[-gr]. 

has  arrived  through  the  reasonings  of  ch.  i. 
ii.,  at  the  mention  of  the  High  Priesthood 
of  Jesus.  He  might  at  once  have  passed 
thence  to  the  superiority  of  His  High 
Priesthood  to  that  of  the  imperfect  priests 
on  earth.  But  one  point  yet  remains, 
without  which  the  gospel  would  not  have 
its  entire  comparison  with  the  law.  The 
law  was  given  by  angels  in  the  hand  of  a 
mediator,  Moses  was  that  mediator.  Moses 
was  ahove  all  others  the  Prophet  hy  whom 
God  had  spoken  to  the  Fathers  in  times 
past.  Christ  therefore  must  he  compared 
with  Moses,  and  shewn  to  he  greater  than 
he.  This  being  done,  he  returns  again  to 
liis  central  idea,  the  High  Priesthood  of 
Christ  (ch.  iv.  14) ;  and  from  thenceforward 
treats  of  and  unfolds  it.  Ebrard  gives  the 

detailed  connexion  well  i  *<  The  angel  of  the 
covenant  came  in  the  name  of  God  before 
the  people  of  Israel ;  Moses  in  the  name 
of  Israel  before  Godi  the  High  Priest 
came  in  the  name  of  God  before  Israel 
(with  the  name  mJT  on  his  forehead),  and 
In  the  name  of  Israel  (with  the  names  of 
the  twelve  tribes  on  his  breast)  before  God 
(Exod.  xxviii.  9—29  and  36—68).  Now 
the  N.  T,  Messiah  is  above  the  angels, 
according  to  eh.  i.  ii,  i  a.  because  in  Him- 

self as  Son  of  God  He  is  higher  than  they, 
and  £.  because  in  Him  all  humanity  is 
exalted  above  the  angels  to  lordship  in  the 
oiKov/jLevij  jueAAoucra,  and  that  by  this 
means,  because  the  Messiah  is  not  only 

"jNbD,  but  also  apxtcpevs, — not  only  mes- 
senger of  God  to  men,  but  also  the  pro- 

pitiatory sacerdotal  representative  of  men 
before  God.  Now  exactly  parallel  with, 
this  runs  our  second  part.  The  f  unda» 
mental  thesis,  ch,  iii.  3,  irXetovos  -yap 
ovros  8<5£v)9  irapa  Mwvcrrjv  T^UOTOU,  is 
plainly  analogous  in  form  with  the  funda- 

mental thesis  of  the  first  part,  i.  4, 
Tocrourq)  KpeiTTcovytv<$jtevos  T&V  ayyeXwv. 
The  N,  T.  Messiah  is  above  Moses,  because 
He,  a.  of  Himself,  as  Son  of  the  house  (Hi. 
6),  is  above  him  who  was  only  the  servant 
of  the  house  (cf.  with  iii.  5,  6ep«iir<ov, — 
i.  14  XeiTo-up-ytKa  irvcvjiara),  and,  £.  be- 

cause the  work,  of  bringing  Israel  into 
rest,  which  was  not  finished  by  Moses,  is 
now  finished  by  Him  (iv.  1  ffl).  And  this 
work  Christ  has  finished,  by  being  not,  as 
Moses,  a  mere  leader  and  lawgiver,  but  at 
the  same  time  a  propitiatory  representa- 

tive, an  apxt€p«vs  (ch.  v.  11  ff.).  So  far 
does  the  parallelism  of  the  two  portions 
reach  even  into  details,  that  as  the  two 

divisions  of  the  former  part  are  separated 
by  a  hortatory  passage,  so  are  those  of  this 

part  also : — "  I,  The  Son  and  II.  The  Son  and 
the  angels,  Moses. 

a.  The  Son  of  God  a.  The  Son  of  the 

of  Himself  higher  house  of  Israel  high- 
than  the  Acirovp-  er  than  the  Qcpdiruv 
yiKa.  irvev^ara  of  of  the  house,  iii. 
God,  i.  5—14.  1—6. 

(Hortatory  pas-  (Hortatory  pas- 
sage, ii.  1 — 4.)  sage,  iii.  7 — 19.) 

£.  In  Him  man-  0.  In  Him  Israel 
hood  is  exalted  above  lias  entered  into  rest, 

the  angels,  ii.  5—16.  iv.  1—13. 
For  He  was  also  Thus  He  is  also 

High  Priest,  ii,  17,  our  High  Priest,  iv. 
18.  14—16."  Comm.  pp. 

123  £ . 
Ebrard  has  perhaps  not  enough  noticed 
the  prevalence  of  the  hortatory  mood  not 
only  in  the  interposed  passage,  iii.  7 — 19, 
but  all  through  the  section :  cf.  iv.  1, 11, 
14,  16.  1.]  Whence  (i.  e.  seeing 
that  we  have  such  a  helper:  it  is  con- 

nected with  the  result  of  ch.  ii. :  not, 
surely,  with  ch.  i.  1,  as  De  W.  The  fact 
just  announced  in  ii.  18,  is  a  reason  for 
Ka.Ta.voTiffa.Te  s  see  below),  holy  brethren 
(Michaelis  proposed  to  put  a  comma  at 
a$€\<t>ol,  and  treat  the  two  as  separate, — 
brethren  (and)  saints.  But,  as  Bleek  ob- 

serves, the  rhythm  seems  against  this, 

K\-fl<r,  Iwoup.  ycToxoi  following.  And  a 
graver  objection  may  be  found  in  the 
choice  of  the  words  themselves :  for  there 
can  hardly  be  a  doubt  that  both  are  used 
in  reference  to  the  ayia^^eyoi  and  aSeA^of 
of  ch.  ii.  11,  12.  Not  that  the  toeKQoi 
here  are  Chrisfa  brethren :  but  that  the 
use  of  the  word  reminds  them  of  that 
brotherhood  in  and  because  of  Christ,  of 
which  he  has  before  spoken.  Whether 
the  idea  of  common  nationality  is  here  to 
be  introduced,  is  at  least  doubtful.  I 
should  rather  regard  it  as  swallowed  up 
in  the  great  brotherhood  in  Christ :  and 
Bleek  has  well  remarked,  that,  had  the 
Writer  been  addressing  believing  Jews  and 
Gentiles,  or  even  believing  Gentiles  only, 
he  would  have  used  the  same  term  of  ad- 

dress and  without  any  conscious  difference 
of  meaning),  partakers  (see  on  peTexeiv, 
ch.  ii.  14 :  and  reff.  here)  of  a  heavenly 

calling'  (icXTJcns,  as  usual,  of  the  invitation, 
or  summons,  of  God,  calling  men  to  His 
glory  in  Christ — and  hence  of  the  state 
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ix.  13.     ITim.  %i.  12, 13  only  L.P.H  $    (Lev.  xxiL  18  al.) 
1  Kings  xu.  6. 

o  NUM.  xii.  7. 
23,    2  Cor. 
p  =  (see  note) 

rec  ins  x?iffrov  bef  w?^- ;  ins  aft  t^cr.  C2  °r3D3KL  rel  syrr  arm  Orig,  Chr,  Thdrtt  r 
CEc  Thl   Hi^ :   om   ABC1D*M[P]K   17  [47]  latt   coptt  ssth  Atb6  Cyr[-p2]   Tkdrtt 
[Euthal-ms  Damascj]  Ambrt  Jer  Fulg  Vig-taps. 

which  is  entered  by  them  in  pursuance  of 
that  calling:  cf.  especially  Phil,  iii,  14, 
TVJ5  &V6>  K^arecaf  TOV  Qeov  &  xpt<TT<p 

*Iiricrov.  Then  also  lirovpavCov  (see  reif.) 
—-a  calling  made  from  heaven,  see  ch.  xii, 

25  :  "  vocatio  quse  de  coelo/*  Syr,  Or  it 
may  mean,  the  calling  which  proposes  a 
heavenly  reward,  —  whose  inheritance  is  in 
heaven.  By  far  the  best  way  is,  to  join 
the  two  meanings  together:  so  Bengel, 
**  per  Dominum  e  coslo  factca,  et  eo,  unde 
facta  est,  perducentis."  In  fact  the  calling 
being  Ivovpavios  and  proceeding  from 
heaven,  must  of  necessity  be  heavenly  in 
its  purport  and  heavemoard  in  its  result  ; 
cine  com  Jpimmel  au§  eraangene  itnb 
gen  £tmmel  tufenbe:  ityr 

lifd).  Delitzsch),  contemplate  (survey, 
•with  a  view  to  more  closely  considering. 
The  word  is  used  of  the  survey  of  the 
spies  at  Jericho  (\a66vrss  yctp  rb  irp 

fj(ray9  rtav  re  TCLX&V  Sffa  jcaprepa 
Jos.  Antt.  v.  1.  2  :  cf  .  also  G-en. 

xlii.  9,  KardarKOiroi  l<rr€,  KarayoTJcrai  TCI 
%XW]  rys  X^Pas  ̂ Kare,  and  Num.  xxxii. 
8,  9)  ;  and  of  fixing  the  thoughts  on  any 
object,  see  reff.  Luke,  with  whom  it  is  a 
favourite  word.  The  meaning  then  of  the 

exhortation  here  is  not,  'pay  attention 
to  *  ("  ut  sedule  attendant  ad  Christum/* 
Calv.),  *be  obedient  to/  but  as  above)  the 
Apostle  and  High.  Priest  (notice  that  but 
one  art.  covers  both  cbr<f<rr.  and  apx-» 
thereby  making  it  certain  that  both  words 
belong  to  TT?S  &fjto\oylas)  of  our  profession, 
Jesus  (&ir6<rroXov,  as  superior  to  the 
fayyeXoi,  being  Himself  the  angel  of  the 

covenant,  God's  greatest  messenger:  the 
word  &yj€\ov  being,  as  Ebrard,  avoided, 
on  account  of  its  technical  use  before,  to 
prevent  Christ  being  confused  with  the 
angels  in  nature.  He  is  6  awccrraXfteyof 
irapa  iraTp&s  :  see  John.  xx.  21.  (I  may 
remark,  that  the  circumstance  of  the 
Writer  using  oar6ffro\os  without  scruple, 
as  designating  our  Lord,  may  shew  that 
the  chroWoAot  as  a  class  were  not  so  dis- 

tinctly marked  as  they  have  since  been  :  a 
view  supported  also  by  some  expressions  of 
St.  Paul  :  e.  g.  2  Cor.  viii.  23.)  Ebrard 
well  remarks,  that  all  the  difficulties  which 
Commentators  have  found  in  this  term 

vanish,  on  bearing  well  in  mind  the  com- 
parison between  Christ  and  the  angels  in 

ch.  i.  ii.  See  an  instance  of  this  in  the 
elaborate  discussion  of  its  meaning  on 
Hebraistic  grounds  in  the  last  edition  of 
Tholuck;  who,  by  rendering  &7n?<rr,, 
**  mediator/1  has  lost  the  joint  testimony 
of  the  two,  cnrfor.  and  fy>X->  *°  Christ's 
mediatorship.  Bengel  says  well  on  the 
two,  —  "TOV  airdcrr.,  eum  qui  Dei  causam 
apud  nos  agit  :  TOV  apx->  qui  causam  nos- 
tram  apnd  Deum  agit.  Hie  Apostolatus 
et  Pontificatus  uno  mediatoris  vocabulo 

continentur/-*  TTJS  o^oXoyCas  ̂ JJL.,  of  our 
Christian  confession,  —  i.e.  of  our  faith: 
SO  Thl.,  TovT€(TTt  rijs  iriffT€Q>s*  ov  yap  TTJS 

Trio-Tews.  And  so  Thdrt., 
(Ec.,  and  Erasm.,  Calv,,  Beza,  Grot.,  all 
Tholuck  objects,  that  thus  we  get  no  good 
sense  for  air6(rro\os  :  but  he  does  not 
seem  to  have  taken  into  account  the 
parallel  with  ch.  i.  14.  Thos.  Aquinas, 
Luther,  Camero,  Calov.,  Owen  (as  an  al- 
tern.),  Wolf,  al.,  and  De  Wette,  and  Tho- 

luck, take-  the  words  as  merely  importing 
"  whom  we  confess"  Btat  although  De  W. 
defends  this  from  ch.  iv.  14,  it  does  not 
seem  to  agree  with  the  usage  there,  Kpa- 
rS>fji€V  Tijy  6ju.oXoyia$,  —  nor  with  ch.  x.  23, 
—  nor  1  Tim.  vi.  12,  13.  To  render  Vo- 
\oyla,  by  '*  covenant,"  as  Camerar.,  Titt- 
mann,  al.,  is  not  according  to  N.  T.  usage, 
which  always  has  Sm^inj  for  this  idea, 
There  is  a  remarkable  passaga  quoted  by 
Wetst.,  out  of  Philo  de  Somn.  i.  §  38,  vol. 
i.  p.  654,  containing  the  expression  6  fieya* 
fapXiepebs  TJJS  dftohoyias  :  a  parallel  hardly 
to  be  accounted  accidental,  especially  as 
the  a/>x**/>efo  here  spoken  of  is  the  \6yos 
(see  above,  §  37,  p.  653,  Si5o  fep&  Qfov,  |y 
fj.tv  SSe  6  K^fffiofy  tv  <f  Kal  ap%i€pcvs, 
6  vpon^yovos  avrov  $€?os  \£yas).  But 
Bleek  has  argued  that,  there  being  nothing 
in  the  context,  or  in  the  usage  of  Philo 
elsewhere,  which  can  justify  Tiysr  6fio^oylas 
there,  the  only  inference  open  to  us  is, 
that  it  has  been  inserted  in  Philo's  text 
from  this  passage.  2.]  First,  a 
point  of  likeness  between  our  Lord  and 
Moses  is  brought  out,  and  that  by  a  refer- 

ence to  an  O.  T.  declaration  respecting  the 
latter  (ju,€\\ei  irpoZcbv  rbv  tfarb  crdpKa 

Xwrbv  irpoTiQevcu  Mcavtreooy.  ctAA"  ̂ TrezS^, «ol  witrrol  jj/crav  O&TOI  irpb?  ofts  d  Xdyos, 
eri  Sol-as 

OVK 



58 EPOS  EBPAIOT2. III. 
aviov, ev 

om  oAcu  B  coptt  [Cyr 

i>,  aAAa  rc'cos  ̂ KTot"  clra  irpot^v 
irporid-rjcriv.  (Ee.),  who  is  (not,  *«?#$/ 
The  present  participle  may  always  be  con- 

temporary with  a  previously  expressed 
verb,  of  any  tense,  provided  that  verb  be 
absolutely  in  construction  with  the  parti- 

ciple, as  ai/€$A6;J/e  Tv^Xby  &vy  **  he,  dgingr 
5fo'«$,  received  sight  "  =  he  was  blind  and 
received  sight.  But  a  present  participle 
standing  absolutely,  or  with  a  present 
verb,  must  retain  its  present  force;  as 

rv<f>\bs  &v  aprt  jSAcTra,  "  I,  "being  a  blind 
man,  now  see"  =  '  whereas  I  am  (by  in- 

firmity, as  every  one  knows,  not,  "  whereas 
I  was"  as  in  E.  V.  in  loco,  John  ix.  25) 
blind,  now  I  see/  And  so  the  present 
sense  must  be  retained  here.  Then  a 
question  arises  :  are  we  to  understand  it 
strictly  of  present  time,  of  Christ;  now 
in  heaven,  —  or  as  in  the  case  cited,  of 
general  designation  ?  Clearly,  I  think,  of 
the  latter:  Jesus,  whose  character  it  is, 
that  He  is  letfrfo.  For  the  strict  present 

would,  to  say  nothing1  of  other  objections, 
not  apply  to  the  cac&a"ro\ov  portion  of  the 
Lord's  office,  but  only  to  the  apxtepea.  It, 
as  Limemann  has  well  expressed  it,  dja* 

raltenft'rt  t>a3  £reufein  als  inty&ritenbe 
<5tgenjtt)aft)  faithful  (it  is  questioned, 
whether  or  not  this  word  refers  back  to  the 

ma-rbs  apxiepevs1  of  ch.  ii.  18.  The  sense 
is  certainly  not  the  same  :  the  faithfulness 
there  being  the  fidelity  wherewith  He 
being  like  His  brethren  would,  so  to  speak, 
reproduce  their  wants  before  God,  —  that 
here  spoken  of  being  His  faithfulness  to 
God,  over  whose  house  He  is  set,  ver.  6. 
Still  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  word 
itself  is  led  to  by,  and  takes  up  that  other, 
That  regarded  more  the  sacerdofal,  this 
regards  the  apostolic  office  of  Christ)  to 
him  that  made  him  (so  we  must  render 

wotfjo-avn,  not,  "that  appointed  him" 
And  so  D-lat.,  et  fidelem  esse  created  suo," 
Ambrose,  de  Fide  iii.  11,  vol.  ii.  (iii.  Migne) 

p.  512  (quoting  as  above,  he  adds,  "  Vide- 
tis  in  quo  creatum  dicit;  in  quo  assumsit, 
inquit,  semen  Abrahse,  corporalein  uti- 

que  generationem  asserit"),  Vigil-taps. 
(contra  Varimadum,  i.  4,  Migne,  Patr. 
Lat.  vol.  Ixii.  p.  366,  "  fidelem  existentem 
ei  qui  creavit  eum  "),  Primasius  ("  qui 
fidelis  est  eidem  Deo  Patri  qui  fecit  eum 
(so  vulg.),  juxta  quod  alibi  dicitur:  qui 
factus  est  ei  ex  semine  David  secundum 

carnem  (Kom.i.3)/'  ibid  ),  Schulz,  Bleek, 
Liinemann  .  The  ordinary  rendering,  "  who 
appointed  Him"  (viz.  aWcrroAop  K.  ap%- 
lepc'a)  docs  not  seem  to  me  to  be  suffi- 
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ciently  substantiated  by  any  of  the  passages 
brought  in  its  defence.  That  iroisiv  with 
two  accusatives  signifies  to  appoint,  to 
make  into,  of  course  no  one  doubts :  cf. 
Gen.  xxvii.  37:  Exod.  xviiL  25  :  John  vi. 
15 :  Acts  ii.  36*  But  our  question  is  not 
of  such  constructions :  we  want  to  know 

whether  TTOIS'IP  riva  can  ever  be  filled  up 
with  a  second  accusative  out  of  the  con- 

text. Two  passages  are  most  frequently 
alleged  to  prove  the  affirmative.  One  is 

ref.  1  Kings,  pdprvs  Kvpios  6  troi-f]<ra$  T^V 

Kal  6  avayay&v  rovs  Trarepas  tifjicav  HI- 
Atyinrrov.  But  here  Bleek,  against  Gese- 
nius  and  De  Wette,  holds  fast,  and  I  think 
rightly,  to  the  original  sense  of  niw,  and 
renders  "  who  made  Moses  and  Aaron" 
The  other  place,  Mark  iii.  14,  eTronjo-e 

orTeAAp  auToi/s  Kypv<T(r€iv,  is  less  still  to 

the  point,  because  there  the  'tva,  vcrtv  K.T.\. 
qualifies  the  verb,  and  gives  the  second 

accusative,  q.  d.  eirolrjo'e  SdSSefca  robs  etro- 
(JL&OVS  K.TA.  And  the  phrase  6  iroi/qoras 
ovT<5v,  for  God  the  Creator,  is  so  common 
in  the  LXX,  that  had  our  Writer  had  that 
other  meaning  in  his  view,  his  readers 
would  have  been  sure  to  misunderstand 
him.  Bleek  accumulates  instances:  cf. 
Isa.xvii.7;  xliii.l;  li.13;  liv.  5:  HoseaviiL 
14 :  Job  xxxv.  10 :  Ps.  xciv.  6  (xcv.  7) ; 
cxlix.  2  :  Sir.  vii.  30;  x.  12 ;  xxxix.  5,  and 
many  other  places.  He  also  presses  the 
fact  that  d  trowv  in  the  Hellenistic  Greek 
of  Philo  is  the  constant  designation  of 
God  as  the  Creator.  The  word  thus 
taken,  is  of  course  to  be  understood  of 
that  constitution  of  our  Lord  as  our  Apos- 

tle and  High  Priest  in  which  He,  being 
human,  was  made  by  the  Father :  not  of 
Him  as  the  eternal  Word  (as  even  Bleek 
and  Lunemann,  explaining  it  of  His  gene- 

ration before  the  worlds),  which  would  be 
irrelevant  here,  besides  being  against  all 
Scripture  precedent.  Even  Athanasius 
himself,  though  arguing  against  this  un- 

warranted inference  of  the  Arians  from 
the  phrases,  seems  to  have  understood  it 
as  we  have  done  above :  for  he  says,  Contra 
Arianos  ii.  (iii.)  8,  vol.  i.  (ii.  Migne),  p. 

376,  ovx  %Ti  &  Xoyos,  $  X6yos  ecrrt,  ?r€- 
iro'njTai,  vo€?v  QeftLS*  aAA"  eJrt  \6yos  &t 
tiijfjuovpybs  ftffTepov  ireirolTjrai  apxtepe&i 
€vfivtrd[ji.€vos  fftofna  rb  yevvTjr^y  Kal  iroivi- 
r6v.  And  so  also  the  orthodox  Latins, 

Ambrose,  Vigil-taps.,  Primasius,  explain- 
ing "creatio"  by  "corporalis  generation 

The  Greek  Fathers,  generally,  repudiate 
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t  =  &  constr., 

2  Thess  i.  11.    1  Tim.  v.  17.  ch.  x.  29  only.    1  Mace.  xi.  66.  see  Luke  vu,  7  (Acts  xv,  38.  xx>in,  22).  L.P.H. 
u  ch.  MI.  20.  ix.  27  only    constr.,  ch.  via.  6.  v  here  3ce.  ch.  ix.  2,  6.  ju.  7.     Mark  i.  2.    Luke  i.  37.  rii. 

27  ||  Mt.     1  Pet.  ui.  20  only.    Num.  xxi.  27. 

3.  rec  5o£7?s  bef  OVTOS,  with  KLM  rel  vulg  [Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Damasc.,1 :  txt  ABC 
D[P]K  m  [47]  Chrr  /wi/rats  D*. 

time  only, — in  that  of  Christ,  in  its  whole 
existence  and  development).  3.]  !For 
(the  Y<*P  *s  best  connected,  as  commonly, 
with  the  tcaTavo'f)traT€  above :  as  contain- 

ing the  reason  why  our  attention  should  be 
thus  fixed  on  Jesus :  for,  though  He  has 

the  quality  of  faithfulness  in  God's  house  in 
common  with  Moses,  yet  is  He  far  more  ex- 

alted and  glorious  than  he.  Bleek,  under- 
standing avTov  above  of  Christ,  inclines 

to  connect  ydp  immediately  with  it :  **  it  is 
Sis  house,  inasmuch  as,"  &c.  But  surely 
a  ratiocination  so  taken  up  from  a  pronoun 
of  at  least  ambiguous  reference,  would, 
without  something  to  emphasize  avrov  as 
=  eavTov,  be  exceedingly  obscure  to  the 
reader.  Others,  as  De  Wette,  would  join 
it  to  the  immediately  preceding  and  render 

strongly  this  view,  as  was  natural,  living 
as  they  did  in  the  midst  of  the  strife. 
Chrys.  says,  rt  irorfaravTi  ;  a,Tr6(fro\ov  K. 

ovo"*v  €vrav6a  irepl  oitcrias  <j>iri<rLvf 
0-77$-  0*6rr)ToS)  d\.\a  TGO>S  irepl 

v  dvQpdQTriv&v*  And  so  CEe.  and 
Thl.  Thdrt.  even  more  plainly,  iroi^fftv  Se 
ov  rriv  dTifjUOVpyiav,  d\\a  rr\v  yjeiporovlav 
KfK\7]K€v.  And  Epiphan.  Haer.  Ixix.  38, 
39,  vol.  ii.  (Migne),  p.  761,  distinctly 
denies  any  reference  even  to  the  humanity 
of  Christ  as  created,  —  ouSe  TT\V  avrriv 

ir\do~iv  €i>TavQa  Striye'iTai  TOV  o~d)  paras, 
ov5e  rris  avTov  £vav6pcaTrri(retas,  ov  Trepl 

c^Aws  <£acr/cet,  aAAa  juerct  r^v 
TOV  aj-i.a>fj.aTos  rb  xcfyncr^ta.  ̂ ee 

other  testimonies  from  the  Fathers  in 
Suicer,  ii.  p.  788),  as  also  (icat,  to  take 
another  instance  of  faithfulness  :  thus,  with 
every  circumstance  of  honour,  is  Moses 
introduced,  before  any  disparagement  of 
him  is  entered  upon)  (was)  Moses  in  all 
His  house  (from  ref.  Num.,  oi>x  oCrrws-  6 
Bepdircav  fMOv  'M.eavcrTJs  Iv  #Ay  T(p  cftfctp  ftou 
Tri<rr6s  €<rn.  1.  It  may  be  well  to  re- 

mark, that  the  substitution  of  avrov  for 
/itov  at  once  indicates  to  whom  avrov  is 
to  be  referred  :  viz.  to  God,  T$  iroL^aravrt 
avr6v:  see  also  below  on  ver.  6.  And  so 
most  ancient  and  modern  Commentators. 
Ebrard  would  make  it  both  times  reflexive 

—  f(  his  house,"  i.  e.  the  house  to  which  he 
belongs:  Bleek,  both  times  to  refer  to 
Christ,  whose  house,  as  a  Son,  it  is  :  Thl. 
gives  the  alternative,  olicov  v)>v  \cibv 
Acyei,  &s  Kal  rjp.€is  e!t«50a/x6i>  Xeyeiv,  o 
Zttva  rustic  Tjj?  oiiclas  ecrrtv  avrov  $£, 

tfroi  TOV  Oeov,  fy  TOV  'M.wvffecas*  Kal 
TOV  M.  €\4yeTo  6  Aa^y,  &$  *rb 

<rov  %ifj.apT€v.  But  this  last  expression  had 
a  special  reference,  and  did  not  represent  a 
general  truth.  2.  The  circumstance  of 
the  quotation  makes  it  far  more  natural  to 
refer  ̂ i/#A$>  T.  of/e<p  O.VTOV  to  Moses  directly, 
and  not  to  Christ,  as  Ebrard,  al..  putting  a 

comma  at  MOOVO-TJS.  3.  The  ellipsis  is  to 
be  filled  up  by  irtffTbs  T$V  after  TC?  oitcop 
nvTov,  as  in  the  place  cited.  4.  The  sig- 
uification  of  o  dittos  avrov  is  well  illus- 

trated by  1  Tim.  iii.  15,  TT&S  5eT  ev  ofaeo 
6eov  dyaffTp€<f>€o-0ait  JJTIS  eo~T\if  eKK^aia 
6eov  fSbvTos.  It  imports  the  Church  of 
God  :  and  is  one  and  the  same  here  and  in 
ver.  6  ;  not  two  different  houses,  but  the 
same,  in  the  case  of  Moses  taken  at  one 

it  explicatively  :  but  this  seems  harsh  and 
incoherent)  this  person  (the  transposition 
in  the  later  MSS.  to  So^s  OVTOS  has  pro- 

bably been  made  to  bring  ovros  irapa 
Wl&vaTJir  together  and  trXelovos  tiSi-Tjs. 
But  it  is  characteristic  of  our  Writer  to 
separate  words  constructed  together  by  an 
emphatic  word)  fcath.  been  £eld  worthy 

(the  word  includes,  with  the  idea  of  *  ac- 
counting worthy?  that  also  of  the  actual 

bestowal  of  the  dignitj%  So  Philo,  of  Moses 
when  a  child,  De  Vit.  Mos.  i.  5,  vol.  ii.  p. 
83,  Tpotpijs  ovv  jjdij  fiacriXtKTJs  K.  6epa- 
irelas  a|iou/x€ros.  And  De  Decal,  §  21, 
p.  198,  T$JV  [levroi  7rpovofj.iav  %$  ey  TOIS 
ova-iv  efitiofjias  4j£icoTcu'.  Diod.  Sic.  xix. 
11,  rfyv  5*  EvpvStKyv  ....  €Kptve  jucf- 
(ovos  aj~i£xrai  Ttficoplas  :  Arrian,  Var.  Hist. 
xii.  10,  T&V  dpio-Teiaojf  i)];t<&6rja'av.  See 
more  examples  in  Bleek.  The  word  refers 
to  the  honour  and  glory  wherewith  God 
hath  crowned  Christ,  in  His  exaltation, 
to  His  right  Hand;  which  is  taken  for 
granted  without  further  explanation,  as  a 
fact  well  known  to  the  readers)  of  moie 

glory  (not,  "  of  so  much  the  more  :  "  the construction  is  as  in  ch.  viii.  6, 

than  (on. 

irapo,  after  a  comparative,  see  note,  ch.  i. 
4),  Hoses,  inasmuch  as  (this  seems  to  give 
Kaff  ocrov  very  happily,  with  just  the  same 
blending  of  analogy  and  inference)  he  hath 
more  honour  than  the  house  (so  is  this 

gen.  to  be  rendered,  and  not  'in/  or 
4  from  the  Jiouse?  as  I)-lat.,  "  quanto  ma- 
jorem  honorem  habet  domus  is  qui  praepa- 
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ravit  earn  :"  and  so  vulg  ,  Lutber,  but  com- 
bining with  it  the  other  rendering  also 

(nadjbem  ber  etne  grof?ere  (Sfyre  am 
Jpaufe  hat  ber  e§  bereitet  benn  bag  <£>au$), 
Wolf,  Peirce,  al.  This,  that  the  Founder 
of  the  house  had  more  glory  from,  or  in  the 
house,  than  Moses,  was  not  true  in  fact  of 
Christ  :  for  they  of  the  house  had  rejected 
Him.  Of.  a  very  similar  comparison  in 
Philo,  de  Plant.  No§,  §  16,  vol.  i.  p.  340, 
flffa)  yap  6  K.rt\ffd^vos  rb  /cr%ia  rov  Krri- 
fiaros  apclvayv,  K,  ib  ireironj/ei?  rov  yeyo- 
v6ros}  rocrovrcp  fta<rt\iKt&Tfpoi  tKGtvoi. 
The  majority  of  Commentators  take  it  as 
above  :  e.  g.  Chrys  ,  irKsiova.  TL^V  exei 
r$>v  Hpyav  6  rex^r?^,  aAAa  real  rov  of/cow 
6  Karafficevdfav  avr6v  :  and  Thdrt.,  8cry 

Karacnceva^erai  VTTO  ABCBK 

rova-urvi  Mtavcretos  irpbs  r'by  XP1 
the  argument,  see  below)  who  established 

it  (**  Karao-Kiva^eiv  oljcov,"  says  Bleek, 
"is  not  to  'found  a  household/  so  that  6 
Karacrtcevdcras  rbv  olKoy  should  designate 
the  paterfamilias,  —  a  meaning  which  can 
hardly  be  defended:  —  but  the  formula 
refers  beyond  doubt  primarily  to  the  erec- 

tion of  an  actual  house.  The  word  is  so 

nsed,  of  the  preparation  of  a  building,  —  a 
house,  or  temple,  or  ship,  or  town,  &c.,  — 
and  especially  in  later  Greek.  So  in 
our  Epistle  (in  St.  Paul  it  never  occurs), 
besides  here  and  ver.  4,  —  as  in  reff.  also. 
1  Mace.  xv.  3,  KaT€ffK€vacrct  wAo?a  iroAe- 
fuicd  :  Jos.  Vit.-  §  12,  KaQcupeQvjvaL  rbv 
oTicoif  vvb  ̂ HpdSav  .  .  .  KaTa<n«u<x<r0e>'Ta: 
Herodian,  v.  6.  13,  Kareencevaffe  Se  Kal  & 
?$  irpoacrreicp  vtkv  fj.eyi(Tr6f  re  KOI  wo\u- 
re\(crraTOV  :  ib.  §  22,  irvpyovs  re  jj,€yl(r- 
TOVS  Kal  u^/TjAoTarouj  Karacrif  euacray  : 
Pint.  ISTuma,  p.  67  A,  tvravQa.  Karacrtcevd- 
ferat  Kardy^ios  ol/coy  ov  jjieyas  :  Diod.  Sic. 

xi.  62,  SAAay  Tpi'fipeis  TroAAas  KareorKeva- 
<ravt  &c.  In  almost  all  these  places,  the 
verb  may  be  so  taken  as  to  include  not  only 
the  erection  of  the  building,  ship,  &c.,  but 
also  the  fitting  up,  providing  with  proper 
furniture  (KaraarKewf),  (TKeinj)t  as  indeed  it 
is  found  more  expressly  used  in  Attic 
writers:  e.g.  Xen.  Hiero  ii.  2,  /-tcyaAo- 
TrpcTreflTTaTas  otictas  ical  ratrcts  fcar- 
eflr«€ua<r/x«/ay  rots  7rAe/<rTou  a|(my:  id. 
Anab.  iv.  1.  8,  ̂ aav  5e  Kal  xaAic<^/uao-t 
vajLi^6\\ois  KareffKevaarfjifyai  al  ot/cfat, 
and  al.  ;  Demosth.  p.  1208,  ert  8£  (r/cetJe- 
<riv  ISiots  rfyv  vcwv  icarcenceJaflra  :  p.  689, 
ots  KarGorKevaorju.evTii'  6pare  r%v  v6\iv  : 
ib.,  Sjpre  rives  fteu  avrwv  iroKX&v 
criatv  oiKoSofJiiijAdrow  ffefjii/orcpas  raLS  I 
KttrtffKtvdKao-iv  oinlas.  And  here  also  we 
may  say,  that  JcaTCMr/eevtffeiy  means  more 

than  oiKodofie'iir  oitcov,  and  includes,  be- 

ab  c  d  e 

sides  the  building  of  the  house,  the  fitting  f  ̂l,  V 
it  up,  and  providing  it  with  all  requisites.  17.  47 
So  that  to  this  Karaa-rcev-ft  of  the  house 
belong  servants,  male  and  female ;  and  so 
here  we  may  say  that  the  oi/cerai,  the  ser- 

vants of  the  house,  are  included.  The 
sense  then  is  this:  just  as  he  who  has 
built  and  furnished  a  house, — for  himself 
namely,  as  master  of  the  house, — stands 
higher  in  honour  than  the  house  itself 
and  the  individual  oiKerai,  so  does  Christ 
higher  than  Moses:  and  Christ  is  thus 
represented  as  he  who  has  prepared  the 
house  of  God  (and  therefore  as  its  lord), 
to  whom  Moses  also  belongs,  as  an  indivi- 

dual outcry?.  And  so  Chrys.,  (Ec.,  &c." Wetstein  and  Bdhuae  have  proposed  a  way 
of  taking  this  verse  which  is  at  least  spe- 

cious; viz.  to  understand  6  Karaancevdcras 
not  of  the  Son,  but  of  the  Father,  and  the 
sentiment  to  be,  inasmuch  as  he  who  esta- 

blished the  house  has  more  honour  than 
the  house,  which  honour  Christy  as  Sis 
Son,  shares.  But  however  suitable  this 
idea  may  be  in  the  next  verse  (see  below), 
it  is  well  answered  by  Bleek,  al.,  that  the 
insertion  of  it  here  would  be  quite  alien 
from  the  object  of  the  Writer,  who  is 
clearly  comparing,  directly,  Moses  and 
Christ :  and  that  besides,  a  reference  to  a 
sentiment  lying  out  of  the  immediate  path 
of  the  argument  would  be  introduced  not 

by  KaO*  oarov,  but  by  ir\f,vt  or  aAAa  (or 
Se,  as  in  ver.  4).  I  am  surprised  to  find 
Hofmann  and  Delitzsch  upholding  this 
last-mentioned  interpretation  as  the  only 
right  one.  Surely  the  ellipsis  of  the  pro- 

position *the  honour  of  the  Father  be- 
longs to  the  Son  also1  is  not  for  a  moment 

to  be  assumed.  And  besides,  to  suppose 

oi>ros  in  this  verse,  and  6  Karao-K€vd(ra$, 
not  to  refer  to  the  same  person,  would  in- 

volve a  harshness  and  carelessness  of  style 
neither  of  which  belongs  to  our  Writer. 
See  more  on  next  verse).  4.]  For 
(expansion  and  justification  of  d  Kara- 
a-tcevda-as)  every  house  is  established  by 
some  one  (i.  e.  it  belongs  to  the  idea  of  a 

house  that  some  one  should  have  "built 
and  fitted  it  up :  arrangement  implies  an 
arranger,  design  a  designer)  t  but  (con- 

trast as  passing  from  the  individual  to  the 
general)  He  which  established  all  things 
is,  Ctod  (=  God  is  he  which  established 
all  things;  Qets  being  the  subject,  and  6 
ra  irdvra  /caraove.,  the  predicate.  Before 

treating  of  the  misunderstanding1  of  this 
verse  by  the  Fathers,  and  by  many  of 
the  moderns,  let  us  endeavour  to  grasp 
its  true  meaning.  The  last  verse  brings 
before  us  Christ  as  the  /earcwr/eevcwrrjii  of 
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o^y  o    Se  Trdvra  r  /carao-fcevdcras   $eo$v     5  KOI    MCOVCTT}? 

/Ji€V     *  TTJO-TO?     €V     Q\(p     TftJ 

8.    Deut.  iii.  24.    Josh.  L  2(113?),  (-Treia,  Luke  xii.  43.) 
14  it.    James  v.  3.     Gen.  xxi.  30. 

iv.  10.  xiv. 
31.    Jfum.  xi. 

11 ;  xii. z  Matt.  viii.  4  Si.  x.  18  iv.  xxir. 

4.  rec  ins  ra  bef  Travra  with  C2  or  3D3LFP1  rel  farm.  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Bamasc9l : 

om  ABCiDiRMK  17  Chr-ins.  <-   J        L  sj 

the  house  of  God.  And  this  He  is,  in 
whatever  sense  O?KOS  he  taken:  whether 
jn  the  narrower  sense  which  best  suits 
this  present  comparison,  or  in  the  wider 
sense  implied  by  the  faithful  centurion  in 
Matt.  viii.  9,  in  which  all  natural  powers 
are  His  oijcerai.  But  He  is  this  not  by 

independent  will  or  agency.  8t"  ov  /cal 
iircHT|or€v  TOVS  ai&vas,  is  our  Writer's 
own  language  of  the  creation  by  Christ  : 
lid  it  is  in  accord  with  that  of  St.  John, 

where  he  says  irdvra  8u"  CWITOV  lycVero. He,  as  the  Son,  is  6  KaracrKevdvas  the 
house  of  God  —  the  Church,  or  the  world, 
or  the  universe  ;  hut,  apparently  (cf.  ver. 
6),  the  former  of  these  :  but  it  is  as  one 
with,  —  by  virtue  of  his  Sonship,  —  Him  who 
is  &  Trdvra  /carocricevacray,  viz.  God.  And 
thus  the  C&TOV,  twice  repeated  in  vv.  5,  6, 
falls  into  its  own  place  as  belonging  both 
times  to  God  :  Moses  is  His  servant,  part 
and  portion  of  His  household  :  Christ  is 
His  Son,  over  His  household.  And  by 
this  reference  to  God  as  the  frpcorotcara^ 
tTKevaar-fis,  is  the  expression  above,  T$ 
irai-fitrai/Ti  aurdV,  illustrated  and  justi- 

fied. So  that  this  verse  is  not  quasi* 
parenthetic,  as  almost  all  the  recent  ex- 

positors make  it  —  e.  g.  Tholuck,  Bleek, 
Ebrard,Lunernann,  —  but  distinctly  part  of 
the  argument.  The  ancient  exposi- 

tors, almost  without  exception,  take  Ge6s  as 
predicate,  and  6  (ret)  irdvra  /caTcterfceudtras 
as  a  designation  of  Christ  —  "  now  JSe 
thatfounded  all  things,  is  (must  be)  God  :  ** 
thus  making  the  passage  a  proof  of  the 
deity  of  Christ.  The  short-hand  writer  has 
apparently  here  blundered  over  Chrysos- 
tom's  exposition,  for  it  is  meagre  and  con- 

fused to  the  last  degree  ;  but  Thdrt.,  (Ec., 
and  Thl.,  so  explain  it,  regarding  ver.  2  as 

an  assertion  of  Christ's  superiority  to  Moses 
quoad  His  human  nature,  and  this  verse  as 
regards  His  divinity.  $pa  ITWJP  tfpZaro  fiev 

a-vyicpiffetas  airb  rys  ffapic6sy 
leal 

r'bv  TTOMTTTJI'  TOW  iroi^juaTOS  ̂ Sci^f.  And 
BO  also  Beza,  Estius,  Cappellus,  a-Lapide, 
Cameron,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Calmefc,  Bengel 
(who  however  as  well  as  Cappellus,  takes  6 
as  the  personal  pronoun  referring  to  Christ, 
and  (ra)  ircWa  icaTacric€vi£<ras  as  in  appo- 

sition j  but  He,  who  &c.»  is  God),  al.  But, 
apart  from  the  extreme  harshness  and 

forcing  of  the  construction  to  bring  out 
this  meaning,  the  sentiment  itself  is  en- 

tirely irrelevant  here.  If  the  Writer  was 
proving  Christ  to  be  greater  than  Moses 
inasmuch  as  He  is  God,  the  founder  of  all 
things,  then  clearly  the  mere  assertion  of 
this  fact  would  have  sufficed  for  the  proof, 
without  entering  on  another  consideration  : 
nay,  after  such  an  assertion,  all  minor  con- 

siderations would  have  been  not  only  super- 
fluous, but  preposterous.  He  does  however, 

after  this,  distinctly  go  into  the  considera- 
tion of  Christ  being  faithful  not  as  a  servant 

but  as  a  son  :  so  that  he  cannot  be  here 

speaking  of  His  Deity  as  a  ground  of 
superiority).  5.]  The  argument  pro- 

ceeds, resuming  the  common  ground  of 
ver.  2  :  and  Moses  indeed  (inasmuch  as  5e 
following  has  the  effect  of  bringing  out,  and 
thus  emphasizing,  xPlffr^s>  *foi&  \*-&  may 
almost  be  treated  as  a  particle  of  disparage- 

ment :  cf.  Isocr.  Panegyr.  p.  178,  ̂   Ka\ov- 

is.iyt\  f^ff  apxfa  03<ra  $*  ffvjj.<j>opti  —  et  which 
is  called  indeed  .  .  .  but  really  is  .  .  .") 
(was)  faithful  in  all  His  (God's,  cf.  above the  words  of  the  citation,  on  ver.  2)  house, 
as  a  servant  (cf.  as  above;  the  word 
Oepaircjy  (see  reff.)  is  often  applied  by  the 
LXX  to  Moses.  So  also  Wisd.  x.  16: 

Barnabas,  Ep.  c.  14,  MOWO-TJS-  Bep&n-wr 
&>v  eXajSev  (r&s  irXaKas),  avrbs  Sc  & 
tcvpios  rjfjiiy  l?8«tf€»v  0epa.7r<i>v  differs  from 
SouAos,  in  embracing  all  who  are,  whether 
by  occasion  or  by  office,  subservient  to 
another  :  thus  the  Etym.  Mag.  :  Bepdwov- 
ras  ovx,  wsTrep  ol  ve&Tepoi,  50i$Aovy, 
ifdyras  Toitf  QepaarevnK&s  l^ojTar, 

**  Aavaol  Oepdvovres  "ApTfjos'*3  KaL, 

Wetst.,  who  also 
cites  ApoUonius,  Ammonius,  and  Eusta- 
thius,  to  the  same  effect.  This  of  course 
would  allow  the  same  person  to  be  called  by 
both  names,  as  Moses  is  in  Josh.  i.  1  and  2 
F.  (not  A),  and  al  .  Bleek  w  ell  remarks  here, 
that  8oi/A0sv  had  it  been  used  of  Moses  in 
the  place  cited,  would  have  served  the 
Writer's  purpose  here  just  as  well  for  the 
argument,  but  not  for  the  words  els  papr* 

y,  which  here  follow, 
indicating  the  nature  of  his  flc/xwrefa),  for 
testimony  of  the  things  which  were  to  be 
(afterwards)  spoken  (these  words  are  not 
to  be  joined  with  0ep<£ira>*',  as  Bleek,  Lun., 
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a  Matt.  XXT. 
21,23.  (see 
ch.  x.  21.) 

a  €7Tt    TOV  QIKOV  O.VTQW    0V   b  0(,KO$ 
b  1  Tim.  in  15.    1  Pet  IT.  17. 

6.  for  ov,  os  D]M  latfc  Lueifj  Ambr,  (not  Did  Chr  Jer)  :  ov  o  2.  122 
with  ACD3EILK3  rel  [Chrx  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Bamasc  Lucif,]  :  txt 

TVW  ABCDK 
LMHK 

a  b  c  d  e 

f  g  h  k  1 ree  eai/irep,    m  n  o 

17.    U-  47 <1  has  tcav,  with  the  €  written  above  K  a  1.  m.)     (As  €avir€p  is  found,  with  no  var  in 

these  AaAo?07)<r4aew.  And  when  Bleek 
says  that  the  participle  would  not  be  put 
thus  absolutely  with  such  a  signification, 
but  would  be  qualified  by  cV  eVxarou  T£V 
yueptav,  or  SLCC,  TOV  v/ou,  or  the  like,  or  ex- 

pressed r&v  fj,€XX6vTG)v  XaXrjGrjvcu,  we  may 
well  answer  that  the  Writer,  having  in  ch. 
i.  1  laid  down  AaA€?cr0cu  as  a  common  term 
for  the  revelations  of  the  two  dispensations, 
and  again  taken  it  up  ch,  ii.  2,  3,  had  no 
need  again  to  qualify  iffurther  than  by  the 
future  participle.  I  interpret  it  then  to 
mean  the  Gospel,  with  Calvin  ("Moses, 
dum  est  ejus  doctrinae  prseco,  quaa  pro 
temporis  ratione  veteri  populo  erat  prae- 
dicanda,  simul  testimonium  Evangelic, 
cujus  nondum  matura  prsedicatio  erat,  red- 
didit.  Nam  certe  constat,  fmein  et  com- 
plementum  legis  esse  hanc  perfectionem 
sapientiaa  quse  evangelic  continetur.  Atque 
hanc  expositionem  exigere  viaetur  futurum 

participii  tempus"),  Owen  ("XaXi)9.  re- 
presents things  future  unto  what  he  did  in 

his  whole  ministry.  This  our  translation 

rightly  observes,  rendering  it,  *  the  things 
that  should  be  spoken  after/  And  this 
as  well  the  order  of  the  words  as  the  im- 

al.,  nor,  as  Estius,  al.,  with  wurr6ss  but 
with  the  whole  preceding  sentence  :  the 
purpose  of  the  faithful  service  of  Moses  in 

God's  house  was,  els  /uapr.  K.T.X.  In  con- 
sidering1 the  meaning  of  the  words,  surely 

we  must  look  further  than  the  commonly 
received  shallow  interpretation  which  re- 

fers them  to  the  things  which  Moses  him- 

self was  to  speak  to  the  people  by  God's 
command.  For  how  could  his  fidelity  Iv 
#Acf>  T$  ofop  Oeov,  comprehending  as  it 
does  the  whole  of  his  official  life,  be  said  to 
be  els  fiapTvpiov  r&v  XaXyQijcrofj.*™?  by 
him  to  the  people  ?  It  seems  to  me  that 
neither  els  paprvpiov  (eV  rij  fj,apTvpia)  nor 

will  bear  such  an  interpretation.  And  yet 

it  is  acquiesced  in  by  Syr.  ("in  testimonium 

eorum  quse  loquenda  erant  in  ejus  manu"^, Chrys.  (not  perhaps  exactly :  v(  ecrrif,  €is 
(A.apTTu>pLoy ;  tva  Sxn,  <j&7jcri,  ficiprupey,  OTCLV 
Q.va.urxyvr®ffllf  olroi :  but  this  surely  will 
nob  suit  the  gen.  r&v  AaAt?0.),  Thdrt. 

(l/c€<V0y  fjCetf  TTitrrby  <?/cA^0T7,  'tva  tieixQf} 
aj-iSxpttos  jsofjLoQeTTjs.  rovro  ykp  eTireyf 
els  /tapr.  r&v  AaA.),  Thl.  (Jva.  \a\y  rcfc 
row  5€tT7r^roy  rots  Xoiirdls  oiK€TCUsr9  K. 

pdprvs  J  v$  0e<j3  ev  rf)  Kpio~*i  T&V  AaA??- 
Bevrtov),  (Ec.,  Primas.,  Est.,  Corn.-a-Lap., 
Grot.,  Hamm.,  &c.,  Stuart,  De  W.,  Bleek, 
Liineni.  But,  1.  the  €ts  with  juapri;ptov 
seems  best  to  express  an  ulterior  purpose 
of  the  whole  of  that  which  is  spoken  of  in 
the  preceding  clause :  cf.  the  same  combi- 

nation in  reff.  Gospp. : — 2.  the  neut.  gen. 
after  papTvpiov  is  best  understood  of  that  to 
which  the  testimony  referred,  as  in  Acts  iv. 
33:  1  Cor.  i.  6 ;  ii.  1 :  2  Tim.  i.  8 :— and  3. 
the  future  participle  requires  that  the  Aa- 
\-ndf](r6p.€va  should  be  referred  to  a  time 
wholly  subsequent  to  the  ministry  of  Moses. 
This  has  been  felt  by  some  of  the  expositors, 
and  curiously  evaded :  e.  g.  by  Jac.  Cappel- 
lus,  "Rationi  consentaneum  erat  utstathn 
initio  fidelissimus  comperiretur  Moses,  quo 

•fide  dignius  esset  testimonium  quodpostea 
perJiibiturus  erat  in  monte  Sinai."  But 
unfortunately  for  this  view,  the  incident 
from  which  this  divine  testimony  to  Moses 
is  quoted,  was  long  subsequent  to  the  de- 

livery of  the  law  from  Sinai.  If  then  we 
are  pointed  onward  to  future  time  for  ret 
XaXirjOy(r6fji€vaf  what  are  they  ?  What, 
but  the  matter  of  the  divine  eAaATjcrcv 
yjMv  iv  ut$  of  our  ch.  i.  1  ?  The  whole 
ministry  of  Moses  was,  e<V  ̂ aprvpiov  of 

port  of  them  doth  require.  lu  his  ministry 
he  was  a  testimony,  or,  by  what  he  did  in 
the  service  of  the  house  he  gave  testimony : 
whereunto  ?  to  the  things  that  were  after- 

wards to  be  spoken,  viz.  in  the  fulness  of 
time,  the  appointed  season,  by  the  Messiah : 
i.  e.  the  things  of  the  gospel  And  this  in- 

deed was  the  proper  end  of  all  that  Moses 

did  or  ordered  in  the  house  of  God"), 
Cameron,  Calov.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Limborch, 
Wolf,  Peirce,  Wetstein,  Cramer,  Baumg., 
al.,  Ebrard,  and,  as  I  have  found  since 
writing  the  above  note,  Hofmann  and  De- 

li tzsch)  :  "but  Christ  (scil.  fna-rts  (eo-riv), 
to  correspond  with  the  vio-rbv  fivra,,  &s  Kal 
K.T.A.  above,  ver.  2.  Some  would  supply 

Iffnv  only,  as  Erasm.  (paraphr.),  "At 
Christus,  ut  conditor  ac  filius,  adminis- 

travit  suam  ipsius  domum  :**  but  thus  the 
parallelism  would  be  broken.  Then,  sup- 

plying ina-ros,  are  we  to  join  it  with  girl T^V  ol/c.  ayrou,  as  in  Matt.  xxv.  21,  23, 
M  oAiya  ̂ s  TTICTT^S,  or  to  insert  it  before 
&s  v!6s,  and  take  it  absolutely  ?  Certainly 
the  latter,  as  shewn  by  the  order  of  the 
words  in  the  previous  sentence  ;  the  ellipsis 
here  being,  to  judge  by  that  order,  between 
8e  and  &s,  not  between  vl6s  and  M)  as  a 
Son  over  his  house  (at»rot5  here  again  of 
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c  Trapprfariav  real  TO  d 
16.  x.  19,  35.    1  John  li.  28.  iii  21.  iv.  17.  v.  14.    Job  sx^ii   10. 
T  12    ix.  3.  (Bom.  iv  2  air.;     Dent.  x.  21.  e  —  ch.  vL  11,  18.  i 
TUI.  15      1  Cor.  xi.  2.  XT.  2.     1  Thess.  v.  21.  ver.  14.  ch.  x.  23$. 

S  s  Eph.  ui.  12 
3  Tim,  111. 

33.  ch.  iv. d  elsw.,  P.  only.  =  2  Cor. 
.19.  z.  23  f=Luka 

#fce  MSS,  i#.  -Her  14  atw^  c&  vi.  3,  z£  £s  prob  here  that  the  other  readg  ̂ s  the  true  one.) 
rec  aft  e\irt$os  ins  (as  in  ver  14)  n*%pi.  T€\OVS  ftepcuiav,  with  ACDKLM[P]K  rel  [vss]; 
u.  T.  (only)  Syr;  w  csternum  aeth-pl ;  ̂t.  r.  Karcurx-  £e£.  4 :  om  B  seth-rom  Lucif^  Ambr.. 

God, — not  primarily,  though  of  course  by 
inference,  of  Christ.  The  house  is  God's 
throughout :  but  Christ  is  ef  primary 
authority  and  glory  in  it,  inasmuch  as  He 
is  the  Son  in  the  house,  and  actually  esta- 

blished the  house.  This,  which  I  am  per- 
suaded is  required  by  the  context,  is  shewn 

decisively  by  ch.  x.  21,  IXOVTCS  .  .  .  If  pea 
fjieyav  exri  TOV  OIKOV  TOO)  0eov.  So  Chrys. 
(e/cer^os  p&v  fls  Ta  irarp^a  ajy  <8ecnr6Tr}s 
€tsep;(€Tai,  Qitros  Se  &s  SoCAos),  Thdrt, 

(on  the  following1  words:  oinov  TOV  Oeov 
KGK\'nK€  TOVS  TTLCTTfvovTas  Kara  T^V  irpo- 
<f>7jT€tav  rfyv  \eyovcray,  HvoiK'fja'w  tv  avrdis 
K.T.A.),  B-Iat. (but  with  " in" — " Christus 
autem  tanquam  filius  in  domo  ejus  :**  vulg. 
has  "in  domo  sua^),  Jerome  (Ep.  18, 
ad  Damas.  §  5,  vol.  i.  p.  49,  "Christus 
autem  ut  filius  super  domum  ejusw), 
Corn.-a-Lap.,  Schlichting,  Peirce,  Bengel, 
Storr,  Morus,  Abresch,  Dindorf,  al. :  and 
recently,  Stuart  (but  only  as  a  question 
between  eawrov  and  auroO,  and  apparently 

without  being  aware  that  a-uroO  may 
have  both  meanings),  and  Liinemann. 
The  greater  number  of  Commentators  refer 
it  to  Christ:  many  of  them  writing  it 
avrov,  to  which  Bloek  well  replies,  that 
had  the  Writer  intended  the  emphatic  re- 

flexive pronoun  to  be  understood,  writing 
as  he  did  without  accents,  he  would  cer- 

tainly have  used  lavroi/,  in  a  matter  so 
easily  confused.  Of  the  rest,  some,  e.  g. 
Ebrard,  take  avrov  as  referring  to  Christ : 
and  others,  as  simply  the  reflexive  pronoun 

after  the  generic  vi6$  :  "  as  a  son  over  his 
(own)  house:"  thus  Bohuxe,  Bleek,  Be 
Wette,  al.  But  thus  the  parallelism  is 
destroyed,  and  in  fact  the  identity  of  the 
house  in  the  two  cases,  on  which  depends 
the  strictness  of  the  comparison  between 
Moses  and  Christ.  Most  of  the  expositors 
have  not  felt  this :  but  Ebrard  has  dis- 

tinctly maintained  that  two  houses  are 
intended :  fe  In  the  one  house  serves  Moses 
for  a  testimony  of  the  future  revelations  of 
God,  the  O!KOS  itself  being  part  of  the  juop- 
T-6piov  :  the  other  o?/cos,  the  olkos  of  Christ, 
are  we :  it  is  a  living  house,  built  of  Hviog 

stones/'  But  this  introduces  a  complicated 
comparison,  and  to  my  mind  infinitely 
weakens  the  argument.  There  is  but  one 
house  throughout,  and  that  one,  theChurch 
of  God,  in  which  both  are  faithful ;  one  as 

a  servant,  the  other  as  a  son  :  this  house 
was  Israel,  this  house  are  we,  if  we  are 
found  faithful  in  the  covenant.  So  also  I 
am  glad  to  see  Delitzsch  takes  the  sentence. 
Dec.  31,  1858),  whose  (not  (except  by  in- 

ference) ChrisFs,  as  CEc.,  Jac.  Cappellus, 
Estius,  Owen,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Ebrard, 

al.,  but,  God's,—  as  Chrys.  (olicos-  ydp, 

Thdrt.  (see  above  on  avrov),  Thl.  (as 
Chrys.,  recognizing,  however,  Christ  also, 
as  the  possessor  of  the  house,  oT/coy  €%€t 

Kal  6  xpKTros,  Tfctay),  Calvin  ("  Additur  bsec admonitio,  tune  eos  in  Dei  familia  locum 

habituros,  si  Christo  pareant"),  al.5  and Delitzsch.  Besides  the  considerations 
urged  above  as  affecting  the  question,  we 
have  the  strong  argument  from  Scripture 
analogy,  cf  .  besides  reff.,  1  Cor.  iii.  16,  17  : 
2  Cor.  vL  16  :  Eph.  ii.  22  :  ch,  x.  21  ,•  xit 
22  :  Rev.  iii.  12  :  which  alone,  especially 
ch.  x.  21,  would  go  very  far  with  me  to 
decide  the  question)  house  (some,  e.  g. 
Bengel  who  would  read  &s  of/cos-,  urge  the 
omission  of  the  article  here  as  against  ofi 
O!KOS  :  adducing  such  expressions  as  oS  T& 
Trrvov,  |js  6  a8eA<£<fe,  &v  rb  crrd/na,  §>v  ra 
bv6^.a.Ta^  oft  7}  TrATyy^,  £v  Ta  KaJAa,  ov  % 
cpcovf),  o$  TJ  oiKia.  But  in  every  one  of 
these  the  subject  is  distributed:  whereas 
here  oltcos  and  rifteis  are  not  commensurate, 
the  proposition  merely  expressing  cate- 

gorical inclusion,  and  God's  house  being 
far  wider  than  T^acTy.  Compare  the  pre- 

cisely similar  passage,  1  Pet.  iii.  6,  ?s 
(%dfya$)  ty€VJ)0TiT€  T€Kva  aya6oirotov(rai 
jtvrA.)  are  we  (the  Writer  and  his  Hebrew 
readers  :  =  of  whose  house  we  are,  even  as 
Moses  was),  if  we  hold  fast  (reff.  Bleek 
objects  to  the  shorter  text  here,  that  the 
Writer  has  twice  besides  used  this  verb, 
and  both  times  with  a  tertiary  adjectival 

predicate:  see  refit  But  such  a  considera- 
tion can  hardly  override  critical  evidence) 

the  confidence  (reff.  :  not,  "free  and  open 
confession"  as  Grot.  (*«  professio  Chris- 
tianismi  aperta^),  Hamm.,  Limborch,  al., 
which  would  not  suit  Karrdcrx^^v,  a  purely 
subjective  word)  and  the  (notice  the  ar- 

ticle, which  shews  that  this  second  noun 
is  not  merely  explicative  of  the  iii  st,  nor 
to  be  ranked  in,  the  same  category  with 
it)  matter  of  boasting  (the  concrete  :  not 

here  to  be  confounded  (although  the  <"on- 
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r 
16.    2  Pet  i. 21. 

h  PSA.  xciv. •ri}?  <pcovrj$  avrov 

TO  ayiov 

8  ///i)  J  cr/cXrjpvvrjre  rag 

'  ABCF»K 

LMPrt 

a  b  c  d  e 

i  constr.,  Ter.  15  &  ch  iv.  7,  from  1.  c   ch,  xu.  19.    1  John  iv.  5, 6  al.  fr. 
15.  ch.  iv.  7.    Acts  xix.  9.    Rom.  ix.  18  only.    Jer.  xix.  15, 

17.47 

fusion  certainly  did  take  place  sometimes) 
with  Kavxw^>  the  abstract,  as  is  done  by 
Bleek,  De  Wette,  Tholuck,  &c.  As  7ra/3- 
^Tjcrfa  was  subjective,  owr  confidence,  so  is 
this  objective,  £Ae  object  whereon  that 
confidence  is  founded:  see  notes  on  reff. 
2  Cor.,  where  the  same  mistake  has  been 

made.  And  Karda'xwfji.ev  is  no  objection 
to  this  :  we  may  *  hold  fast  *  an  object  of 
faith,  though  (see  above)  we  could  not 
*  hold  fast/  except  in  a  very  far-off  sense, 
an  outward  practice,  such  as  a  bold  pro- 

fession) of  our  hope  («aA#y  eTre  rys  &.- 
6s7r€t5);  trdvra  %v  eV  3\*iri(ri  ra 
oSra  5e  avrfyv  S«  /care^t*',  &s 

Chrys,  See  reff.  and  Rom.  v.  2).  7  —  19.] 
See  the  summary  at  the  beginning  of  the 
chapter.  Exhortation,  founded  on  the 
warning  given  by  the  Spirit  in  Ps.  xcv., 
not  to  allow  an  evil  heart  of  unbelief  to 
separate  them  from  this  their  participa- 

tion in  the  house  of  God.  7.J 
Wherefore  (i.  e.  seeing  that  they  are  the 
house  of  Christ  if  they  hold  fast  their 
confidence  and  boast  of  hope.  It  has 
been  disputed,  what  verb  is  to  be  con- 

nected with  810.  Some  (as  Schlichting, 
J.  Cappellus,  Heinrichs,  Cramer,  Kuinoel, 
Ebrard,  al.)  join  it  immediately  with  /*?/ 
<rK\ijpvvyr€t  and  regard  the  Writer  as 

making  the  Spirit's  words  his  own  :  but 
this  labours  under  the  great  difficulty  that 
in  ver.  9  the  speaker  is  God  Himself,  and 
so  an  unnatural  break  is  made  at  the  end 

of  ver.  8  (Dclitzsch  acknowledges  this  diffi- 
culty, but  does  not  find  it  insuperable,  and 

adopts  the  view).  Others,  as  De  W.  and 
Tholuck,  believe  that  the  construction 
begun  with  810  is  dropped,  and  never 
finished,  as  in  Bom.  xv.  3,  21  :  1  Cor.  i. 
31  ;  ii.  9  :  supplying  after  8i<5,  p.)j  <ncAi;- 
pvvyrs  rks  KapS.  VJJL.>  —  or  understanding 
8w5  more  freely,  "wherefore  let  it  be  so 
with  you,  as  "  &c.  But  by  far  the  best  way 
is,  with  Erasm.  (annot.),  Calv.,  Est.,  Pise., 
Grot.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Lirnborch,  Bengel, 
Peiree,  Wetst.,  Abresch,  Bdhme,  Bleek, 
Lunem.,  al.,  to  take  the  whole  citation, 
including  the  formula  of  citation,  as  a 
parenthesis,  and  join  816  with  pX&rerc  ver. 
12.  The  length  of  such  parenthesis  is  no 
objection  to  this  view  :  see  ch.  vii.20  —  22; 
xii.  18  —  24,  where  the  Writer,  after  similar 
parentheses,  returns  back  into  the  pre- 

vious construction.  Nor  again  is  it  any 
objection,  that  in  the  midst  of  the  citation, 
another  5*<f  occurs,  ver.  10  :  for  that  M 

belongs  strictly  to  the  citation,  and  finds 
both  its  preparation  and  its  apodosis  within 
its  limits.  Nor  again,  that  the  sentence  be- 

ginning with  j8\€ir€Te,  ver.  12,  is  more  an 
analysis  of  the  citation  than  an  application 
of  it :  had  this  been  so,  we  should  more 
naturally  have  expected  to  find  jSAenrere 
o$v, — ch.  xii.  25  supporting,  instead  of 
impugning  (as  Tholuck)  this  last  reply  to 
the  objection), — even,  as  tlie  Holy  Spirit 
saith.  (in  Ps.  xcv.,  Heb.  and  Eng.  This 
Psalm  in  the  Heb.  has  no  writer's  name  : 
in  the  LXX  it  is  headed,  aTvos  $>?}$  rip 
AavetS.  And  it  is  ascribed  to  David  in  ch. 
iv.  7  below.  The  passage  is  cited  as  the 
direct  testimony  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  speak- 

ing through  David :  cf.  reff.)»  To-day,  if 
ye  hear  Ms  voice  ("  In  the  Psalm,  accord- 

ing to  the  Hebrew,  the  words  correspond- 
ing to  these,  irotfiri  ftpi"D«  Di^n,  the  second 

hemistich  of  the  7th  verse,  form  an  inde- 
pendent sentence,  to  be  taken  as  a  power- 

ful exhortation  expressed  in  the  form  of  a 
wish,  D&  o  si,  utinam>  as  often.  The  sense 

from  ver.  6  is, — ( Come  let  us  fall  down 
and  bow  ourselves,  kneel  before  Jehovah 
our  Creator.  For  He  is  our  God  and  we 

the  people  of  his  pasture  and  the  flock  of 
his  hand/  Then,  this  sentence  follows : 

*  O  that  ye  might  this  day  hearken  to  His 
voice  I3  ovrr  stands  first  with  strong  em- 

phasis, in  contrast  to  the  whole  past  time, 
during  which  they  had  shewn  themselves 
disobedient  and  rebellious  against  the 
divine  voice,  as  e.  g.  during  the  journey 
through  the  wilderness,  alluded  to  in  the 

following  verses:  'to-day'  therefore  means 
enow,'  'nunc  tandem'  Then  in  the  follow- 

ing verses,  to  the  end  of  the  Psalm,  is  in- 
troduced, in  the  oratio  directa,  that  which 

the  divine  voice,  which  they  are  to  hear, 
addresses  to  them.  And  it  is  probable 
that  the  LXX  took  the  words  in  the  sense 
of  the  Hebrew :  at  least  their  rendering  of 
D«  by  tdv  elsewhere  gives  no  sure  ground 
for  supposing  the  contrary,  seeing  that 
they  often  give  idv  for  DH  as  utinam,  and 
that,  in  places  where  they  would  not  well 
have  understood  it  otherwise :  e.  g.  Ps. 
cxxxviii.  19.  Yet  it  would  be  obvious, 
with  such  a  translation,  to  take  this  period 
not  as  an  independent  sentence,  but  either 
in  close  connexion  with  the  preceding 
period  of  the  7th  ver.,  as  a  declaration  of 
the  condition  of  their  being  His  people, — 
or  in  reference  to  the  following,  as  a  pro- 

tasis to  which  ver.  8,  p.)]  <T/CAIJ/DVI^T€  K.T.A., 
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v   T&  k  7rapa7rt,fcpaa'/ji>o)   l  Kara   TTJV   r^fjuepav   TOV 

v   ev  trj   eptf/AG),   9  n  ov   °  eTreipacrav   ol  TraTepe? 

Iv  p  So/ct,jj,a(rlq,  /cat  elSov  rh   ep<ya  fjiov  recrcrepdfCQVTa 
1  of  time,  Acts  xvi.  25.  xxvii.  27.    Winer,  $  49  d.  b.  m  Matt.  vi.  13.    Luke  iv.  13  al. 
n  =  (see  note)  Deut.  vni.  15.  o  =  Acts  v.  12.    1  Cor.  x.  13.    Ps.  Ixzvii.  46. 

only  t.    Sir.  vx.  21  only.    Xen.  Mem.  ii.  2. 13  al.  in  Bleek. 

only. 

Ps. 

ver.  16. 
Ixv.  7.  Ixvii. 

Dent.  vi.  16. 

phere S.  for  irapaTriKpa<Tfji,<a,  Tripacrjuaj  K, 

9.  for  ov,  dTTov  Dl.  rec  aft  eireipcurav  ins  jue  (#s  ixx:- Ed-vat  K3a),  with  D3KLM 
[P]N3  rel  vulg  [syrr  arm}  copt-wilk  Chr  Thdrt  [Euthal-ms  Damasc]  Ambrj :  oin  (as 
£XX-A[B]b*i)  ABCD'K1  17  copt(Wetst)  Lucifr  rec  (for  ev  So/ajuao-ta)  €So/a;ua<ra>>  jie 
(corrnto  LXX),  with  D3KLN3  rel  vulg  syrr  [seth  arm  Chr2  Cyr,  Thdrt  Damasc  Ambr,]: 
txt  ABCD'MCPJK1  17  copt  (Clem)  [Euthal-ms].  i5oy  AC[P]  17  Didr  rec 
T€<r<rapaicovTaf  with  B2  (H  in  ver  17)  KLM£P]  :  JJL  T> :  txt  ABJCK.  (So  also  in  ver  17.) 

forms  the  apodosis.  In  this  last  way  the 
Writer  of  our  Epistle  appears  to  have  taken 
the  words,  from  his  beginning  his  citation 
with  them  :  and  yet  more  clearly  from  ver. 
15,  and  ch.  iv.  7.**  Bleek :  and  so  De 
Wette,  on  the  Psalm:  and  Tholuck  and 
Liinemann :  and  Calv.  as  an  alternative. 
<rqp,€pov  will  thus  refer  to  the  day  in  which 
the  Psalm  was  used  in  public  worship, 
whenever  that  might  be.  See  below), 
harden  not  your  hearts  (Heb.  heart.  Bleek 
remarks,  that  this  is  the  only  place  (in  Heb. 
and  LXX  :  ftapfoeiv  T.  K.  of  the  act  of  man 
is  found  Exod.  viii.  15, 32 :  1  Kings  vi.  6) 

where  this  expression  *  to  harden  thetieart ' 
is  used  of  man's  own  act :  elsewhere  it  is 
always  of  God's  act,  cf.  Exod.  iv.  21 ;  vii. 
3  (vii.  22 ;  viii.  19)  ;  ix.  12  (35) ;  x.  20,  27; 
xi.  10 ;  xiv.  4,  17 :  Isa.  Ixiii.  17,  and  T£ 
irvevjj.d  nvos,  Deut.  ii.  30 ;  whereas  when 
the  hardening  is  described  as  the  work  of 
man,  the  formula  &K\T\pvv<:ur  rbv  rpa.^- 
\ov  avrov  is  used,  Deut.  x.  16 :  Neh.  ix. 
17,  29  :  2  Chron.  xxx.  B  (where  however 
B  reads  rcks  icap&fas) ;  xxxvi.  13 :  Jer. 
vii.  26  al.,  or  Tbv  v&rov  avrov,  4  Kings 
xvii.  14.  For  N.  T.  usage  see  reff.),  as  in 

the  provocation  (Heb.  nin^sa,  "as  (at) 
Meribah."  In  Exod.  xvii.  1 — 7  we  read 
that  the  place  where  the  children  of  Israel 
murmured  against  the  Lord  for  want  of 
water  was  called  Massah  and  Meribah, — 
Kal  ̂ ircavSjJLatre  rb  ovofjia  rov  rforov  CKCLVOV 
H€ipaer/z2)s  ical  AoiSopTjtrts,  LXX.  But 
the  subsequent  account  of  Num.  xx.  1 — 13, 
makes  it  plain  that  the  two  names  refer  to 
two  different  events  and  places  :  and  this 
is  farther  confirmed  by  Deut.  xxxiii.  8, 

"  Thy  holy  One  whom  thou  didst  prove  at 
Massah,  and  with  whom  thou  didst  strive 
at  the  waters  of  Meribah."  In  the  Psalm 
these  two  are  mentioned  together,  and  the 
LXX  as  usual  translate  the  names,  using 
here  however  the  uncommon  word  irapa- 
irnepourpros,  for  XoiSrfp^trts,  which  is  their 
word  in  Exod.  xvii.  7,  \ot8opta  Num.  xx* 
24  (so  AB),  and  avn\oyia  in  Num.  xx. 
13  (24  Aid.);  xxvii.  14:  Deut.  xxxii.  51; 

xxxiii.  8 :  Ps.  Ixxx.  7 ;  cv.  32 ;  the  only 
places  where  they  have  preserved  the  pro- 

per name,  being  in  Ezek.  xlvii.  19  (juapi- 
/*c£>0),  xlviii.  28  (£apija<£0).  In  giving, 
for  the  proper  names,  their  meaning  and 
occasion,  they  have  in  fact  cast  light 
upon  the  sacred  text ;  though  it  is  rather 
exegesis  than  strict  translation.  The  word 
itself,  irapaTri.Kpcwrfj.6s,  is  supposed  by 
Owen  to  have  found  its  way  into  the  LXX 
from  this  citation  :  but  there  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  such  a  supposition.  Though 
the  subst.  does  not  again  occur,  the  verb 
irapaTTiKpalva  occurs  35  times,  and  gene- 

rally of  men  provoking  God  to  anger.  It 
has  also  been  conjectured  by  Michaelis, 
that  the  LXX  may,  as  they  have  never 
rendered  Meribah  by  this  word  elsewhere, 
have  read  rnp,  Marah,  in  their  Hebrew 
text  here,  which  they  render  viKpla  in 
Exod.  xv.  23:  Num.  xxxiii.  8,  9.  This 
may  have  been  so,  but  is  pure  conjecture), 
in  the  time  of  (the  «OT<£,  as  the  Writer 
takes  it*  seems,  by  ver.  16  below,  where 
only  the  verb  vapefrlKpavav  introduces 
the  question,  not  ira/>€?r.  /cai  ̂ vtipacrav, 
— to  be  subordinate  to  the  iropcwn/cpa(r/*<fs:, 

and  as  so  often,  to  signify  *  during,'  at  the 
time  of:  so  ot  ttaff  i\p£. s,  our  contempo- 

raries^— Kara  "Aftac'tv  &ao~i\tvovrO} — icar 
*AA6|ctt>8p0*> :  see  Bernhardy,  p*  241: 
Blomf.,  Glossary  on  Agam.  342.  In  the 
Heb.  this  second  clause  is  distinct  from 
the  first,  and  introduces  a  fresh  instance  : 
see  below)  the  day  of  the  temptation  in 
tie  wilderness  (Heb.,  12701  rrop  DV*3,  as  in 
the  day  of  Massah  in  the  wilderness  :  viz. 
that  of  the  second  murmuring  against 
Moses  and  Aaron  for  want  of  water :  see 
Num.  xx.  1 — 13.  The  place  was  in  the 
wilderness  of  Sin,  near  Kadesh :  ib.  ver. 

1),  where  (we  have  the  same  construction 
of  ov  after  r^y  ̂ -pTj/tov  in  ref.  ̂ TTOU, 
rovreffnv  £v  rfj  €p7)ju.y  $J,  ov  ̂ irelpcurav 
ir€ipa(T]j.ov,  ?va  %  rb  o5  ap6pov>  oAAa 
JUL^J  roTrov  UTrjX&rLKdv,  (Ec.  And  in  this 
latter  way  it  is  taken  by  Erasm.  Schmid, 
Francke,  Bengel,  and  Peirce.  But  the 
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rfj  <yevea  ravrrj  /cat  GUTTQV  *Aei  ABCDK 
q(andconstr)    6T77.          ̂   OLO    ̂  

yer.  17  only  '       ,      ' "  "'•,'**,  "  "LMPtf 
Gen.  XXMI.  46     Ps.  xxi.  24.    Sir.  vi.  25  al   w.  ei>,  Num.  xxi.  5   w.  curb  TrposwTTOV,  xxli  3.  absol  ,  Deut.  vu.  26.  vT   *» 

a  b  c  d  e 

10.  rec  (for  TOUTTJ)  e/cf  11/17  (corrn  to  LXX,  where  there  is  no  var),  with  CD3KL[P]  f  8  ̂  k  l 
rel  Chr  Thdrt :  ista  D-lnt :  txt  ABD1MN  17  vulg  Clem  Did[from  the  Psalm].  ^n4J 
6t7ra(a^  iXX-BH)  A  D2(appy)  a  c  k  17  Chr-ms-corr  [Euthal-ms  CyrJ  :  exTrav  D1 :  txt 
BCD3KLM[P]K  rel  Clem  Did  [Chr  Thdrt]. 

former  way  seems  the  more  likely,  on  ac- 
counL  of  the  arrangement  of  the  words :  if 

the  latter  had  "been  intended,  the  order 
would  more  probably  have  heen  rov  Tret- 
pacr^ovy  ov  t-ireipacrav  .  .  .  .  &  rrj  eprtptp. 
And  the  usage  of  ov  for  faov,  though  not 
found  elsewhere  in  this  Epistle,  is  not  un- 

common in  the  LXX, — cf.  Ps.  Ixxxiii.  3  : 
Ezek.  xxi.  16  :  Esth.  iv.  3  :  Sir.  xxiii.  21,— 
and  is  found  24  times  in  the  N.  T.)  your 

fathers  tempted  by  way  of  trial  ('tempted 

(me)  in  trying,*  or  'proving  (me).3  It 
will  he  seen  that  the  more  difficult  reading 
is  sustained  by  the  consent  of  the  most 
ancient  MSS.,  and  expressly  supported  by 
Clem.-alex.  j  who  cites  the  whole  passage, 
and,  as  is  evident  by  his  insertion  of  3t6 
before  irpostixQura,  from  our  Epistle :  and 
continues,  ̂   <5e  5o/t/^a<ria  ri?  eorriv  el 
0eAeis  fjiaQsiv,  rb  &jL6v  <roi  Trvevfjia  €£77717- 
ff€rat-  Kal  eltiov  /C.T.A.  The  idea  of  such  a 

reading  being  "  an  alteration  to  remove  a 
seeming  roughness  of  style "  (Dr.  Bloom- 
field)  is  simply  absurd,  the  roughness 
existing  not  in  the  received  text  and  LXX, 

but  in  the  expression  faelpao-av  ev  Soxri- 
/Aacrfa.  It  is  very  difficult  to  account  for 

such 'a  reading;  and  Bleek  supposes  that 
it  may  have  existed  in  the  Writer's  copy  of 
the  LXX;  eV  5o/ayua<n'a,  i.e.  GAOKIMA- 
CIA,  being  written  for  eAOKIMACA; 
and  instances  ch.  x.  5,  crcfyia,  and  ch.  xii.  15, 
eVox^l??  as  similar  cases.  For  the  usage  of 

the  word  SoKt^ao-ict,  see  reff.),  and  saw 
my  works  (Heb.,  \te>s  -WT33,  "moreover 
they  saw  my  work  " — i.  e.  my  penal  judg- 

ments ;  so  Ewald,  and  Bleek :  and  so  the 
word  tyB  is  used  in  Ps.  Ixiv.  10 :  Isa.  v.  12 : 
Hab.  i.  5;  iii.  2:  for  these  penal  judgments 
lasted  during  the  forty  years,  and  it  is  they 
which  are  described  in  the  next  sentence. 
The  meaning  given  by  most  expositors, 
" *  although  they  saw  my  works  (miracles  of 
deliverance,  &c.)  for  forty  years"  is  not 
so  likely,  seeing  that  these  provocations 
happened  at  the  beginning  of  the  forty 
years.  But  see  below)  forty  years  (these 
words  in  the  Heb.  most  probably  belong, 
is  rendered  in  our  E.  V.,  to  what  follows : 
an  arrangement  rendered  impossible  here, 
on  account  of  810  following.  But  that 
such  arrangement  was  not  unknown  to 
our  Writer  is  plain,  from  his  presently 

saying,  ver.  17,  r'unv  J>£  irposcaxBicrfv  reer- 
a  err?;  It  is  therefore  likely  that 

lie  did  not  choose  this  arrangement  without 
reason.  And  if  we  ask  what  that  reason 
was,  we  find  an  answer  in  the  probability 

that  the  forty  years'  space  is  taken  as  re- 
presenting to  the  Hebrews  their  space  for 

repentance ;  their  cr^^pov,  between  the 
opening  of  the  preaching  of  the  gospel  (cf. 
ch.  ii.  2),  and  their  impending  destruction. 
This  idea  was  recognized  by  the  Jews  them- 

selves in  their  books :  e.  g.  Sanhedr.  foL 
99. 1,  "  E.  Eliezer  dixit :  dies  Messiae  sunt 
40  anni,  sicut  dicitur,  Quadraginta  annos 

&c ,  Ps.  xcv.  10;"  and  then  follows  a  proof 
of  it  from  this  passage  in  the  Psalin : 
Tanchuma,  foL  79.  4,  "  Quamdiu  durant 
anni  Messise  ?  K.  Akiba  dixit,  Quadra- 

ginta annos,  quemadmodum  Israelitse  per 

tot  annos  in  deserto  fuerunt."  **  And  if/* 
continues  Bleek,  "  this  idea  of  the  days  of 
the  Messiah  was  prevalent,  that  they  were 
the  immediate  precursors  of  the  Nirr  rir& 
(the  age  to  come)  as  the  time  of  the  great 
SiJbbath-rest,  and  the  completed  glory  of 
the  people  of  God, — this  is  something  very 
analogous  to  the  acceptation  of  the  period 
of  the  forty  years  which  seems  to  underlie 

what  is  said  of  them  in  our  Epistle/*  If 
so,  it  is  possible  that  the  meaning  of  Kal 
elSoi/  T&  epya  pov  above  may  be,  that  they 
saw  My  wonderful  works  and  took  no  heed 
to  them,  and  thereby  increased  their  guilt). 

10.]  Wherefore  (see  above  :  $16  is 
inserted,  to  mark  more  strongly  the  refer- 

ence of  retrcr.  CTT?  to  the  preceding.  It  is 
impossible,  with  5i<£,  to  join  those  words  to 
this  sentence  and  understand  816  as  r=  5ia 
ravra,  as  Estius,  Piscator,  Grot.,  &c.  In- 

stead of  being  so  anxious,  at  the  expense  of 
the  meaning  of  words,  to  put  our  citations 
straight  to  the  letter,  it  is  far  better  to 
recognize  at  once  the  truth,  for  such  it  is, 

which  Calvin  here  so  boldly  states  :  "  Sci- 
mus  autern  apostolos  in  citandis  testi- 
moniis  magis  attendere  ad  summam  rei, 

quam  de  verbis  esse  solicitos35)  I  was 
offended  (irposoxO^w  and  fyBifa  are 
Alexandrine  forms  peculiar  to  the  LXX. 
The  classical  word  is  ox^X  frequently 
found  in  Homer;  7rpoyox0«y  is  cited  in 
Palm  and  Host's  Lexicon  from  Pisid, 
fragm.  (?).  The  root  seems  to  be  €%«, 
from  which  also  we  have  the  cognate  word 
#X00y,  -oju.ai,  which,  says  Passow,  differs 
from  oxOeto  in  being  always  used  of  a  literal 
and  material  burden;  whereas  this  is  always 
of  a  metaphorical  and  mental  one. 
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<x>/jt,ocra  ev 
10.    Rom.  xi.  2 
23.    Num.  xiv. 

avrot  oe  ov/c  €ryvct)(Tav  -TO?  5  odoi>9  r  Jr]rnn  m  13 

Tit.Tu/3  al.  * 

Isa.  xxix.  24. 

^  s  =  Acts  xiu. 
Rev.  xv.  3.  Ps.  xvii.  21.  t  =  ch.  iv.  3,  5,  from  1.  c.  Mark  viii.  12.  Gen.  xiv. 
Deut.  i.  35.  1  Kings  m.  14.  XIY.  45.  2  Kings  xi.  11.  xx.  20  al 

/JLOV   t  Ei 

in  all  probability  is  another  cognate  word 
similarly  derived.  The  substantive  ^x^7? 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  further  connected 
with  6^d€<a  and  6x0t£aj  than  by  derivation 
from  a  common  root.  ox07?  is  that  which 
stands  out  or  protrudes  :  oxOe&s  to  stand 
out  against,  to  thrust  oneself  in  the  way 
of:  "affinis  phrasis,  adversum  incedere, 
Levit.  xxvi.  24,  28,"  Bengel :  hence  #x#°" 
7roTct,u<Ho,  the  banks  of  a  river :  so  Eusta- 
thius,  &x9°s>  7rap&  rb  ex€tv  (*£*XeLV) 
roiritthv  eiravdcrrr}fjLa:  but  no  nautical  me- 

taphor, as  "infringing  (impinging  ?)  upon 
the  shore,  running  aground"  (Stuart,  al., 
after  Suidas,  Trpos&x®LK**  irposKCKpovKe, 
TTpO5K€KO^>€V"       ttTT^       TOV        TO,       eTTtVTJX^46^06 
rats  oxdcus  TrposKpotietrOotL),  is  to  be 
thought  of.  Hesychius  interprets  Trpos- 

ox#*0Ws,  TTpdsKpnva'is,  SetvoTrddeia)  "With, 
this  generation  (the  LXX  has  e/ceiv??,  as 
the  rec.  here :  there  is  no  demonstrative 

in  the  original  Hebrew,  "ri-Q.  I  quite  think 

with  Bo'hme  and  Bleek,  that  the  change  is 
made  by  our  Writer  for  a  set  purpose,  viz. 
to  extend  the  saying,  by  making  ysved 
thus  import  the  whole  Jewish  people,  over 
the  then  living  race,  as  well  as  that  which 
provoked  God  in  the  wilderness.  Cf.  Matt, 
xxiv.  34,  and  note),  and  said,  They  do 
always  err  in.  their  heart  (Heb.,  "  They 
are  a  people  of  wanderers  in  heart." 
Bleek  thinks  the  aei  of  the  LXX  is  owing 
to  the  taking  D#,  people,  for  nbitf,  or  is, 

or  -ri»,  which  last  Symmaehus  has  trans- 
lated aei  in  Ps.  xlix.  10  ;  cxxxix.  18),  but 

they  (in  Heb.,  merely  ec  and  they"  and  so 
in  the  LXX-B,  KO!  aural  OVK  eyv.  Our 
text  agrees  with  the  alex.  MS.,  which  marks 
off  the  clause  more  strongly  with  84  [so 

also  frT).  Bengel  justifies  this :  "  Drr  in 
Hebr.  iteratur  magna  vi.  Accentus  hie 
incipiunt  hemistichium.  Itaque  non  con- 
tinetur  sub  clvov  dixi,  sed  sensus  hie  est : 
illi  me  sibi  inf ensum  esse  sentiebant,  avrol 
5e,  iidem  tamen  nihilo  magis  vias  meas 
cognoscere  voluerunt.  Simile  antitheton  : 
illi,  et  ego,  cap.  viii.  9,  coll.  ver,  10.  Sic, 
at  illi,  Ps.  cvL  43  ;  cf.  etiam  Luc.  vii.  5 : 

Isa.  liii.  7  in  Hebr/')  knew  not  (aor.,  as 
their  ignorance  preceded  their  wandering, 
and  is  treated  as  the  antecedent  fact  to  it. 

The  not  knowing,  where  matters  of  prac- 
tical religion  are  concerned,  implies  the  not 

following)  my  ways  (i.  e.  the  wavs  which 
I  would  have  them  to  walk  in,  'TTC  :  so  Gen. 

vi.  12 :  Exod.  xviii.  20,  anqfiave'ts  avroTs 
T&S  doovs  €v  afs  Tropevaroprou,  and  passim. 

The  meaning  given  to  the  clause  by  Stuart, 

al.,  ef  They  disapproved  of  (?)  GoA^s  manner 
of  treating  them"  is  quite  beside  the  pur- 

pose,  and   surely   not   contained   in   the 
words  :  see  on  Rom.  vii.  15  :  1  Cor.  viii.  3), 
as  (this  &s  corresponds  to  the  Heb.  n^f 
which  is  often  used  as  a  conjunction,  with 
various  shades  of  meaning   all   derivable 

from   its   primitive   sense,  as  *  quod  *  in Latin.     In  Gen.  xi.  7,  which  De  W.  on 
the  Psalm   adduces  to  justify  fo  bafj,  it 
has  a  telic  force  :  and  so  the  LXX,  iva  ̂  
a.Kova'(ao'ii>  e/cacrros    T^V  tpcavfyv    TOV    TrAij- 
criov.     But  it  seems   hardly  to  bear  the 
ecbatic,  "so  that:"  at  least  I  can  find  no 
example.     The  sense  here  appears  to  be 
'according  as*  *in  conformity  with  the 
fact,  that  :*   such   conformity  not   neces- 

sarily implying  that  the  excluding   oath 
was  prior  to  the  disobedience,  but   only 
that  the  oath  and  the  disobedience  were 
strict  correlatives  of  one  another.     As  the 
one,  so  was  the  other)  I  sware  (see  Num. 
xiv.  21  reff.  ;  xxxii.  10  ff.  :   Deut.  L  34  ff.) 

in  my  wrath  (not,  *  by  my  wrath,*  though 
such  a  rendering  would  be  grammatical 
(cf.  Matt.  v.  34  ;   xxiii.  16  :    Rev.  x.  6  : 
Ps.  Ixii.  11)  ;  for  such  a  method  of  swear- 

ing on  God's  part  is  never  found),  If  they 
shall  enter  (this  elliptical  form  of  an  oath 
stands  for  a  strong  negative  :  it  is  some- 

times, when  man  is  the  speaker,  filled  up 

by  "  The  Lord  do  so  to  me  and  more  also, 
if  .  .  .M  Cf  .  ref.  Mark  :  2  Sam.  iii.  35  al. 
It  is  interpreted  below,  ver.  18  ;  rlcriv  Se 
£fjt,o<r€v  fjLTj  clqeXeiScrecrOai  /C.T.A.)  into  my 
rest  (in  the  Psalm,  and  in  the  places  re. 
ferred  to  above,  the  rest  is,  primarily,  the 
promised  land  of  Canaan.     (Ec.  says,  els 
rocrovr6v   ipncrtv   OVK   eyvotxrav   ray    <55ovs 

arat    JUL$]    €tseA0eTj>    avroits    els    T^JV 
iravffiv  /ttov,  rovrecm    T^JV  yjiv  rrjs 

avairaveffBcu.  In  Deut.  xii. 

9,  10,  the  words  teard-nava-is  and  tcara- 
iravcret  ̂ Ss-  are  used  of  the  promised  in- 

heritance of  Canaan.  But  it  has  been  well 
noticed,  that  after  Joshua  had  led  the 
people  into  the  land,  they  never  in  reality 
enjoyed  entirely  the  rest  which  had  beea 
promised;  —  and  in  consequence,  the  mean- 

ing of  that  threat  of  God  opened  out  be- 
fore them,  and  it  became  plain  that  more 

was  denounced  upon  the  yeved  than  one 
generation  merely  could  exhaust,  more 
also  than  the  mere  not  entering  into 
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vii.  49  (from       GCTTai   sv   Tivt,   VLicov  fcapSta  Trownpa  x  aTricrTias    y  ev    rco 
Isa.  Ixvi.  1)  ,  „  ,       v       ;T     „  r  ,  y/T    N  ^  ,       * 

,  2f Sr*  t       1V      OfTTQO'T^VCiL  CL7TO      U€OV       L,COVTQ$'  lcS  O-XXa      7TCtpCLtCCL\l£t'fr€  c  €aV- 4.    Actsxui.40.    1  Cor.  viii  9.  x.  12.    Gal   v.  15  $.  w  indie,  fut.,  Marie  xiv  2.    Col.  ii.  8.    Xen.  Cyr  iv. 
1.  18  al.    Wmer,  §  S6.  2.  b.  a.  x  =  Matt.  xiii.  68  .]  Mk.  xMi.  20  v.  r.    Rom.  iv.  20.  ver.  19  al  t    Wisd. 
xiv.  25  only.  y  ch.  ii  8  &c.    Matt.  xiii.  4.    Acts  in.  26.  z  Luke  iv.  13.  via.  13    xni  27.    Acts 
xii.  10  al.    2  Cor.  xii.  8.    1  Tim.  iv.  1.    2  Tim.  11   19.     Heb.,  here  only.  L  P  H.    2  Chron.  xxx.  7.     Wisd.  m   10. 

a  Acts  xiv.  15     2  Cor.  iii.  3.  vi.  16.     1  Tim.  in.   15.  iv    10.  ch.  ix.  14.  x.  31.  xu.  22      Rev   \u  2    xv.  7.  Isa.  xxxvn 
4,  17  al.  b  Heb.,  ch.  x.  25.  xm.  19,  22  only.    =  Acts  xv.  32  al  fr.  c  =  Eph.  iv.  32.    Col.  m. 
13.     1  Thess.  v.  13.     1  Pet.  iv,  8,  10. 

Canaan.  Hence  the  prophetic  pregnancy 
of  the  oatli  became  evident,  and  its  mean- 

ing was  carried  on  in  this  exhortation  by 
the  Psalmist,  and  is  here  carried  on  by 
the  sacred  Writer  of  this  Epistle,  to  a  fur- 

ther rest  which  then  remained  for  Israel, 
and  now  still  remains  for  the  people  of 
God.  Bleek  notices  the  use  of  K\ijpovo- 
p.*1v  TTIV  *yriv  in  the  Psalms,  as  a  promise 
of  blessings  yet  future  (cf.  Ps.  xxiv.  13; 
xxxvi.  9,  11,  22,  29),  as  pointing  the  same 
way  :  and  it  is  interesting  to  remember 
that  we  have  our  Lord,  in  the  opening  of 
his  ministry,  taking  up  the  same  strain, 
and  saying,  ju.aKa.ptoi  of  TrpaeTy,  %TI  avrol 

take  beed  (on  the  connexion  of  this  with 
5i<5  above  ver.  7,  see  note  there.  pXcirerc 
is  only  again  found  in  our  Epistle  at  ch. 
xii.  25.  This  construction  with  an  indi- 

cative future  (see  reff.  on  ecrrat)  is  hardly, 
as  Bleek,  to  be  explained  by  the  interroga- 

tive force  of  p-fi  :  but  falls  under  a  class 
of  constructions  with  ft/a,  ftrrtus,  &>$,  /jtd}, 
in  which  there  is  a  mingling,  in  case  of 
/*4»  of  the  fear  lest  it  should,  and  the 
suspicion  that  it  will;  and  in  case  of 
the  other  particles,  of  the  purpose  that 
it  may,  and  the  anticipation  that  it  will. 
This  logical  account  of  the  construction 
is  plainer  when  a  past  tense  is  concerned  : 
as  in  Thuc.  iii.  53,  <f>o0ovfi€6a  ju^j  ajuupo- 
T€pa>v  a/j.a  7)fjiapT'f)KafjL€i',  "  We  fear  lest 
(that,  —  in  English  idiom)  we  have  missed 
both  at  once."  See  Hartung,  Partikel- 
lehre,  ii.  140,  and  Bernhardy,  p.  402  :  and 
cf.  ref.  Col.  :  and  the  examples  in  Bleek), 
brethren,  lest  (on  -wore  not  to  be  pressed 
as  meaning  *  at  any  time,'  see  above  on  ch. 
ii.  1)  there  shall  be  (for  construction,  see 
above)  in  any  one  of  you  (not  the  same 
as  4v  vfuv.  Calvin  (see  also  Schlichting 

in  Bleek)  remarks  well,  **'  Nee  tantum  m 
•universum  prajcipit  Apostolus  ut  sibi  omues 
caveant,  sed  vult  ita  de  salute  cujusque 
membri  esse  sollicitos,  ne  quern  omnino 
ex  iis  qui  semel  vocati  fucrint,  sua  negli- 
gentia  perire  sinant.  Atque  in  eo  boni 
pastoris  officium  facit,  qui  ita  excubare 
pro  totius  gregis  salute  dcbet,  ut  nulltnn 

ovem  ncgligut  **)  an  evil  heart  of  unbelief 
(the  gen.  aiucrrias  is  possessive;  an  evil 
heart  (acl  TrAavwi^rat  rfj  Kaptita!)  belong- 

ing to,  characteristic  of,  unbelief.  This  is 

plain,  from  the  consideration  that  a,Tnarla 
is,  throughout,  the  leading  idea, — cf .  ver. 
19,  and  ch.  iv.  3, — and  not  the  Kapdia 
irovripd.  Bleek,  al.  make  it  a  gen.  of 
origin,  which  in  sense  comes  to  the  same, 
but  is  not  so  simple  in  grammar :  Calv. 

("  Signincat,  conjunctam  cum  pravitate  et 
malitia  fore  incredulitatem  "),  De  W.,  al. 
a  genitive  of  result  (?),  "  which  leads  to 
unbelief:"  this  latter  is  logically  wrong: — 
DeKtzsch,  a  qualitative  genitive  in  the 

widest  sense :  but  this  would  put  airia-Tias 
too  much  in  the  background,  a-mcrrta 
must  be  kept  to  its  simple  primary  mean- 

ing, not  rendered,  as  Schulz,  and  Bret- 
Schneider  and  Wahl  in  their  Lexicons,  d is- 
obedience;  it  was  not  this,  but  disbelief 
in  the  strictest  sense,  which  excluded 
them,  and  against  which  the  Hebrews  are 
warned.  That  it  led  on  to  ctTreffleto,  we  all 
know,  but  this  is  not  before  us  here),  in 
(the  element  in  which  the  existence  of 
such  an  evil  heart  of  unbelief  would  be 

shewn)  departing  (viz.  in  the  sense  indi- 
cated by  the  cognate  substantive  :  apos- 

tatizing,  falling  from  the  faith  :  see  below) 
from  (a.'jroa'TTJvai  is  commonly  constructed 
with  M  in  N.  T.  and  LXX :  reff.  1  Tim., 
and  Wisd.  are  exceptions.  The  classical 
writers  usually  construct  it  with  a  geni- 

tive only,  as  in  these  two  last  passages  : 
see  Demosth.  p.  78.  21,  and  numerous 

other  examples  in  Reiske's  index :  and 
Bleek)  the  living  God  (by  using  this 
solemn  title  of  God,  he  not  only  warns 
them  from  Whom,  and  at  what  risk,  they 
would  depart,  but  also  identifies  the  God 
whom  they  would  leave,  with  Him  who 
had  so  often  called  Himself  by  this  name 
as  the  distinctive  God  of  Israel,  and  as 
contrasted  with  the  dumb  and  impotent 
idols  of  other  nations.  And  thus  he  shews 
them  that  Israel,  and  the  privileges  and 
responsibilities  of  Israel,  were  now  trans- 

ferred to  the  Christian  Church,  from  which 
if  they  fell  away,  they  would  be  guilty  of 
apostasy  from  the  God  of  Israel.  Com- 

pare the  three  other  places  (reff.)  where 
the  term  occurs  in  our  Epistle,  and  the 
notes  there), —  13.]  but  (a\Xa  after 
a  negative  sentence  loses  its  stronger  force 
of  'nevertheless?  the  contrast  already 
lying-  in  the  context :  and  here  the  pre- 

ceding exhortation  though  really  a  posi- 
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ov..* 

eiva  fjurj  f  o-K\7)pvv0f)  eg  V/JL&V  Ti? 

>  TO  u 

attary  r?}?  ho/-ta/mW 
...yap 

ye  e. ABCDH 

eavirep   rrjv    y^i.  ji  ̂g 
Ltike  iv.  13.    Acts  xm.  11.  xx  6     2  Mace.  xiv.  10.    Xen. 

f  ver.  8.  g  Matt.  xm.  22  ')  Mk.    Eph,  iv. 
abed 

fghkl 
m  n  o 
17.47 

<yap    rov   %pt,aTov  *  k 
vu.  11.  cxliv  2.  see  Acts  xvii.  17.  e 

Cyr.  v.  4.  16,  o.\pt^  off  ao*$aAes  <£ero  eTwu. 
22.    Col    n.  8     2  Thess.  ii.  10.    2  Pet.  ii.  13  onlyt.    Judith  ix.  10,  13.  xvi.  8  only.    (-ravt  James  11.  26.) 

h  -  Rom.  ni  9,  20  v.  12  al.  i  =  ch.  vi.  4.  xn.  8.  (i.  9  reff.)  j  Heb  ,  ch.  v.  11,  12.  vii.  16, 
20,  22,  23   xu.  8  k  (ver.  6  v.  r.)  ch.  vi.  3  only. 

13.  «a\€tT€  AC.  rec  ns  bef  s£  v/juav  (transposn  in  neglect  of  emphasis),  with 
ACHM[P]K  m  17  [47  LucifJ  :  txt  BI)KL  rel  syr  Thdrt  Damasc. 

14.  rec  yeyovafMcv  bef  rov  %pt  trrov,  with  K  L(omg  TOU)  e  rel  (syrr  copt)  [arm  Eus  J 
Chr  Thdrt  :  txb  ABCDHM[P]K  m  17  latt  Origj  Eus2  Cyrx  Damasc  Lucifj  HJL 

tive  one,  jBAeTrere,  passes  as  a  negative  one 
from  the  sense,  as  if  it  were,  f  Let  there 
not  be/  &c.)  exhort  yourselves  (so,  in  a 
literal  rendering,  should  the  word  be  given, 

and  not  ''one  another,"  though  English 
idiom  may  require  this  latter  in  a  version 
intended  for  use.  I  have  already  dealt 

with  this  supposed  lavr.  "for  aXXrjX." on  ref.  Col.:  and  Bleek  treats  of  it  at 

some  length  here.  "  In  the  word  eavrovs 
we  have  merely  this:  that  the  action  to 
which  the  subject  is  united,  refers  to  the 
subject  itself,  i.  e.  to  v^as.  Since  how- 

ever this  is  a  plural  idea,  a  multitude 
consisting  of  many  members, — the  words 
do  not  express  whether  an  influence  is 
meant  which  the  different  members  are  to 
exert  one  upon  another,  or  each  one  on 
himself,  or  each  on  himself  and  on  others 
as  well:  as  regards  the  expression,  it  is 
just  as  general  and  indefinite  as  if  it  were 
said,  ̂ f  €KK\ri<ria  Tropa/caAc/rw  eavr'hv* 
Still,  in  the  idea  of  the  verb,  or  other- 

wise in  the  context,  it  may  be  made  clear 
which  of  these  meanings  is  intended :  and 
so  we  find  this  reflective  third  person 

plural  frequently  used, — whether  it  imply 
actually  the  third  person,  or  the  first  or 
second, — where  from  the  context  it  can 
only  be  taken  in  the  second  of  the  above 
senses,  viz.  that  of  an  influence  to  be 
exerted,  in  a  body  consisting  of  many 
members,  by  one  member  upon  another : 
where,  in  other  words,  oAA^Awy  might 
stand  without  change  of  the  sense.  So 
in  reff.:  and  in  the  best  Greek  writers, 

e.  g.  Xen.  Mem.  iii.  5.  2,  ev/jLevea-rcpovs 
.  .  .  cavrois:  §  16,  olyc  avrl  fjicy  rov 
ffvvepyetv  lav-rots  ra  (rvntyepovra,  &nj- 
p€a£ov(riv  aAA^Aois,  «ol  $Qovov0w  cav- 
TQIS  fjJaXXov  i)  TOIS  &XXOLS  avBpwTrots; 
ib.  ii.  7. 12,  and  Be  Venat.  vi.  12,  &c.  As 

regards  our  passage,  this  certainly  is  espe- 
cially meant,  that  in  the  Church  one  should 

exhort  another :  yet  not  excluding  the  im- 
plication, that  each  one  should  himself  be 

exhorted  by  his  exhortation  of  the  Church. 
In  Col.  iii.  16,  we  have  the  same  relation 

expressed*')  day  by  day  (reff.:  so  Xen. 

Mem.  iv.  2.  12:  De  Be  Equest.  v.  9  al. 
generally  in  the  classics  Kaff  cKdcrrnv,  or 
tcatf  fjnepav,  elliptically),  as  long  as 

connected  with  &Kpo$,  as  ft^xp1 

s,  properly  means  *  to  the  height 
of,'  and  hence,  *  up  to?  of  space,—'  until? 
of  time.  Hence,  by  a  mixed  construction, 

not  unfrequently,  as  here,  eas  long  as? 
i.  e.  *  up  to  the  moment  of  such  or  such  a 
state  enduring  in  existence :'  see  in  reff.) 
the  (word)  "To-day"  is  named  (i.e.  as 
long  as  that  period  endures,  which  can  be 

called  by  the  name  "  to-day "  as  used  in the  Psalm.  That  period  would  be  here, 
the  day  of  grace ;  the  short  time  (see  ch. 
x.  25,  37)  before  the  coming  of  the  Lord. 
And  so  Chrys. :  r&  yap  <rfyuepoj/,  <pvicriv, 
aei  forty  GWS  ai>  (Tvvecrr'fjKp  6  K6fffMS : — 
on  the  other  hand,  many  Commentators 
understand,  the  term  of  their  natural  life  ; 
so  Basil  (Ep.  42.  5,  vol.  iv.  p.  130), 
Thdrt.,  Thl.,  Primasius,  Erasm.,  Corn,  a- 
Lapide,  al.  But  the  words  themselves,  rb 
o-fo.  JcoAeTrat,  are  somewhat  ambiguous  in 
meaning.  De  W.  with  several  others,  take 
<n](j.€po  v  as  indicating  the  whole  passage  of 
which  it  is  the  first  word,  and  teaXcirai.  as 

=  K7jpvara"€rcu :  so  Beiigel,  "  Dum  Psalmus 
iste  auditur  et  legitur."  But  this  seems 
neither  so  simple  nor  so  applicable  ?  seeing 
that,  ch.  iv.  7,  he  again  calls  attention  to 
this  <r»||i,€poF  not  as  indicating  the  whole 

passages,  but  as  irdXiv  rivet  &pi£ov  ̂ ue'poi'), 
that  from  among  you  (emphatic,  as  con- 

tradistinguished from  at  Trarcpey  V^MV 
ver.  9.  This  not  having  been  seen,  the 
transposition,  as  in  rec.,  has  taken  place) 
DO  one  be  hardened  (as  they,  ver.  8)  by 
deeeit  of  (arising  out  of,  belonging  to)  Ms 
sin  (cf.  Bom.  vii.  11,  ̂   yap  apapria  .... 
Qijirariia'ev  fj.e  Kal  ....  avticreivw.  See 
also  Eph.  in  reff.  <5pas,  says  Chrysostom, 
STX  T-fyj/  airurriav  %  a/jLapria  vote?.  And 
(Ec.,  cbraT7j0et<ra  5ta  rys  aviffrias  V 
vvv  afjiaprlav  GK&Ktfftv.  In  ch.  xi.  25; 

xii.  4,  aiLapria.  is  similarly  used  for  de- 
fection from  God).  14.]  A  reason 

given  for  jSAeTrere  K.T.A.,  enforcing  the 
caution ;  since  it  is  only  by  endurance  that 
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KXXMII  7     Ezek  xix  5. 
Matt,  x  22.  xxiv.  13. 

f$  l  VTrocrracreo)^ 
15     P    pi/        cr-/-^ 

m  here  only, 
n  ch.  n  2  reff. o  \er  6  p  icr  12. 

aft  vTrocrr,  ins  avrov  A  71.  219  vulg  Jer^onij)  LucifJ  Yig-taps. 

n  ftepaiav  °  Kara-  ABCDH 

f  g  h°k  i 
T.»  ch.  \u  11.    Rev.  11  26     <wg,  1  Cor.i.  8.    fits  re'Aos,     m  n  o 

17.47 

we  can  becoem  partakers  of  Christ.  For 
we  have  become  (Bleek  remarks,  "Our 
Writer  loves  the  use  of  this  word  7*701/0, 
where  he  designates  a  state  to  which  any 
one  has  attained,  even  where  it  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  expressed  by  elvai 
simply  the  being  (baS  fid)  befinben)  m  that 
state."  See  reti".  But  here  it  is  rather 
pei'haps  proleptie,  looking  on  to  the  fulfil- 

ment of  the  condition  to  be  stated)  par- 
takers of  Christ  (some,  e.  g.  Michaelis, 

Paulas,  Bretschn.,  De  Wette,  take  these 
words  as  TOUS  /ICT^XOUS  crou  ch.  i.  9,  to 

signify  "fellow-partakers  toith  Christ;" 
but  as  Bleek  remarks,  in  all  the  places 

where  our  Writer  himself  uses  ̂ TO-^OS 
with  a  gen.  (ch.  i.  9  being  a  citation),  it 

ever  signifies  partaker  *  of*  and  not  *  with,' 
that  genitive  noun.  So  [j,€T<$xov?  yevTj- 
Bevras  TrvevfJLaros  aytov,  ch.  vi.  4;  also 
ch.  iii.  lj  xii.  8;  —  and  /j-er^x^Lv  nv6s,  ch. 
ii.  14?  ;  v.  13  ;  vii.  13.  So  Chrys.  (/ueTexo- 
fji€v  avrov  <prj<riv  K.T.A.),  ThL  (/uere^OjU.ei' 
avrov  cos  crcfyta  Ke$aA7?s),  (Ec.,  Primas., 
Luther,  Bengel,  Bleek,  Lunemann,  &c.), 
if,  that  is  (irep  is  originally  the  same  as 
irepi,  and  is  found  as  an  enclitic  in  Latin 

as  well  as  in  Greek,  in  *  paulisper/  (  parum- 
per/  *  semper/  —  bearing  the  sense  of  *om- 
nino/  or  the  German  prefixed  all,  in  allba, 

allit)0,  alfo,  &c.,  and  in  our  'although.* 
See  an  interesting  chapter  in  Hartung  ii. 

327—344,  and  Donaldson's  New  Cratylus, 
p.  231  if.  €avir€f»  does  not  occur  in  St. 
Paul,  nor  his  usual  efrrep  in  this  Epistle. 
We  have  it  in  Herod,  vi.  57,  Tr 

fy  (A-fj  Trep  6  Trartjp  avrfy  tyyvfiffy,  if> 
that  is  .  .  *  si  omnino  '...),  we  hold  fast 
(see  on  ver.  6)  the  beginning  of  our  con- 

fidence (the  earlier  Commentators,  down 
to  Calvin,  do  not  seem  to  have  been  aware 
that  tnr<£(rra<ris  has  in  Hellenistic  Greek 

the  signification  of  '  confidence.'  That  it 
has,  is  now  proved  beyond  a  doubt.  Thus 

Polyb,  iv.  54.  10,  of  5«?  'P6$iot,  0e«- 
pouvres  rfyv  rtav  Bufai^ricu 

Oai    TT)$    irpoQetrctos  :    ib.    vi.    55.    2, 
oi/x  ovrca  rfyv  Stfj/ajUiv,  &s  TTJV 

cvavrlowz  Diodor.  Sic.  Excerpta  de  Virt. 
et  Vit.  p.  557,  T\  tv  rots  fiacrdvois  jSWcrra- 
ffis  TT)$  tyvxn*  Kal  rb  KapreptK^ 
T&V  Savvr  farofj.ov7J$  mpl  P&VQV  eye 

rbv  'Aptcrroyelrova.  See  more  exnmnles 

in  Bleek  and  Lunemann.     Diocl.  Sic.  also 
uses  vTrovra.TiK.6s  of  one  who  is  of  a  con- 

fident nature  (xx.  78),  and  Polyb.  v.  16. 
4,  vTrocrraTLKtos,     See  also  notes  on  reff. 
2  Cor. :  and  our  ch.  xi.  1,  and  the  reff.  in 
the  LXX.          The  Greek  Fathers  mostly 
give  apxrjv  TT)S  (jirocrracrews  the  sense  of 
"  our  faith  :**  and  Chrys.  and  ThL  explain 
how  they   came  by  this  meaning :    T^\V 
iria-rtv  Xsysi  5:'  TJS  inreffrTq/Asy.    The  Latins 
also,  as  vulg.,  "  initium  substantise  ejus/* 
or  as  Primasius,  "  fidem  Christi  per  quatn 
subsistimus  et  renati  sumus,  quia  ipse  est 
fundamentum  omnium  virtuturn."     And 
thus,  or  similarly,  many  of  the  moderns, 

even  recently  Bisping,  "  the  beginning  of 
the  subsistence  of  Christ  in  us."     Calvin 
himself  gives  it  **  fiducise  vel  subsistentiae." 

It  is  somewhat  doubtful,  whether 

r?)v  dpxT|v  rys  v-jroffr.  is  to  be  understood 
1  the  beginning  of  our  confidence/  i.  e.  our 
incipient  confidence,  which  has   not  yet 
reached  its  perfection, — or,   *  our  former 
confidence/  T^V  vir6orra(riv  r^v  c£  o-px^s, 
as  1  Tim.  V.  12,  r^virpdor^jf  Trttrriv  TjOfr-rjarav 
[cf.  also  Rev.  ii.  4].     This  latter  is  taken 
by  very  many,  as  Grot.,  Wolf,  Tholuck, 
Delitzsch,  al. :  but  the  other  is  far  better, 
inasmuch  as  it  keeps  the  contrast  between 

apx-f]   and  re'Aos;   'if  we  hold  fast  this 
beginning  of  our  confidence  firm  until  the 

end.3    Otherwise,  by  making  dp^V  TT)S-  = 
apxcttav,  the  contrast  vanishes)  firm  unto 
the  end  (see  reff.    The  end  thought  of  is, 
not  the  death  of  each  individual,  but  the 
coming  of  the  Lord,  which  is  constantly 
called  by  this  name),—       15.]  The  whole 
connexion  and  construction  of  this  verse  is 
very  difficult.     I.  a.  Chrys.,  <Ec,,  ThL, 

Erasm.  (annot.),  Grot.,  al.  suppose  a  new- 
sentence  to  begin,  and  a  parenthetical  pas- 

sage to  follow  from  the  end  of  this  verse  to 
ch.  iv.  1,  where  the  sense  is  taken  up  again 
by  <po0r)6u>/LL€v  olv.    Besides  the  contextual 
objections  to  this  (which  see  in  the  con- 

nexion below)  there  are  these :  1.  that  de  or 
some  such  connecting  particle  would  thus 
be  wanted  here ;  2.  that  thus  the  o%v  of  ch. 
iv.  1  would  be  very  unnatural.    #.  Seinler, 
Morus,   Storr,  De  W.,   Bleek,   Tholuck, 
Lunein.,  Delitzsch,  Winer  (§  63.  L  1,  edn. 

this  use  of  yap  at  the  beginning  of  a  ques- 
tion. But  here  asrain  the  omission  of  5e 
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15.  CTK\T]pVV€T€  D1. 

16.  rec  T^e's,  with  LM[P]  latt  syr  copt  [Euthal-ms]  :  txt  (see  note)  o  Syr  Chr  Tlidrt. 

5e  T<£  Aey.)  would  be  unnatural,  besides  that 
such  a  yap  in  a  question  does  not  seem  pre- 
cedented,  when  that  question  is  in  an  apo- 
dosis  with  an  ellipsis  of  A  e>w  or  the  like. 
7.  J.  Cappellus,  Carpzov,  Kainoel,  al.  be- 

ginning also  a  sentence  at  &•  r<£  A.,  believe 
the  apodosis  to  commence  at  ̂   CT/CATJ- 
pvv7}T€,  from  which  words  they  conceive 
that  the  Writer  adopts  the  words  of  the 
Psalm  as  his  own.  But  thus  no  good 

sense  is  given :  *  Harden  not  your  hearts, 
because  (or  while)  it  is  said  "To-day 
&c"  *  Aiid  we  should  hardly  find,  in  this 
case,  «/  TO?  irapa,7UKpa<riJ,{p  thus  standing 
without  further  explanation.  II.  The  se- 

cond class  of  interpreters  are  those  who 
join  ev  T$  \*y.  with  the  foregoing.  And 
of  these,  5.  Bengel,  Michaelis,  al.  regard 
ver.  14  as  a  parenthesis,  and  join  Iv  TO» 

Xey-  with  ver.  13  ;  "  exhort  one  another,5* 
"  as  it  is  said," — or  "  while  it  is  said,"  or 
even,  **  by  saying."  This  must  be  con- 

fessed to  be  very  flat  and  feeble.  «.  The 

Peschito  ("  sicuti  dictum  est"),  Primasius, 
Erasm.  (par.),  Luther,  Calvin,  Beza,  Estius, 
Corn,  a- Lap.,  Calov.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Ham- 

mond, Wolf,  Paulus,  Lachmann  (in  his 
punctuation),  Bbrard,  take  Iv  T<£  Xey.  as 
immediately  connected  with  what  preceded. 
Of  these  some,  as  e.  g.  ThL,  Primasius, 
Luther,  Calvin,  Estius,  al.,  connect  it  with 
etas  reAovs — "till  the  end,  while  or  as 

long  as  it  is  said/'  &c.  Others  connect  it 
with  the  whole  of  the  preceding  sentence — 
"if  we  hold  fast  the  beginning  of  our 
confidence,  seeing  that  it  ̂ s  said"  or 
<f  exhorted  by  what  is  said"  or  (e  observing 
what  is  said."  Ebrard  takes  the  words  as 
a  proof  that  we  must  hold  fast  &c,  in  order 
to  be  jteroxoi  xpicrro^'  And  I  own  that 
this  seems  to  me  by  far  the  most  natural 
way,  and  open  to  none  of  the  objections 
which  beset  the  others.  I  would  render 

then  'since  it  is  said/  or  in  more  idio- 
matic English,  for  it  is  said,  To-day, 

if  ye  hear  His  voice,  harden  not  your 
hearts,  as  in  the  provocation.  Thus  the 
context  goes  on  smoothly,  and  the  purpose 
of  the  whole  is  to  shew,  as  is  summed 
up  in  ver.  12,  that  it  is  the  KapSia 
wovypct,  oirwrrtas  which  they  have  above 
all  things  to  avoid.  This  argument  is 
now  carried  forward  by  taking  up  the 
word  irapaTriKpaerjuicp,  and  asking,  in  a 
double  question,  who  they  were  that  pro- 

voked, and  with  whom  it  was  that  He  was 

offended.  But  here  we  are  met  by  a  cu- 
rious phenomenon  in  Scripture  exegesis. 

It  is  remarkable  that,  \vhile  all  expositors 
ancient  and  modern  are  agreed  to  take  the 
second  TICTLV  interrogatively,  as  indeed  the 
form  of  the  sentence  renders  necessary, 
the  whole  stream  of  interpreters  down 
to  Bengel,  and  many  since,  have  taken 
Ttv€s  demonstratively,  not  interroga- 

tively. The  sense  thus  obtained  would  be 
as  follows:  indeed,  as  m  E.  V.,  "For 
some,  when  they  had  heard,  did  provoke  ; 
howbeit  not  all  that  came  out  of  Egypt  by 

3MToses :" — the  exceptions  being,  Caleb  and 
Joshua,  and  all  under  twenty  years  old, 
and  the  women  and  Levites.  But  if  we 
come  to  examine,  1.  what  contextual  sense 
such  a  sentence  can  bear,  or  even,  2.  how 
our  Writer  would  probably  have  expressed 
such  a  meaning,  we  shall  find  reason  at 
once  to  reject  the  interpretation.  For,  1. 
the  purpose  here  is  clearly  not  to  bring 
out  the  exceptions  to  those  who  were 
included  in  this  saying,  a  process  which 
would  have  quite  defeated  the  purpose  of 
the  exhortation,  seeing  that  the  rebellious 
would  be  designated  merely  by  nvts,  and 
the  exceptions  would  appear  to  be  by  far 
the  greater  number :  and  so  every  reader 
might  shelter  himself  under  the  reflection 
that  he  was  one  of  the  faithful  many,  not 

one  of  the  rebellious  rives.  "Nor  again,  2. would  this,  as  mere  matter  of  fact,  have 
been  thus  expressed  by  the  Writer,  for 
it  obviously  was  not  so.  The  TIVCS  were 
the  faithful  few,  not  the  rebellious  many : 
CCAA*  QVK  €V  TOtS  7TA€tOO"iJf    OVTCOU  7]vfi6ftr)Cf€V 

d  6e6$,  1  Cor.  x.  5.  As  regards  the  con- 
text,  the  course  of  thought  is  in  fact  just 
contrary  to  what  this  construction  would 
require.  The  faithful  exceptions  are  over- 

looked, and  the  whole  of  Israel  is  included 
in  the  irapairiKpacr^s,  to  make  the  exhor- 

tation fall  more  forcibly  on  the  readers. 
16.]  JTor  (on  our  understanding  of 

the  connexion  of  *v  T*£  Xeyeo-dat  (see  above) 
this  y^P  is  not  the  elliptic  yap  so  often 
accompanying  an  interrogation,  as  on 
Bleek's  rendering,  but  the  ordinary  yap, 
rendering  a  reason,  *  You  need  indeed  to 
be  careful  against  unbelief  -.-—for  on  ac- 

count of  this  very  unbelief  all  our  fathers 

were  excluded5)  WHO,  when  they  had 
heard  (in  immediate  reference  to  lav 
a.Kova"nre  above),  provoked  (scil.  God  t  see 
retf.  and  Ezek.  xx.  13  A)?  nay,  was  it 
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rcpavav  ; t  SB  Luke 
8.    Matt.xi.9 

^  («enote).        MaWO-6fc>9; 
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TKTIV 
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"13D  cadaver, 

L-e;  xxvi  30 
, 

1  Kings  xvn 
46  bis.    Isa.  Lxu.  24  only, 

11.  30.    Tolnt  ix  3  [not  N], 

T€frcr€pfcovTa  err); 
exrecrez/    ez>   T?} 

/  <N\ TLCTLV  be 
avrov, 

7 

w  =  Luke  xxi.  24.    Num.  as  above  (v) 
y  ver.  11.  z  Acts  xiv.  2.  xix  9.    1  Pet.  u.  7,  8 

17.  affc  T«ro/  5e  ins  /cat  A  P-lat.         for  a^apr.,  aT 
b  f  g  k  1  Ch^  :  txt  ABCHKLM[P]K  BaSj 

ABCDK 
LMPtf 

x  w.  mf,  here  only,  see  Acts     a  H  c  d =  Deut,  i  26  al.  fr.  m  LXX.  f  ff  j,  t  i 

eTrecrav  I)  Cyr2  :    ?i  "  J 
j  [Euthal-ins]  Damasc.  (17  def.) 

not  (this  oXXa,  in  a  question  which  itself 
answers  a  question,  is  elliptical,  and  may 

be  explained  in  two  ways :  1.  'was  it  not, 
not  a  few  but  *   :  2.  by  regarding 
the  aXXa  as  expressing  a  negation  of  the 
uncertainty  implied  in  the  question — a 
ground  why  the  question  should  not  have 
been  asked  at  all.  And  this  is  by  far  the 
better  account :  cf.  ref.  Luke :  ris  5e  .  .  ,  . 

.  .  .  .  e£  vfj.<av  .  .  ,  .  $y  €/?eT  .  .  .  oAA.'  ov^l 
^peT;  q.  d.  *what  need  to  ask  such  a 
question  ?'  Xen.  Cyr.  ii.  2.  21,  teal  ri 
$€?  ....  €jUj8aA€?i/  \6yov  irepl  TOVTQV, 

dAA*  ovxl  irpoei^w  8ri  oftrta  iroijicrsis ; 
Aristid.  Panath.  i.  p.  169,  ftp*  taov  rb 
KKpaXaioVt  %  fjiiKpbv  r)>  $id<j>opov ;  aAAs  ov 
-rrav  TOVVCWTIOV  ;)  all  who  (Bengel  and 
several  others  would  take  TTOLVT€S  ol  to 

signify  "  meri,"  "  only  those  whot'9  a  mean- 
ing which  it  cannot  by  any  possibility 

bear.  As  above  noticed,  the  exceptions 
are  put  out  of  sight,  and  that  which  was 
true  of  almost  all,  asserted  generally) 
came  out  from  Egypt  by  means  of  Moses 
(the  construction  is  somewhat  unusual. 
We  should  expect  with  Sia  a  passive  parti- 

ciple, like  SfaxOevres.  Lunemann  refers 

to  Si3  &v  €7Ti(TT€i5a'aT6  1  Cor.  iii.  5)  ?  and 
(we  cannot  otherwise  express  in  English 
this  8e,  which  simply  brings  out  the  very 
slight  contrast  of  a  second  and  new  par- 
ticular.  It  is  "  but "  in  the  E.  V. :  but  that 
is  because  they  take  ver.  16  in  the  manner 

above  rejected,  as  an  assertion)  with  "WHOM 
was  He  offended  forty  years  (see  on  vv. 
9,  10  for  the  verb  irposcaxOtorcv,  and  the 
consonance,  in  the  connexion  of  recrcr.  erq 
with  it,  with  that  in  the  Psalm,  which 
was  there  departed  from)  ?  Was  it  not 
with  those  wno  sinned  (some,  as  Bengel, 
Griesbach,  Lachmann,  Knapp,  Vater,  set 
the  interrogation  here,  and  take  &v  TCC 
jc&Aci  K.T.A.  as  an  affirmative  sentence. 
But  it  seems  unnatural  to  insert  an  affir- 

mative clause  in  the  midst  of  a  series  of 
interrogatories,  and  therefore  better  to 
keep  the  interrogation  for  the  end  of  the 
sentence,  including  that  clause  in  it), 
whose  carcases  (icwXa  any  members  of 
the  body,  but  especially  the  legs:  taken 
also  for  the  legs  and  arms,  i.  e.  limbs :  see 

example  in  Wetst.  from  Galen.  The  I/KX, 
see  reff.,  use  it  for  Dnap,  corpses :  but  pro- 

bably with  the  meaning  that  their  bodies 
should  fall  and  perish  limb  from  limb  in 
the  wilderness :  so  Beza  :  "  Hoc  vocabulo 
significatur,  illos  non  tarn  sic  ferente  mor- 
talitate  vel  quovis  morbo,  sed  tabescentibus 
sensim  corpoiibus  in  deserto  veluti  conci- 
disse  ")  fell  in  tlie  wilderness  (cf.  1  Cor.  x. 
5,  Karecrrp^dfiffav  yap  eV  ry  ty^/Ay.  The 
words  here  are  exactly  those  of  Num.  xiv. 
29.  Again,  we  must  remember,  in  ex- 

plaining these  words,  that  the  Writer  is 
not  bearing  in  mind  at  this  moment  the 
exceptions,  but  speaking  generally.  So 
Calvin :  "  Quseritur,  an  Moses  et  Aaron  ac 
similes  in  hoc  nuniero  comprehendantur. 
Bespondeo,  apostolum  de  universo  magis 

corpore  quana  de  singulis  membris  loqui ")  1 
And  to  whom  (not  « concerning  ivhom>" 
as  Syr.,  al. :  the  dative  after  verbs  of  swear- 

ing or  asserting  is  common,  as  expressing 
those  towards  whom  the  act  is  directed. 
So  that  it  is  not  a  dativus  incommodi,  as 
Lunemann)  sware  He  that  they  should 
not  enter  into  His  rest  (the  construction 
here  is  somewhat  anomalous  with  regard  to 

the  subject  of  the  verb  elyeAeuo-eo-flcu.  Or- 
dinarily, the  subject  of  the  verb  of  swearing 

is  identical  with  that  of  the  verb  expressing 
the  act  to  which  he  binds  himself.  So  in 
Xen.  Hel.  iii.  4.  6,  Tiffffcupepviis  per 

&jj,ocre  rots  irejjKpQe'icn,  irpbs  avrbv  .... 
^  fj^iv  irpdj-eiv  a5<l\&?s  TTJV 

^  ja^v,  ravra  irpdrrovros  avrau, 
5wo"eiv  r&s  cnrovSds.  See  other  examples 
in  Bleek.  But  here  the  persons  to  whom 
the  oath  is  directed,  are  the  subject  of  the 
future  elseXe-tHreardat.  We  seem  to  want 
either  a  r6  before  ftdj  ctrcAc^cr.,  or  an  avrovs 
after  it.  The  latter  construction  is  found 

in  ref.  Tohit,  o^ueSjuo/ec  cPa-you^A,  ̂   2%e\- 
Beiv  ft*),  except  to  those  who  disobeyed 

(not,  as  vulg.,  "incredulifuerunt :"  E.  V., 
"believed  not:"  and  so  Luther,  Estius, 
Calov.,  al. :  this  was  a  fact,  and  was  in- 

deed the  root  of  their  cwreffleici:  but 
cbreifl^y,  airei6eiv,  are  most  commonly 
used  of  practical  unbelief,  i.  e.  disobedi- 

ence: even  in  the  passages  in  the  Acts 
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fj,TJTTOTe   c  Ko.Ta\ei,7rojj,evT}<;    d  eiray-  I  ™L™e  «. 
Tr  /  >         **      ̂   c*        «  55-      31.    Rom.  xi. 
y  Kara7ravo"Lv  avrov.  t  borcri  TW  eE    *>  from '  *7  **       3  Kings  xiz. 

18.  Ps.  xhiii. 
10    seeder.  9.  d  =  ch.  <u.  12  &c    vn.  6  a!9.     Luke  xxm  49.     Acts  i  4.     Rom   iv.  13  &c.     1  Mace. 
at.  15.  e  constr  inf.,  Winer,  §  44.  1,  edn  6.  f  =.  (see  note;  here  only,  see  1  Cor.  x.  12. 

CHAP.  IV.  1.  Kara\iTrofjLevrjs MaCj  Thdrt. iris  TTJS  bef  eirayy.  D1. 

(reff.),  where  the  meaning  approximates 
the  nearest  to  unbelief,  it  is  best  under- 

stood of  *  contumacia/  Ref,  Deut.  seems 
decisive  of  the  meaning  here :  see  also  Deut. 
ix.  7,  23,  24 :  Josh.  i.  18  al.)  ?  19.] 
And  (thus)  we  see  (Grot.,  al.  give  it,  "  ex 
historia  cognoscinaus :"  but  Bleek  quotes 
from  Seb.  Schmidt,  and  it  seems  the  cor- 

recter  view,  "pXerrofxcv  non  de  lectione 
ant1  cognitione  historise,  sed  de  convic- 
tione  animi  e  disputatione  sen  doctrina 

prsemissa")  that  they  were  not  able  to 
enter  in  (however  much  they  desired  it: 
they  were  incapacitated  by  not  fulfilling 

the  condition  of  inheriting  all  God's  pro- 
mises, belief  and  resulting  obedience)  on 

account  of  unbelief  (see  above  on  ver. 
12.  This  verse  forms  a  kind  of  'quod 
erat  demonstrandum''  (as  Ebrard),  clench- 

ing the  argument  which  has  been  pro- 
ceeding since  ver.  12.  The  Writer  now 

proceeds  to  make  another  use  of  the 
example  on  which  he  has  been  so  long 
dwelling). 

CHAP.  IV.  1—13.]  In  the  Son,  Israel 
enters  into  the  true  rest  of  God.  On  the 
mingling  of  the  hortatory  form  with  the 
progress  of  the  argument,  see  the  summary 
at  ch.  iii.  1.  1.]  Let  us  fear  there- 

fore (Bleek  remarks  that  the  words  <|>o- 
p€tcr0ai  p.-^,  commonly  used, — see  Acts 
xxvii.  29  :  2  Cor.  xi.  3  ;  xiL  20:  GaL  iv.  11, 
— of  fear  of  something  happening,  here 
include  also  the  desire  to  avoid  that  con- 

tingency. It  might  have  been  crirovlSd,- 
<ra>jue*',  as  ver.  11,  or  /3Ae7ra»/uej>  jj^ore,  as 
ch.  iii.  12,  or  eTricricoTrwjuej',  as  xii.  15.  But 
the  word  seems  purposely  chosen  to  ex- 

press the  fear  and  trembling,  PhiL  ii,  12, 
with  which  every  servant  of  God,  however 
free  from  slavish  terror  and  anxiety,  ought 
to  work  out  his  salvation)  test  (on  /Lffrrare 

as  only  indefinite,  not  expressing,  *  lest  at 
any  time/  see  above  on  ch.  iii.  12),  a  pro- 

mise being  still  left  us  (notice  the  present 
— not  Kara\€i(f>0€icrr}s~  On  the  force  of 
this  present,  very  much  of  the  argument 
rests.  Many  Commentators,  as  Erasm., 
Luther,  Calv.,Est.,  Schlichting,  Limborch, 
al.,  have  mistaken  this  participle  to  mean 
"  derelicta  seu  neglecta  per  infidelitatem  ac 
diffidentiam  pollicitatione  divina"  (Est.). 
The  term  KaraXffiretp  Gicayy€\laa>  might 
perhaps  bear  this  meaning,  which  however 

is  not  substantiated  as  to  the  verb  by  Acts 
vi.  2,  nor  as  to  the  object  of  the  verb  by 
Baruch  iv.  1.  But  it  is  decisive  against 
this  interpretation,  1.  that  the  participle  is 
present,  not  past,  which  it  certainly  in  that 
case  must  have  been :  2.  that  awoXfiwercu 

in  vv.  6,  9  takes  up  again  this  word :  3. 
that  the  article  would  be  wanted  before 
«rara\€£9r.,  or  it  would  stand  rffr  ̂ ray. 

TTJS  KO.T.  The  meaning  given  above,  *to 
leave  behind  for  others/  so  that  KwraXd- 
7re<r0cu  =  *  superesse/  is  common  enough. 
Bleek  gives  many  examples:  e.g.  Xen. 
Cyr.  iii.  1.  6,  Ka\bv  .  .  .  K.  avrbv  lAev- 
Bepov  elvai,  «:.  iraialv  €\ev6epiav  /caToAi- 
TTGIV  :  and  often  in  Polybius,  KaraXet-jrerai 
eA.7rts :  and  ou  i*d)v  KaK&v  cup€<re«s  fcctra- 
\€i7rofjL€^7js :  see  Raphel.  Again,  as  to 
construction,  some,  as  Cramer  and  Ernesti, 
make  this  genitive  governed  by  the  verb 
iHrrepTjKtvai.  But  against  this  the  want  of 
the  article  is,  if  not  decisive,  a  very  strong 
presumption.  Our  Writer  would  certainly 
have  expressed  this  TTJS  CTT.  TTJS  /car.  It 
remains  then  to  take  it  as  a  gen.  absolute, 
representing  the  present  matter  of  fact) 
of  entering  (compare  Qov<rica>  wepidyetv, 
1  Cor.  ix.  5  :  &P/J.TJ  vfipicrcu,  Acts  xiv*  5 : 
and  such  expressions  as  oapa  otTrteKcu,  *ca>Atf- 
fjiara  /*%  av^Tjyat.  The  more  usual  con- 

struction would  be  &irayye\ta  rod  €t$€\6. 
See  Winer,  in  reff.)  into  His  rest  (it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  in  the  argument  in  this 
chapter,  the  Writer  departs  from  the  pri- 

mary sense  of  the  words  KaraTravcrlv  /uow 
in  the  Psalm,  and  lays  stress  on  avrov, 

making  it  G-od's  rest,  the  rest  into  which God  has  entered :  see  below  on  ver.  10. 

And  this  is  very  important  as  to  the  nature 

of  the  rest  in  question.  So  Estius  :  "  Hie 
per  requiem  promissam  non  intelligit  ter- 

rain Chanaan  de  qua  secundum  literam 
Psalmus  locutus  est,  sed  patriam  coelestem, 
quam  ilia  terrena  quies  mystice  signifi- 
cavit."  Of  course  all  references  of  the 
rest  spoken  of  to  the  period  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,  as  Hammond 

(see  Whitby's  note  against  him),  or  to  the 
cessation  of  Levitical  ordinances,  as  Mi- 
chaelis  (on  Peirce:  he  does  not  however 
repeat  it  in  his  other  works),  are  inade- 

quate and  out  of  the  question),  any  one  of 
you  (although  the  communicative  form  has 
been  used  before  in  ̂ >o^7jOoi/u,e^,  the  second 
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2Cor.'xi  5.    7T£/>  fcaKelvot,)  aXX*  ov/c  J  otxf>e\rjcrev  6  kXoy09  r^?  kla/eo9}9  abed ch  in  15.  f  g  h  k  1 
Ps.  xxxvm.  4,  h  pass.,  =*  ver.  6.    Matt.  XL  5  ||  only  (1  Pet.  i,  25  al ).    2  Kings  xvui,  31     Joel  11.  32.  m  n  o 

i  w.  /cat,  Rom.  iv.  6.    2  Cor.  i.  14.    1  Thess  in.  6, 12.  n.  5  only   see  ch  v.  4.  j  =  1  Cor.  xiv.  6     GaL  v.  17  47 
2.    Prov.  x.  2.  k  1  Thess  n.  13   see  Jer.  x.  22,  1  -  Rom  x.  16,  from  Isa.  1m.  1 

person  is  here  returned  to;  and  of  pur- 
pose. A  similar  change  is  found  in  ch. 

x.  21<,  25 :  and  in  Rom.  xiv.  13.  The 
reading  yp&v  (mss.  5. 56  vulg.-sixt.  Thdrt.) 
is  too  obvious  an  alteration  to  what  might 
he  expected,  to  come  into  the  text  except 
on  overwhelming  authority,  which  it  has 
not)  appear  (see  helow)  to  have  fallen 
short  of  it  (I.  e.  he  found,  when  the  great 
trial  of  all  shall  take  place,  to  have  failed 

of,  •=.  to  have  no  part  in, — the  promise. 
So  80  Kip  is,  as  so  many  both  of  ancients 
and  moderns  have  taken  it,  a  mild  term, 

conveying  indeed  a  sterner  intimation  be- 
hind it.  The  Latin  will  hear  the  same 

idiom — "ne  quis  videatur  non  assecutus 
esse" — expressed  without  the  softening 
word,  "ne  quis  evadat  non  assecutus." 
So,  but  not  exactly,  Thl. :  IXap&repov  8e 
Kal  a,V€Tra^8farr^pov  T&J/  \6jov  iroi£>v  OVK 
e/Tre*  fjify  tJcrrepTJcr^,  aAAa"  jU-Jj  §o/c?7  UOTTC- 
pTjKevcti.  I  say,  not  exactly  $  for  I  should 
rather  say  that  80*77  vffreprjKevai  is  used, 
not  for  vcrrepfjirr},  which  would  rather  re- 

quire the  present,  So/ef?  vo-repeiv,  but  for 
eAe7%0?7,  or  fyaveptoQrj,  v<rrepr]K(&s.  We 
thus  fully  account  for  the  perfect,  which 
almost  all  the  Commentators  who  take 
So*??  as  pleonastic  or  as  softening,  have 
not  attempted,  or  have  failed  to  do.  An- 

other and  wholly  different  interpretation 
of  SoKfl  (and  indeed  of  v<rrepT]K6vai)  has 
been  given  by  Schottgen,  Baumgarten, 
Schulz,  Wahl,  Bretschneider  (both  under 
{xrrep€ct}),  Paulus,  and  recently  taken  up 
and  defended  with  much  spirit,  and,  as  is 
his  wont,  with  no  little  confidence,  by 
Ebrard :  "  lest  any  of  you  think  that  fie 
has  come  too  late  for  it " — i.  e.  should 
suppose  that,  all  the  promises  having  been 
now  fulfilled,  he  has  been  born  too  late  to 
have  any  share  in  this  one.  As  far  as 
mere  usage  of  individual  words  is  con- 

cerned, this  interpretation  might  stand: 
for  Soicetv  has  often,  and  in  our  Epistle, 
this  meaning,  e.  g.  ch.  x.  29,  ir6cru>  So/mYe 
/C.T.A.  And  vcrrepeiv  has  this  meaning — 
va-rep^iravres  rys  pdxys,  Polyb.;  vffrc- 
povv  ri}$  £07)0€tas,  Diod,  Sic.  p.  391  c; 
vffrsptiv  TTJS  irarpiSos,  Xen.  Ages.  ii.  1. 
And  this  view  also  seems  favoured  by  the 
perfect  {HrrepyKevai.  As  indeed  against 
the  general  idea  of  the  pleonastic  80*77, 
the  perfect  would  be  a  strong  argument 
for  it.  But  it  is  very  difficult  to  persuade 
oneself  that  it  suits  either  the  mode  of  ex- 

pression, or  the  context.  For  if  this  were 

the  object  of  the  cautiou,  why  put  so 
prominent  a  solemn  <£o/37?0oD/zej'  ?  would 
not  the  exhortation  rather  have  been  ex- 

pressed in  a  reassuring  form,  ̂   oljv  ns 
TJ  (or  ecrrcu)  cf>6^os}  or  ̂   ovv  ipo&TiQ&iJLev, 
or  fjt-^  SoK&fj.ej',  or  the  like  ?  Again,  what 
end  would  so  solemn  a  caution  serve,  if 
merely  to  explain  to  the  Hebrew  converts 
the  fact  that  the  promise  had  yet  a  fulfil- 

ment waiting  for  them  ?  This  fact  indeed 
the  Writer  does  prove  in  the  subsequent 
verses,*  but  it  is  introduced  with  a  Kal 
-yap,  and  only  subserves  the  purpose  al- 

ready enounced  in  this  verse,  that  of 
awakening  in  them  a  fear  lest  their  un- 

belief should  be  found  in  the  end  to  have 
excluded  them  from  the  participation  of 

that  promise.  The  meaning  here  as- 
signed to  -ucrTCpco),  that  o? falling  short  of, 

is  quite  borne  out :  cf.  Thucyd.  iii.  31,  5 
5s  ou8e  raura  IveSexeTo,  aAA.ct  T&  TrX$i<rTov 

?%«/,  eireio^  TTJS  MfruA.Tjz'Tjs- 
(since  he  had  failed  of  Mitylene), 

on  rdxifffa  rfj  Tl$\<yKQvvi\<T($  TTCL\LV  irpos- 
ju.i£at :  Jos.  Antt.  ii.  2.  1,  ovfoj/os  o\ca$ 
vfftepeiv.  For  the  usage  of  SOKCW,  the 
Commentators  quote  Jos.  Antt.  ii.  6.  10, 
ouS*  o5v  els  4^  SotteTre  a/jLapr&Vfiv,  €Ti 
fj,v7)fJioi>e-L>ti> :  which  is  a  fair  instance,  not- 

withstanding Ebrard's  nur  auf  erne  Stelle 
beg  fd^mullttgett  SofepfyuS;  and  in  Latin, 
Cic.  de  Off.  iii.  2,  6,  "uttute  tibidefuisse 
videare.-"  The  usage  in  Gal.  ii.  9,  though 
not  identical,  is  not  very  dissimilar,  carry- 

ing the  force  of  softening  the  verb  to  which 
it  is  attached).  2.]  The  former  half 
of  this  verse  substantiates  the  KctTaXeiiro- 

of  the  last  verse.  The  stress  is  not, 
,  as  well  as  they?  which  would  require 
s  to  be  expressed :  but  lies  on  cxnrjYyc 

i,  which  includes  both  us  and  them. 
Por  good  tidings  have  been  also  an- 

nounced  (Kal  y<*p  is  often  used  where  the 
yap  in  fact  belongs  to  the  chief  word  in 
the  sentence,  but  is  transposed  back  to  the 
K«U,  because  it  cannot  well  stand  third : 
see  Hartung,  i.  138.  This  passive  use 

of  e-uayyeXilojAai  is  found  in  reff.)  to  us, 
as  likewise  to  them  (they  were  not  the 
same  good  tidings  in  the  two  cases :  but 
the  Writer  treats  them  as  the  same.  To 

them  indeed  it  was  primarily  the  inherit- 
ance of  the  land  of  promise :  but  even 

then,  as  proved  below,  the  KaTairavcrts 

pov  had  a  further  meaning,  which  mean- 
ing reaches  even  down  to  us) :  neverthe- 
less the  word  of  their  hearing  (T%  oxotjs, 
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TTJ  TTKTTGt,   TOL<$  atCOV(JCL(JlV.  m  1  Cor.  xn.  24 2  Maec.  xv.  39  only 

2.  rec  crvyKeKpa/jLevos,  with  vulg(with  demid  hal  harl)  Syr  Thdrt-ed,  verfium  auditus 
non  temperatus  fidem  auditorum  D-lat  Ijuc\f(fidei)  :  (nwce/cepacr/tez/os-  K  :  <n/-y/ce/cpa- 
pevovs  D3KL[P]  rel(-MM-  d  k  I1  n)  arm  Macx  Chr  Cyr[-p,]  Thdrt  Phot  [Thl  CEc]  : 
arvvKCKpaarjiLeyovs  l7[(appy)  Cyr-ms-p^-KeKep-)]:  txt  ABCD1M  in  Thdor-mops  [Euthal- 
ms],  non  ad-mixtis  fidei  am  (with  fuld  tol  F-lat),  cum  non  admixti  essent  fidei  qui  audie- 
rant  syr,  quia  non  confusisunt  in  fide  cum  Us  qui  audiverunt  copt.  (arwK.  AB^D^hTJ.) 

for  rots  a/cover.,  rcav  cLKovffavTwv  D1  syr-mg  Lucif;  ex  his  \iis  vulg]  qua  audierunt 
am  (with  fuld  [demid]  F-lat)  :  TOVS  aKovtravras  Chr-nis :  rots  atcovcr6€i<riv  71  Thdor- .  Thdrt(appyj. 

more  tempting  and  apparently  easy  con- 
struction. I  will  first  discuss  this  latter, 

and  thus  approach  the  question  of  the  real 

meaning.  The  above  rendering,  te  the 
wordy  not  being  mingled  with  faith  in, 
them  that  heard  it"  is  that  of  the  great 
majority  of  modern  expositors :  who  take 
rois  aKovcra<riv  as  a  dative  either,  a.  corn- 

modi,  "for,"  or  "with"  (<<  chez")  the 
hearers ;  $.  as  =:  inrb  TWV  aKQver&VTcav, 
the  dative  of  the  subject  after  a  passive; 

or,  y.  as  =  «' with"  i. e.  so  that  the  hear- 
ers are  they  with  whom  the  word  was  not 

mingled  in,  or  by,  faith.  This  latter  ap- 
pears to  be  the  sense  of  the  Syr.  :  "  quo- 

niam  non  commixtus  erat  per  fidem  cum 

Us  qui  eum  audierant :"  (Ktheridge's 
rendering  however  is  "  because  not  con- 
tempered  with  faith  in  them  that  heard 
it  :**)  and  the  general  understanding  ot 
this  has  been,  that  as  food  profits  not, 
unless  assimilated  and  mingled  with  the 
body  of  the  eater,  so  the  word  did  not 
profit,  there  being  no  assimilation  of  it  by 
faith  with  (or,  according  to  (a)  and  (/8),  it 
not  being  mingled  with  faith  in)  the 
hearers.  Ebrard,  alone  of  all  Commenta- 

tors, strikes  out  confidently  and  with 
some  assumption  a  different  path,  and, 
taking  this  reading,  understands  that  not 
the  non-receptivity  of  the  hearers,  but  the 
incapacity  of  the  O.  T.  word  itself  to  carry 
faith  with  it,  is  meant.  I  need  hardly  re- 

mind the  reader  that  such  a  sense  is 

directly  against  the  argument,  which 
knows  of  but  one  word, — and  against  the 
plain,  assertion  of  ver.  12,  which  Ebrard 
tries,  without  the  least  indication,  in  the 
text  itself,  to  interpret  of  the  N.  T.  word 
only.  It  is  indeed  lamentable  that  an 
able  expositor,  such  as  Ebrard  on  the 
whole  is,  should  suffer  himself  to  be  so 
often  carried  away  by  unworthy  crotchets, 
and  when  so  carried  away,  to  speak  so 

confidently  of  them.  But  let  us  now  dis- 
cuss this  whole  class  of  renderings.  The 

first  objection  to  it  appears  to  me  to  be, 
that  it  connects  pf\  <nryK€Kpap,evos  with 
X<tyos.  Bleek  felt  this,  and  tried  to  help 
the  sense  by  the  conjecture  TO?S  o/roucr^ta- 
Giv,  originally  suggested,  from  Thdrt/s 

gen.  of  apposition ;  the  word  and  the 
aifo'f)  being  commensurate  :  *  the  word  of 
(consisting  in)  that  which  they  heard.3 
See  note  on  ref.  1  Thess.,  where  however 

awf)  is  connected  with  Trap*  TJJA&I'.  De- 
litzsch  says  here:  "The  classical  use  of 
a«077  (e.  g.  a/co??!/  exa?  ̂ eyew  rS>v  vpore- 
POJV,  i.  e.  a  tradition  from  the  ancients, 
Plato,  Phsedr.  p.  274  c)  does  not  by  itself 
explain  the  apostolic ;  but  we  must  refer 
to  the  Heb.  rnwoizJ,  that  which  is  received 

by  hearing,  the  tidings  (with  the  gen.  of 
the  thing  declared  2  Sam.  iv.  4,  or  of  the 
declarer  ref.  Isa.).  That  is  so  called,  which 
the  Prophet  hears  from  Jehovah  and  an- 

nounces to  the  people,  Isa.  xxviii.  9  :  Jer. 
xlix.  (xxix.,LXX)  14  :  and  thus  there  could 
not  be  a  more  appropriate  word  for  that 
which  is  heard  immediately  or  mediately 

from  the  mouth  of  the  aKovo-avrcs  (ch. 
ii.  -3),  and  thus  for  the  N.  T.  preaching, 
so  that  the  \6yos  a«o^s,  considered  as 
one  idea  (ref.  1  Thess.),  betokens  the 
N.  T.  word  preached.  The  expression 
of  this  idea  not  being  of  itself  a  N.  T. 
one,  it  may,  without  supposition  of  any 
reference  to  such  passages  as  Exod.  xix. 
5  (ebv  d/coT?  a/coi5(T7jT€  T7?5  (fxavrjs  /nov), 

be  used  of  God's  word  spoken  to  Israel 
in  the  time  of  Moses ")  did  not  profit 
them,  unmingled  as  they  were  in  faith 
with  its  hearers.  The  passage  is 
almost  a  locus  desperatus.  The  question 
of  reading  may  be  solved  by  consulting 
the  digest.  The  nominative,  which  ap- 

parently makes  the  sense  so  easy,  "the 

word3  not  "being  mingled  with  faith  in  them 
that  heard  it"  rests  on  no  manuscript 
authority,  except  that  of  the  Codex  Sinai- 
ticus,  but  mainly  on  the  Peschito  and  an- 

cient Latin  versions.  It  is  notwithstand- 
ing retained  by  Mill,  and  Tischendorf  ed.  7 

[and  8],  and  defended,  purely  on  subjective 
grounds,  by  Bleek,  De  Wetfce,  Lunemann, 
Ebrard,  and  Delitzsch,  I  own  that  the 

temptation  is  strong  to  follow  their  example  • 
but  the  evidence  on  the  other  side  is  very 
strong,  and  internal  grounds  seem  to  me 

as  decisive  in  its  favour  as  external.  "No 
doubt  the  difficulty  is  great:  but  not,  I 
think,  so  great  in  reality,  as  on  the  other 
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explanation,  by  Nosselt.  It  would  be 
surely  unnatural  tbat  the  word  itself,  and 
not  the  hearers,  should  be  alleged  as  in 
any  way  the  ground  of  their  rejection. 
And  if  it  be  replied,  that  it  is  not  the 
word  itself,  but  the  circumstance  of  its 
being  not  mixed  with  faith  in  them,  I 
answer  that  such  may  have  been  the /«<?£, 
but  considering  what  our  Writer  says  of 
the  woisd  of  God  in  ver.  12,  it  seems  to 
me  very  unlikely  that  Tie  should  so  have 
expressed  it.  Then  again  the  pr\  presents 
a  difficulty  on  this  interpretation.  The 
usages  of  ph  with  participles  are  very 
difficult  to  limit  accurately,  amidst  all 
the  varieties  of  subjectivity  introduced 
by  personification  and  hypothesis:  but  I 
think  we  may  safely  say,  that  the  occur- 
rence  of  ̂   ffvy/cejcpaju.ei'os  applied  to 
\6yoS)  and  indicative  of  mere  historical 
matter  of  fact,  would  not  be  so  likely  as 

that  of  ju$7  (rvyfceKpaa'/Liewus,  where  per- 
sons are  treated  of.  And  yet  more :  it 

seems  hardly  probable  from  the  form  of 
the  sentence,  that  IKCIVOUS  and  TO  19 

aKovoracrtv  should  refer  to  the  same  per- 
sons, as  they  must  do,  in  case  of  the 

nominative  reading  being  adopted.  Why 
not  in  this  case  avrois,  or  ev  avrois, 
or  simply  ry  irtcrrei  ?  I  feel  however  an- 

other, and  a  still  weightier  objection,  to  the 
art.  TIQ,  in  that  case.  It  might  doubtless 
be  there,  and  capable  of  a  good  meaning : 
but  when  we  examine  the  habit  of  our 
Writer,  we  find  that  he  never  uses  77  tricrns 

for  ' faith'  abstract,  but  always  for  *  the 
faith?  concrete,  of  some  person  spoken  of. 
And  this  usage  is  very  marked :  for  in  ch. 
xi.  1,  where  he  gives  a  definition  of  Faith 
in  the  abstract,  it  is  e<rnv  5e  trlcrns  eXirt- 

£ofi€vo>v  iJTixJo-racrts,  not  TJ  §€  iricrris  fcrrli/ 
K.r.\.  The  other  places  where  he  uses  it 

with  the  art.  are  ch.  xi.  39,  ̂ a/rrvp^fleWcs- 
5*a  TTJS  -jr/crrecw,  "by  their  faith :"— xii.  2, 
els  rbv  rys  vitrreus  apxyytv*  /  *  of  the 
faith  :n — and  xiii.  7,  &v  /a/u€?<r0e  rty  vio-riv, 
"  whose  faith  "  ...  So  that  I  conceive  we 
cannot  understand  here  otherwise  than, 

'  in  their  faith/  although  the  word  *  their* 
may  be  too  strong  when  expressed  in 
Knglish,  as  almost  implying  the  existence 
of  real  faith  in  them,  which  did  not  exist. 
And  I  own  this  consideration  sets  so  strong 
a  barrier  against  the  rec.  reading  crvyice- 
Kpajucvos,  that,  it  seems  to  me,  no  difficulty 
consequent  on  adopting  the  other  reading 
can  bear  me  over  it.  Oa  these  grounds 
then,  as  well  as  external  evidence,  I  feel 

that  the  accusative  plural  should  be  in- 
flexibly maintained.  Then,  how  are  we  to 

understand  the  sentence  ?  The  modern 
Commentators  all  declare  that  it  cannot  be 
understood  at  all.  The  Fathers,  with  the 

exceptions  of  Cyr.-alex.  once,  Thdrt.  in  one 
edition  (both  unreal  ones,  see  Bleek,  p. 
505),—  and  Lucifer  of  Cagliari,  all  read  the 
ace  us.  ;  and  mostly  explain  the  clause,  that 
they  (eice2Voi)  were  not  mingled  in  (in 
respect  of)  faith  with  those  who  really 
listened  and  obeyed)  viz.  Joshua  and  Caleb. 
So  Chrys.  :  but  his  homilies  on  this  Epistle 
have  been  so  imperfectly  reported,  that  he 
seems  not  un  frequently  very  confused: 
here,  e.  g.,  making  Caleb  and  Joshua  those 
who  were  not  mixed  with  the  multitude; 

so  that  Thl.,  who  himself  takes  the  abo've 
view,  naively  says  of  Chrys.,  rovro  Se  Kara 
rfyv  neydXijv  avrov  K.  j8a0e?av  crotyiav  6 
ay  IDS  ovros  eiTTt&v,  €/mol  yovv  ry  a,va£l(f> 
OVK  eScytfe  vorjtrai  TTUS  avrb  eiirev.  And  so 
(Ec.  and  Photius  (in  Bleek),  Hammond, 
Cramer,  Matthjei,  &c.  But  the  objection 
to  this  reference  will  already  have  been 
seen  by  the  student.  The  exceptions  to 
tne  general  unbelief  are  not  brought  out 
by  our  Writer,  anxious  to  include  all  under 
it  for  the  greater  warning  to  his  readers. 

Theodorct,  though  quoting  a/eorfa-aa^, 
seems  to  have  read  aKofofiaau'  or  atfoua- 
6$iffiv3  for  he  interprets  fAij  irttrroas  $e£<x- 
jU.€J/Ot;S,    K.    Tp    TOU     0€£>G     <Wafl€l    T€0a/5f$7j- 

Kdras,  K.  olov  TOIS  6eov  X6yoi.s  (one  ms. 
reads  6eoX6yots)  avaKpaBevras.  And 

Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  says,  ou  yap  ̂ a-av 
Kara  T^JV  iciffriv  rots  €frayye\6€7ffi  (rvyrj/m- 

K€Kpa/uL€vov$  Tp  7r<rT€t  ro'is Iva  e^TTT?  rats  irpbs  avrobs 

ftrayyeXiais  rov  Qeov  5i^  Mcyuo-etws.  We 
have  also  a  testimony  from  Irenams  of  a 
character  hardly  to  be  doubted,  pointing  to 
the  same  reading.  It  occurs  iii.  19.  1, 

p.  212,  "  Qui  nude  tantuni  hominern  Eum 
dicunt  ex  Joseph  generatum,  perseverantes 
in  servitute  pristince  inooedieniia  moriun- 
turt  nondum  commisti  verbo  Dei  Patris." 
If  we  could  set  aside  the  objection  to 
d/coucrfleTo-tv,  that  it  has  next  to  no  exter- 

nal authority  in  its  favour,  it  would  be  a 
not  improbable  reading,  for  we  have  this 
very  participle  in  ch.  ii.  1;  and  in  Sto- 
baeus  xlv.  8,  we  find  these  lines  from  Me- 
nander  :  Se?  rbv  vo\iru>v  wpovrareiv 
alpovuevov  r^v  rov  \6yov  JJLCV  8vva/J.w 
OVK  4"tri<f>9ovoi>,  ij0€t  Se  xpWrQ  ffvyiceKpa- 

.  But  at  present,  it  cannot 
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come  into  question  as  a  reading  at  all. 
Besides  which,  there  would  be  this  objec- 

tion to  it,  that  aKovcravTes  has  already 
occurred  in  this  passage,  and  as  implying 
those  who  heard  the  word,  ch.  iii.  16. 
Taking  then  ro?s  a.Kot<racrw,  and  reject- 

ing the  idea  that  it  means  Caleb  and 
Joshua,  or  implies  yielding  assent  and 
obedience,  we  have  but  this  way  open  to 
us,  which,  though  not  without  difficulty, 
is  yet  neither  ftnnloS  nor  contextftribrtg. 
6  Xoyos  TTJS  oxofjs  having  been  mentioned 

in  the  general  sense  of '  the  word  heard,' 
oi  d»cov<ravT€s  is  also  in  the  general  sense 

of  'its  hearers,*  and  the  assumption  is 
made,  that  the  word  heard  has  naturally 
recipients,  of  whom  the  normal  character- 

istic is  f  faith/  And  so  these  men  received 
no  benefit  from  '  the  word  of  hearing/  be- 

cause they  were  not  one  in  faith  with  its 
hearers ;  did  not  correspond,  in  their  me- 

thod of  receiving  it,  with  faithful  hearers, 
whom  it  does  profit.  So  that  I  would  take 

rot's  aKov<ratny  not  as  historical,  f  those 
who  heard  it/  but  as  categorical,  *  those 
who  have  heard  it/  as  in  John  v.  25,  oi 

veKpol  atcovcrovrai  ....  /c.  of  a«rouo*avres 
(^crovrai.  I  fairly  own  that  this  interpre- 

tation does  not  satisfy  me:  but  it  seems  the 
only  escape  from  violation  either  of  the 
rules  of  criticism  or  of  those  of  grammar  : 
and  therefore  I  am  constrained  to  accept 
it  until  some  better  is  suggested. 
3.]  For  (taking  up  again  rfj  irttrret  in  ver. 
2 :  not  the  JcaToAciTrojuea/Tjs  £wayye\ia$ 
of  ver.  1,  as  rendering  a  new  reason  for  it, 
as  Bengel :  nor  the  teal  ydp  ̂ cr^v  &c.  of 
ver.  2,  as  De  W.  and  Delitzseh.  It  may 

certainly  be  said,  that  the  emphatic  posi*- 
tion  of  6fo-ep%o//ie0a  includes  also  ver.  1  in 
that  to  which  ydp  applies;  but  then  it 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  o!  irurrevcravres 
is  equally,  if  not  more  emphatic,  and  thus 
ver.  2  is  included,  at  the  very  least)  we 

do  enter  (are  to  enter,  as  6  ep-^o^vos  and 
the  like.  On  the  reading  cls^/rxctj/iefla, 
see  on  Rom.  v.  1.  Some  Commentators 
have  seen  a  communicative  and  conciliatory 
tone  in  the  first  person  here.  So  Calvin : 

"  In  prima  persona  Ipquendo  majori  eos 
dulcedine  allexit,  ab  alienis  ipsos  separans." But  Bleek  and  Liinem.  well  remark  that 

it  is  not  so ;  for  oi  ir«rT€t5o"c«^r€sr  brings 
out  a  class  distinct  from  the  rest,  as  in  ch. 
vi.  18;  xii.  25)  into  the  (aforesaid)  rest 

(not  only,  as  E.V,,  "into  rest"  abstract), 

we  wh.0  "believed  (the  aor.  is  proleptical, 
the  standing-point  being  the  day  of  en- 

tering into  the  rest :  so  in  reff.  It  was 
unbelief  which  excluded  them  :  the  pro- 

mise still  remains  unfulfilled,  see  below: 
they  who  at  the  time  of  its  fulfilment 
shall  be  found  to  have  believed,  shall  enter 
into  it),  even  as  He  hathi  said  (this  citation 
evidently  does  not  refer  to  the  whole  of 
what  has  just  been  said,  but  only  to  the 
fact,  that  the  rest  has  not  yet  been  en- 

tered into  in  the  sense  of  the  promise. 
The  condition,  TTMrrciSarav'Tes,  is  not  yet 
brought  into  treatment,  but  follows  below 
in  ver.  11  in  hortatory  form,  having  in 
fact  been  demonstrated  already  in  ch.  iii. 
12—19.  CEc.  and  Thl.  understand  the 
iriffrevffavres  as  also  substantiated  by  our 
verse :  so  also  Bengel :  «« An  vero  ex  hoc 
testirnonio  efficitur,  nos  per  fidein  ingredi 
in  Dei  regnum  ?  minime  id  quidem  per 
se:  sed  ita  est  si  oinnia  connectas,  turn 

prseeedentia  turn  sequentia:  nam  si  infi- 
delitas  arcet  ab  aditu,  fides  certe  introdu- 
cit."  But  this  seems  unnatural :  see  the 
connexion  below),  As  I  sware  in  my  wrath, 
If  (see  above  on  ch.  iii.  11)  they  shall  en- 

ter into  my  rest:  although  (the  context 
is  much  disputed.  I  believe  it  will  be 
best  taken  thus  :  the  Writer  is  leading  on 
to  the  inference,  that  the  entering  into 

Cfod's  rest  is  a  thing  YET  FUTTTBE  for 
God's  people.  And  this  he  thus  brings 
about.  77  Ka,Tdircaj(rl$  fj,ov  is  not  a  thing 
future  for  God : — He  has  already  entered 
therein, — Kcdroi  to  aurou  end  of  ver.  4. 
Still  (ver.  5)  we  have  again,  after  God  had 
thus  entered  in,  the  oath,  They  shall  not, 

&c.  Consequently,  since  (ver.  6)  it  re- 
mains that  some  must  enter  in,  and  they 

to  whom  it  was  first  promised  did  not,  on 
account  of  unbelief,  — for  that  they  did  not 
(i.  e.  none  of  them  did),  is  plain  by  His 
repeating  in  David,  after  the  lapse  of  so 
many  centuries,  the  same  warning  again 
(ver.  7),  which  He  wonld  not  have  done  if 
Joshua  had  led  Israel  into  that  rest  (ver. 
8)  :—  since  this  is  so,  the  sabbatism  of 
God's  people  is  YET  PTJTTTBE  (ver.  9),  and 
reserved  for  that  time  when  they  shall  rest 
from  their  labours,  as  God  from  His  (ver. 
10).  Then  follows  a  concluding  exhorta- 

tion, vv.  11 — 16.  Thus  all  is  clear,  and 
according  to  the  progress  of  the  argument. 
The  other  views  have  been,  o.  that  of  Lyra, 
Calvin,  Boza,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Wolf;  Kuinoel, 
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al.,  most  of  whom  understand  a  second 
Kara-jravariv  before  TWJ'  tpy&v,  —  and  ren- 

der KaiTot,  "  idque"  {l  and  that"  —  "  in  re- 
quiem meam,  nerape  illarn  ab  operibus  a 

fundatione  mundi  factis/'  as  Seb.  Schmidt. 
But  this  involves  two  mistakes  :  Kairoi 
can  nevei  mean  nempe  or  idque,  and  this 
meaning  would  require  TWV  curb  /car.  K.  &c., 
without  which  article  it  is  of  necessity  a 
primary,  not  a  secondary  predicate.  And 
indeed  thus  some  of  the  above  (Limborch, 
Cramer)  take  it,  and  construe,  still  however 
forcing  Kairoi,  —  "namely,  into  the  rest 
which  came  in  when  the  works  were 

finished/'  &c.  £.  That  of  Calvin  ("tametsi 
operibus  a  creatioue  mundi  perfectis.  Ut 
definiat  qualis  sit  nostra  requies,  revocat 
nos  ad  id,  quod  refert  Moses,  Deum  statim 
a  creatione  mundi  requievisse  ab  operibus 
suis,  et  tandena  concludit  hanc  esse  veram 
ftdelmm  requiem,  quse  omnibus  sseculis 

durat,  si  Deo  sint  conformes  "),  Beza, 
Bohme,  &c.  And  there  is  some  portion 
of  truth  in  this,  but  it  does  not  rightly 
represent  the  context.  For  the  fact, 
that  God's  rest  is  that  into  which  we 
are  to  enter,  is  not  proved,  nor  con- 

cluded, but  taken  for  granted,  and  Bunder- 
lies  the  whole  argument,  the  object  of 
which  is  to  shew  that  that  Karair.  fiov  is, 
though  not  a  future  restybr  God,  a  future 
rest  for  us  to  enter  into,  when  we  have 
finished  our  works,  as  He  his.  y.  That  of 

Erasm.(par.),  a-Lapide,  Grot.,  Hamm., 
Calov.,  and  many  others,  who  hold  that 
two,  or  as  Chrys.,  (Ec.,  Thdrt.,  Thl.,  that 
three  different  rests  are  spoken  of  (e.  g. 
Thl,,  tosvep  rb  (rdfi/SaToy  tcardircivcrts 
Xcyerat  irapb  ry  ypatyrj,  Kal  ov8 
Ka.Ta.ira.vffiv  juera  Tav?(t  XexQyva 
T^v  els  T^V  yyv  TTJS  eVayycAfas  e 
oSrcuS  ouSe  vvv  KCD\vet  juercfc  ra,vTf\v 

rfjv  rfav  ovpav&v  tpyfM  ffaffi\eiav,  els 
fyv  ot  airia-r^ffavres  OVK  ciseAei/croyrctf). 
But  this  is  manifestly  wrong  :  there  is  not 
a  word  nor  a  hint  of  a  second  or  third  rest  : 
the  ordinance  of  the  Sabbath  is  not  so 

much  as  alluded  to  :  ̂   Kardiravo-is  pou  is, 
all  through,  the  rest  into  which  God  has 
entered  ;  and  the  object,  to  shew  that  into 

this,  God's  people  have  yet  to  enter.  The 
fact  that  men  did  not,  by  the  ordinance  of 
the  Sabbath,  enter  into  it,  lies,  as  an  easily 
to  be  assumed  thing,  beneath  the  surface, 
but  is  not  asserted  nor  even  implied.  5. 

It  would  be  hardly  worth  while  to  mention 
Ebrard's  view,  were  it  not  for  his  name 
and  ability.  It  is  strange  in  the  last  de- 

gree : — £pya  are  **  man's  works  :"  not 
exactly  good  works,  for  we  have  none :  not 
the  loorks  of  the  law,  for  they  came  after- 

wards :  but  all  human  works  (dlle3  bft§/ 

ttxxS  £pya  genncmt  met'ben  ISnne),  which had  been  going  on  since  the  creation,  yet 

were  not  sufficient  to  bring  us  into  God's 
rest,  but  required  a  new  way  of  salvation, 
viz.  not  one  of  works,  but  of  faith,  to  effect 
this.  So  that  TCCJ>  epyow  is  a  contrast  to 
in(rr^(Ta.vr€S  :  and  in  ver.  4,  ruv  epycat^ 
O.VTOV  a  contrast  to  TWV  €pya>v  here,  the 

one  God's,  the  other  man's,  works.  I 
need  but  state  this  to  the  reader,  to  shew 
him  how  utterly  preposterous  it  is,  and 
foreign  from  the  context,  in  which  not  a 
word  is  indicated  of  the  contrast  between 
works  and  faith,  but  every  thing  of  that 
between  belief  and  unbelief)  the  works 
(viz.  of  God:  an  expression  borrowed 
from  the  citation  which  follows)  were  con- 

stituted (i.  e.  finished.  What  Ebrard  says 
against  this  meaning,  that  it  is  making  the 
aorist  participle  =  ysyGVTHJLWtov,  the  per- 

fect, is  altogether  without  force.  That  the 
1  aor.  pass,  of  yipo/tai  may  almost  always 
be  tracked  to  its  original  passive  meaning, 
once  maintained  in  note  on  1  Thess  i.  5, 

does  not  appear  to  be  a  safe  assertion :  see 
note  there  in  3rd  and  subsequent  Edns.  of 
Vol.  III.  In  our  Epistle,  however,  it  may 

generally  be  done  :  e.g.  ch.  v.  5  -,  vi.  4  (x. 
33;  xi.  34).  This  being  so,  ra  epya  eyevfidy 

will  simply  mean,  *  the  works  were  consti- 
tuted,' 'were  settled  in  their  established 

order/  'were  made/  and  so  by  conse- 
quence f  were  finished/  The  word  seems 

to  be  taken  from  the  constant  repetition 
of  eywero  in  Gen.  i.,  and  the  passive  used 
because  the  agent  is  here  in  question) 
from  the  foundation  (KarapoXij  occurs  in 
the  N.  T.  only  in  this  connexion,  except 
ch.  xi.  11.  See  on  ch.  vi.  1)  of  the  world 
(i.e.,  as  explained  above  on  Kairoi,  and 
substantiated  in  next  verse,  though  God 
Himself  had  not  that  rest  to  enter  into, 
and  did  not  mean  this  by  tj  KCLT.  JJLOV,  but 
had  entered  into  the  rest  of  which.  He 

speaks:  the  key  verse  to  this  being  ver. 
10).  4.]  Substantiation  of  the  last 
assertion.  For  he  (God,  not  Moses,  nor 

77  ypa<f>ri :  see  above  on  ttpyKev :  see 
ch.  xiii.  5)  hath  spoken  somewhere  (see 
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ev  TTJ rfj    e/3£o/ct77    CLTTO    irdvrcov  TCOV    epycov  avrov*  * 
ev  TOVTQ>  TrXw,  ̂          €$e\evarovTai,  €L<$  rv  p  /car- 

Trover  v 6 €7re 

avrrjv,  nai  o     vrporepov 

\l  eisehevcrovrai,  €L<$ 
y  aTToXe/Trero-^  Tivas  el^e\0el^  ek 

ovfc  el^rjXdov  Sia 

Jude  6  al.) 

Aeijrerca crcoTTjptaSj 

Poljb.  p. 

696.    Bl.  see 

ver.  1. 
b  Luke  xx  fa. c  =  Mark 

z  ver.  2.  a  Rom.  xi.  30,  32      Eph  n  2.  v.  6.     Col   111   6.  rer   II  onlyt, 
22.    Actsii  23.  x.  42.  si  29.  xvn.  26,  31.    L.  only,  exc.  here  &  Rom,  i.  4.     Num.  xxadr.  6. 
i.  2.     Bom.  ix  25.  see  Rorn.  xi.  2. 

4.  om  cy  T?7  77^.  rrj  e£5.  A.  5.  om  ei  D1  d  o  123.  8-pe ;  ̂   D-lat. 
6.  (5ia,  so  ACL  a.)  for  cMm0eicu>,  axrivTiav  K1  [vulg  CyrJ. 

~  ,  bef  Tzm  K1. 

implying  in  itself  the  fact,  that  some  would 
enter  therein.  So  Calov.  (in  Bleek),  **Efc 
in  dicto  paulo  ante  loco  iteruin  loquitur 

Spiritus  Sanctus  de  requie  sua,  e!tfon  in- 
gredientur  in  requiem  meam/  sign  ifi cans 
scilicet  hac  comtninatioue,  quandani  ad- 
huc  quietem  restare  sperandam  iis,  qui  non 
sunt  increduli  nee  comminationi  praedictse 

obnoxii").  6.]  Since  then  it  yet 
remains  (see  reff. :  this  is  the  sense  in  all 
three  places  in  our  Epistle  :  remains  over, 
not  having  been  previously  exhausted. 
aTToAeforerai,  cbrojueVei,  Hesych,  The  time 
indicated  by  the  present  here  is  that  fol- 

lowing on  the  threat  above)  that  some 
enter  into  it  (viz.  by  the  very  expectation 

implied  in  the  terms  of  the  exclusion — 
f  These  shall  not  :3  therefore  there  are 
that  shall ;  because,  the  €*$€Aei5<recr£a< 

Ttvas  being  a  portion  of  God's  purposes, 
the  failure  of  these  persons  will  not  change 
nor  set  aside  that  purpose.  This  latfcer 
consideration  however  does  not  logically 
come  into  treatment,  but  is  enthymema- 

tically  understood  ; — "  since  what  God 

once  purposed,  He  always  purposes," 
We  must  beware  of  Delitzsch's  inference, 
that  the  was  implies  that  some  had^  on 
each  occasion  entered  into  it,  meaning, 

"  there  are  some  left  yet  to  enter."  For 
thus  the  reasoning,  as  such,  would  be 

quite  invalidated;  which  is  concerned  in 
establishing,  not  that  some  part  of  the 

entrance  is  yet  future,  but  that  the  en- 
trance itself,  as  such,  is  so.  That  some 

have  entered  in,  as  matter  of  fact,  is  true 

enough  ;  but  even  they  not  yet  perfectly, 
ch.  xi.  39  f. ;  and  the  was  here  is  used, 

not  in  respect  of  others  who  have  entered 
in,  but  in  respect  of  those  who  did  not, 
when  the  words  were  used  on  the  former 

occasion),  and  those  who  were  formerly 

(as  contrasted  with  David's  time,  and  with 

the  present)  the  subjects  of  its  announce- ment (viz.  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness) 
did  not  enter  in,  on  account  of  disobe- 

dience (not,  "unbelief;"  see  on  ch.  iii.  18. 
The  first  clause  —  sirel  o3f  a-roX.  rmas 

L,  was  a  deduction  froin  the  terms 

above  on  ch.  ii.  6)  concerning  tlie  seventh, 
day  (so  in  Hellenistic  Greek  constantly  for 
the  Sabbath  :  as  e.  g.  in  the  title  of  one  of 

Philo's  treatises,  -n-epl  TT^S  e@S6fjt.Tjs:  and 
elsewhere :  see  Bleek.  In  2  Mace.  xv.  1, 

the  Sabbath  is  called"-^  T^S  Karairava-ecos 
7]fj.€pa)  on  this  wise,  And  G-od  rested  (in 
classical  Greek  Karairavw  is  transitive, 
with  an  accusative  of  the  person  and  a 

genitive  of  the  thing- :  so  Xen.  Cyr.  viii.  5. 
25,  tfv  TLS  apXW$  K-vpov  <?7rz%eip7?  Kara- 
Traveiv.  For  this  other  usage,  see  ver. 
10,  and  reif.  LXX.  The  rest  here  spoken 
of  must  not  be  understood  only  as  that 

of  one  day  after  the  completion  of  crea- 
tion ;  but  as  an  enduring-  rest,  com- 

mencing then  and  still  going  on, — into 
which  God's  people  shall  hereafter  enter. 
Still  less  must  we  find  here  any  discre- 

pancy with  such  passages  as  John  v. 
17  :  Isa.  xl.  28 :  God's  rest  is  not  a  rest 
necessitated  by  fatigue,  nor  conditioned  by 
idleness  :  but  it  is,  in  fact,  the  very  con- 

tinuance in  that  upholding  and  governing, 
of  which  the  Creation  was  the  beginning) 
on  the  seventh,  day  from  all  His  works  : 

5.]  and  in  this  (place:  but  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  fill  up  the  ellipsis: 
Bleek  quotes  from  Xen.  Mem.  ii.  1.  20, 

juaprvpeZ  5e  «al  3E7r£%ap^oj  eV  r$§e.  See 
reff.  TOVT<£  here  means,  not,  this  wMch 
follows,  but  this  passage  about  which  we 
are  treating :  our  present  passage)  again 
(i.  e.  on  the  other  hand :  a  citation  which 
shall  qualify  and  explain  that  other, 
making  it  impossible  that  men  should 
have  already  entered  into  it),  If  they  snail 
enter  into  my  rest  (these  words  are  to  be 

taken  exactly  as  before,  in  a  strong  nega- 
tive sense;  not,  as  D^see  var.  read.), 

and  Primas.,  Bohme,  al.,  indicatively.  The 
point  raised  is,  that  in  the  days  of  Moses, 
nay  long  after,  of  David,  men  had  not 
yet,  in  the  full  sense  at  least,  entered 
into  that  rest,  because  it  was  spoken  of 
as  yet  future :  it  being  of  no  import 
to  the  present  argument,  whether  that 
future  is  of  an  affirmative  or  negative  pro- 

position :  the  negative  denunciation  in  fact 
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ju 
e  PSA.  xcix.  7. 

ch.iu.7,8 

«-    AavelS 
eav 

x 

ra<? 

TOCTOVTOV 

ipcovfjs  avrov  d r  avrov? 

ra,c8 
xiv.  18  only. 
Exod.  xxxlu.  U.    Deut.  iii.  20.  v.  33.    Josh.  1.  13  al.  h  =  ver.  6  reff. 

rec  etp^rat,  with  D^KL  rel  (seth)  Damasc  [Thl]  : 

apa 

ABCDK 

fghkl mno 

17.47 

47]  17  latt  syr  copt  arm  Ch^  [Euthal-ms]  Cyrj  Thdrt  Lucifr 
8.  for  OVK  av,  OVK  apa  B  :  non  D-lat  Lucif  :  nunquam  vulg. 
9.  om  ver  ̂ (ins  X-corr1). 

B  73.  80: 

jue-r*  avra  C. 

of  the  divine  denunciation,  as  to  God's 
general  purpose;  and  now  this  second 
clause  is  a  particular  concrete  instance  in 
which  that  general  purpose  was  not  car- 

ried out.  Since  some  must)  and  they  did 
not,  the  implied  promise  is  again  found 
recurring  many  centuries  after),  again 
(emphatic :  anew)  He  limiteth  (reff. :  and 
Demosth.  p.  952.  20,  &  i&v  roivuv  v6fj.os 

<ra$£s  OUTCWO*}  rbv  xPOJ/oy  &PHTGV — has 
fixed,  specified,  assigned,  limited  the  time. 
See  many  more  examples  in  Bleek)  a  cer- 

tain day  (Valcknaer  and  Paulus  make 
•tiva  interrogative,  the  former  ending  the 
question  at  7^u€/>aj>,  the  latter,  at  %p&vov« 
But  this  cannot  well  he,  with  the  emphatic 

ird\iv  prefixed),  saying-  t(  To-day "  (He 
hegins  his  citation  here  with  the  word 
crrj(j.€pov ;  hut  having  interrupted  it  by  i? 

A.  Xc-ywv,  ji€Ta  TOOTOVTOV  xpovov,  Ka0o>9 
irpoe£pY|Tai,  takes  it  up  again  below.  This 
is  much  the  simplest  way  to  take  the  sen- 

tence (so  also  Delitzsch):  not,  as  Calv., 
Beza,  Grot.,  Jac.  Cappell.,  Bleek,  Be  W., 
Bisping,  to  make  the  first  cr^/Jiepov  a  ter- 

minus in  apposition  with  riva  Tj/Mepav, 

"  a  certain  day,  viz.  *  To-day/  "  and  then 
to  go  on  from  *v  to  Trpoeip^rat  before 
coming  to  the  citation  :  nor  again  to  un- 

derstand with  Heinrichs,  al.  and  E.  V., 

the  first  o"f)fjL€pov  as  the  whole  of  the  first 
citation,  and  then  to  start  with  the  second 

at  Ka&ks  (Trpo)elpyrai)  in  David  (c  in/  as 
in  reff. :  as  we  say,  *  in  Isaiah?  meaning, 
'in  the  book  of  Isaiah/  This  is  better 
and  more  natural  than,  with  Luther,  Grot., 
Liinem.,  Delitzsch,  al.,  to  understand  eV 

instrumental  (?),  *'  ly  David  ; J' — or  with 
Bengel,  al.,  as  he  understands  ch.  i.  1,  eV 
irpo^Tcus,  eV  vt$,  i.  e.  as  local,  dwelling 
in,  inspiring, — though  this  is  better  than 
the  other)  after  (the  lapse  of)  so  long  a 
time  (viz.  the  time  between  Joshua  and 
David.  The  blunder  of  understanding  the 
words,  "  after  such  a  time  as  we  have  be- 

fore mentioned,  viz.  forty  years  (?)  "  has 
been  endorsed  by  Dr.  Bloomfield  from 
Whitby,  although  in  his  previous  note  he 
had  given  the  right  interpretation,  and 
although  he  puts  KaQ&s  tfpyrcu  in  a  paren- 

thesis in  his  text),  as  it  has  been  said 

before  (viz.  ch.  iii.  7,  15.  According  to 
the  reading  irpociptiTat,  there  can  hardly 
be  a  question  that  the  reference  of  the 
words  is  backward,  to  what  has  been  al- 

ready cited,  not  forwards  to  the  words 
which  follow.  This  latter  being  imagined, 
the  readings  TrpoeiptiKev  and  €tpr)rcu  have 
arisen),  To-day,  if  ye  hear  His  voice, 
harden  not  your  hearts.  8.]  Con- 

firmation of  the  above,  as  against  an  ex- 
ception that  might  be  taken,  that  not- 

withstanding the  exclusion  of  many  by 
unbelief,  those  who  entered  the  promised 
land  with  Joshua  did  enter  into  that  rest 
of  God.  For  if  Joshua  £li)<rovs  is  the 
constant  Greek  form  of  the  name  Stt'CJirr, 
or  as  in  the  later  books,  Chron.,  Ezra,  and 
Nehemiah,  gi«3».  It  does  not  appear  that 
any  parallel  between  the  typical  and  the 
great  final  Deliverer  is  intended  :  but  it 
could  hardly  fail  to  be  suggested  to  the 
readers.  Our  translators,  in  retaining  the 
word  "Jesus"  here,  have  introduced  into 
the  mind  of  the  ordinary  English  reader 

utter  confusion.  It  was  done  in  violation  of" 
their  instructions,  which  prescribed  that 
all  proper  names  should  be  rendered  as 
they  were  commonly  used)  had  given  them 
rest  (led  them  into  this  rest  of  which  we 
are  treating  :  for  the  usage  of  Karairauco, 
see  above,  on  ver.  4:  and  compare  reff.), 
He  (God  :  the  subject  of  fytCet  and  Xeyav 

above)  would  not  speak  (not  "havespoken" 
as  E.  V.  Compare  Time.  iii.  55,  e*  5* 
airo(TrTJi>ai  'Aftyya/wi'  OVK  7i0€\7)ffa/jiGv 
(if  we  had  not  consented  &c.)  vp&v 
tcicAwcrdvruv,  OVK  3fit,Kovfj.€v  (we  should 
be  doing  no  wrong),  —  and  John  xv.  24, 
et  ra 

"  If  I  had  not  done  &c.,  —  they  would  not 
have  sin  ")  after  this  of  another  day. 
9.]  Consequence  from  the  proposition  in 
ver.  6.  Some  must  enter  therein  :  some, 

that  is,  analogous  to,  inheriting  the  con- 
dition of  and  promises  made  to,  those  first, 

who  did  not  enter  in  because  of  disobe- 

dience. These  are  now  specified  as  *  the 
people  of  God,*  cf.  reff.,  doubtless  with 
a  reference  to  the  true  spiritual  character 
of  Israelites  indeed,  represented  under 



3—10. HPOS   EBPAIOT2. 
81 

cra/3j3ari,cr/j,o$  r£  JXa&J    TOV  9eov.     10  6  jap  els-  ihe«oniy+. 

ek  ryv  k  fcaraTravo-Lv  avrov,  Kal  ai'ro?  l  KareTravaev    J^i3^  F^' 
epycov    avrov,  &$7rep    anro    ra>v    m  ISltov   6   0eo$.  j  cihm.  SSo. 

k  ch.  lii.  11  reff.  1  mtr.,  vcr.  4  (reff.).  m  so  ch.  vn.  27.  ixt^S.  xm.  1& 

airo\eirai.  B. 

10.  aft  1st  OTTO  ins  -Tra^rcwj/  D1  syr  Cyr[-p23  : is  written  over  raf  by  K3  but  erased. 

their  external  name  :  and  their  rest  is 

no  longer  a  Kardiravo-is,  but  (see  below) 
is  called  by  a  higher  and  nobler  name. 
Therefore  (see  above)  there  remains  (see 
on  ver.  6  :  remains  as  yet  unexhausted, 
unoccupied,  unrealized)  a  keeping  of 
sabbath  (as  regards  the  word,  it  is  only 
found,  besides  here,  in  Plut.  de  Super- 
stitione,  c.  3,  3>  &dp/3apoi  ej-evptvres, 

vE\\rives  Kaica  r$  &€i<ri§aZjU0j/ict,  7T7?Ac6- 
creiSf  /carajSopjSopc^o'cis,  aaf3f$aTicr|j.o'us, 
j§iij/€i?  eirl  Trpdstovov,  cu<r%pay  irpOKaOe- 
(reLS,  a\\oK6rovs  7rposKvvf]crei$.  It  is  re- 

gularly formed  from  o-afifiarifa  (reff.),  as 
€opTaa-fji6s  from  eoprdfa.  It  is  used  here 
to  correspond  to  the  Kardiravcris  p.ov, 
specified  and  explained  in  ver.  4.  God's 
rest  was  a  <raft/3aTi<rfj.6s  ;  so  also  will  ours 

be.  Thdrt.  remarks  :  o-afiparurfdv  8e  T^V 
J/,  eireitify  ev  TT?  4j85tJ- 
ev  6  8eb$  o-Trb  ira,yr(av 

5<= 
Hcrrcu  few);  A:, 

cra/3- fia,TicrfJibi>  roivvv  aW/xcwre  T^\V  rwv  cra>- 
IJLCLTIKCOV  cpyuv  a.TraXXayf)!'.  TOVTO  'yap 
^77X0?  ra  €^9jy.  The  idea  of  the  rest  here- 

after being  the  antitype  of  the  Sabbath- 
rest,  was  familiar  to  the  Jews  :  see  the 
quotations  in  Scliottg.,  Wetst.,  and  Bleek. 
They  spoke  of  the  tempus  futurum  as  the 

"dies  qui  totus  est  sabbathum."  It  is 
hardly  probable  that  the  sacred  Writer  had 
in  his  mind  the  object  which  Calvin  men-> 
tions  :  "  Non  dubito  quin  ad  Sabbathum 
data  opera  alluserit  apostolus,  ut  Judseos 
revocaret  ab  externa  ejus  observatione  : 
neque  enim  aliter  potest  ejus  abrogatio  in- 

telligi,  quam  cognito  spiritual!  fine."  Still more  alien  from  the  sense  and  context  is 
it  to  use  this  verse,  as  some  have  absurdly 
done,  as  carrying  weight  one  way  or  the 
other  in  the  controversy  respecting  the  ob- 

ligation of  a  sabbath  under  the  Christian 
dispensation.  The  only  indication  it  fur- 

nishes is  negative  :  viz.  that  no  such  term 
as  ffa&&(xTiffn6s  could  then  have  been,  in 
the  minds  of  Christians,  associated  with 

the  keeping  of  the  Lord's  day  :  otherwise, 
being  already  present,  it  could  not  be  said 
that  it  airaX€iir€T<u)  for  the  people  of 
God  (the  well-known  designation  of  Israel 
the  covenant  people.  It  occurs  again,  ch. 
xL  25.  Here  it  is  used  of  that  veritable 

Israel,  who  inherit  God's  promises  by  faith 
in  Christ:  cf.  Gal.  vi.  16.  So  Photius: 
Kal  avTri  ou  TO?S  Tv^ovcrt,  a\\a.  T$  Xaqp 

TOV  Oeov  a<pi€p(ap.4vrj,  Xabs  5e  0X77^5- 
TOV  Beov  of  TrtffTGvcravTGS  eh  avrbv  K. 

<pvXdffffQVT€S  *ra  trposTay^ara  avrov). 
Ver.  10  is  taken  in  two  ways  (not 

to  mention  the  untenable  interpretation 
of  Schulz,  which  refers  6  yap  etscXdtav 

to  the  people  of  God,  "for,  when  it  has 
entered,"  &c.  This  would  be  €i$€\d&>v 
yap  without  the  article)  :  1.  as  a  general 
axiom,  justifying  the  use  of  the  word 
<raj8£aTi<rju.(fc  above :  For  he  that  has 

entered  into  his  (God's)  rest,  has  himself 
also  rested  from  his  (own)  works,  like  as 
God  rested  from  his  own.  This  has  been 
the  usual  explanation.  Thl.  says,  fp 
irats  crafifiaTurjubv  &v6 fiacre  rjj 
KardTravffty'  $wrt  tpycrl  K 
ical  Tritely  cbrb  T&V  epycoif  TO>J/  7jf^€reptavt 
a>STT€p  Kal  &  fiecir,  Karairavcras  airb  T$>V 
epyujv  r&v  els  arvffrafftv  rov  K^fffiov, 

o-d&fiarov  TV  7Jftepaj>  a>v6]j.acrev.  This 
explanation  labours  under  two  difficulties : 
a.  the  aorist  KaTG-rravcrev,  which  thus  is 
made  into  a  perfect  or  a  present.  De 
Wette  regards  it  as  a  reminiscence  of  the 
same  word  in  ver.  4 :  so  Delitzsch :  but 
this  is  most  unsatisfactory  :  p.  the  double 
reference  of  avrov,  first  to  God,  and  then 
to  the  man  in  question,  especially  when 
God's  works  are  taken  up  by  the  strong 
term  r£>v  i5tW.  2.  The  other  interpreta- 

tion has  been  that  of  Owen,  Alting,  Stark, 
and  more  recently  Ebrard,  who  refer  6  cts- 
e\0<£ v  to  Christ :  For  He  that  entered  into 

his  (own  or  God's)  rest,  Himself  also  rested from  His  works  like  as  God  rested  from 

His  own :  and  therefore,  from  our  Forerun- 
ner having  entered  into  this  sabbatism,  it  is 

reserved  for  us,  the  people  of  God,  to  enter 
into  it  with  and  because  of  Him.  Thus,  as 

Ebrard  says,  Jesus  is  placed  in  the  liveliest 
contrast  to  Joshua,  who  had  not  brought 

God's  people  to  their  rest;  and  is  desig- 
nated as  *That  one,  who  entered  into 

God's  rest/  And  to  this  view  I  own  I 
am  strongly  inclined,  notwithstanding  the 
protest  raised  against  it  by  Bleek,  Liine- 
mann,  and  Delitzsch.  My  reasons  are,  in 
addition  to  those  implied  above,  cu  the 
form  of  the  assertion,  as  regards  Joshua 
here  and  Jesus  m  ver.  14.  That  a  contrast 
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' 

ovv  el<^e\6eiv  el$  e/ceivrjv  rfyv  ̂  tear  air  aver  iv, 

€V    TeS    aVTO)     T19    °  VTToSevy/JLdTl    p  7T6(J77    TTfi 
KOL  H  £W 

ii.  23  only)  t     Sir  xln    16.    2  Mace,  vi  28,  31  only.  p  Luke  via  7.    Ps.  xxziv.  8.    Ezek.  V«P»- 
XXMI  27.  q  x'er  6  reff.  r  =  Acts  vu.  38.    John  vi.  51.    1  Pet.  i.  23.  s  see  note.  ABCDH 

1  1  Cor.  xvi.  9.    Philem.  6  only  t  ELLP« 
abed 

11.  aft  etseXfleiy  ins  a§eA$ot  D1.  oni  ris  N1.  for  aTreifleias,  a\y6€tas  D1,    j^1^1 
a  veritate  D-lat:   a-Trafleias  o.  17.47 

12.  (ca  C.  evapyns  B,  evidens  Jerx :  efficax  vulg  Jer2. 

its  position  in  the  sentence  certainly  must 
have  been  more  prominent.  As  it  stands, 
it  holds  the  most  insignificant  place,  be- 

tween the  genitive  in  government  and  the 
word  governing  it.  And  usage  abundantly 

justifies  the  idiom  iriirreiv  <=V,  for  *  to  fall 
into/  Cf.  irecreiv  kv  VTTVC$>  Pind.  Isthm. 
iv.  39  :  eV  op$>avia,  Isthm.  viii.  14 :  Hv 
a.<pvKroio"i  yvtoireSais  Treaty,  Pyth.  ii.  75 : 
rivcay  TTOT*  av'ftp&v  ev  j^eaois  apKvffrdrots 
ire<rrra>x*  o  rXfovv ;  Soph.  El.  1475:  ey 

b€iv$,  Eurip.  Here.  Fur.  1092.  The  con- 
struction is  simply  a  pregnant  one — TT£- 

irr€Lv  «U,  so  as  to  be  Iv)  the  same  example 

(•uTroSetYjJLtt  is  found  fault  with  by  the 
Atticists  :  irapd$ztyiJ.a  A  676,  fjfy  v7r6$eiyfjLa, 
Thom.  Mag. :  and  similarly  Phrynichus. 
But  Bleek  shews  that  it  is  in  frequent  use, 
from  Xenophon  downwards.  Its  proper 
meaning  is,  something  shewn  in  a  light  and 
merely  suggestive  manner :  so  in  ch.  viii.  5, 

rS>v  tirovpaifluv.  But  it  is  oftener  used, 
as  here,  to  signify  a  pattern  or  example, 

good  or  bad :  cf.  besides  reft0.,  Jos.  B.  J.  vi. 

is  intended  between  the  'ITJO-OVS  who  did 
not  give  them  rest,  and  the  dpx^p^a  fj.zyav 

8ie\f)\vd6ra  rovs  ovpavovs,  'I7?<rovi>  rbv 
v&v  rov  Beov,  seems  very  plain.  And  if 
so,  it  would  be  easily  accounted  for,  that 
Christ  should  be  here  introduced  merely 
under  the  designation  of  6  el$e\duv  els  r. 
Ka.To.ir.  avrov.  j8.  The  introduction  of  the 
words  KCU  avros,  lifting  out  and  dignifying 
the  subject  of  this  clause  as  compared  with 
«5  6e6$,  in  a  way  which  would  hardly  be 
done,  had  the  assertion  been  merely  of  any 
man  generally.  7.  Scripture  analogy.  This 
rest,  into  which  the  Lord  Jesus  entered,  is 

spoken  of,  Isa.  xi  10,  Kal  ecrrat  ̂   di/ci- 
irava-LS  avrov,  rifji-f)  :  and  this  work  of  His, 
in  Isa.  xl.  10,  KOI  rb  epyov  cvavriov  avrov9 
and  by  Christ  Himself,  John  ix.  4,  G/LL€ 
SeT  epydfecrBai  ra  €pya  rov  irip^a.vr6s  /ue 

€<a$  fj/jLtpa  ecrriv  spiral.  i/v£,  '6re  ovSels 
tivvarai  epydfecrBai.  5.  The  expression 
CKciVYjv  TTJV  KaTairavoTtv  below,  which 
stands  harshly  insulated  unless  it  refers 
to  the  Kardiravcriv  in  this  verse.  6.  The 
whole  context :  see  summary  at  ch.  iii.  1. 
Render  then:  For  He  that  entered  into 

Ms  (either,  *  God's  •/  or  more  probably 
merely  'his/  reflective,  as  in  Isa.  xi.  10 
above  :  see  also  Matt.  xxv.  21,  23,  where 

the  xaP<*  'IS  r°v  Kvpiov  crov)  rest,  He  Him- self also  (on  this,  see  above)  rested  from 

his  works  (see  above)  as  G-od  from  Ms 
own  (TWV  IS  LOO  v  not  with  any  distinction 
of  kind,  but  used  only  to  mark  distinction 
of  possession).  11 — 13.]  Exhorta- 

tion,, so  frequently  interspersed  in  the 
midst  of  the  argument :  see  on  ch.  iii.  1. 
Let  us  therefore  (consequence  from  vv. 
3 — 7 ;  seeing  that  the  promise  is  held  out 
to  us,  as  it  was  to  them,  and  that  they 
failed  of  it  through  disobedience)  earnestly 

strive  (not,  as  vulg.,  "festinemus  :*'  see 
reff.)  to  enter  into  that  rest  (viz.  that  men- 

tioned in  ver.  10,  into  which  Christ  has 
entered  before,  cf.  vei\  14 ;  eh.  vi.  20),  lest 
any  one  fall  into  (so  vulg.,  Luth.,  Beza, 
Corn,  a -Lap.,  Grot.,  Abresch,  Ltmemann, 
Delitzsch,  al.,  and  rightly,  both  from  usage 
and  from  the  position  of  the  verb.  Had 

Worn  been  absolute,  'fall,'  =  e'/c-n-eVr;,  as 
Chrys.,  (Ec,,  Thl.,  Calv.,  Schlichting, 
Wolf,  Bengel,  Bleek,  De  W.,  Thol.,  al., 

T^V  irarpi$a  <roi 
'lovSaiajv  *Iexovfas  :  and  other  examples 
in  Bleek)  of  disobedience  (not,  unbelief: 
see  on  ch.  iii.  18.  It  was  ol  aireiBfoavres 
who  failed  to  enter  in).  12,  13.] 
Apart  from  the  difficulties  of  some  terms 
used,  we  may  give  the  connexion  thus: 
Such  an  endeavour  is  well  worth  all  our 

(nrov^—for  we  have  One  to  do  with, 
who  can  discern  and  will  punish  every 
even  the  most  secret  disobedience.  For 
the  word  of  God  (in  what  sense  ?  1.  The 
\6yos  vrroarariK6st  Personal  Word,  has 
been  understood  by  many,  e.  g.  the;  Fathers 

in  general  (see  the  copious  reff-  in  Bleek's 
note  here),  CEc,,  Thl.  (as  commonly  sup. 
posed,  but  see  below,  and  judge),  Thdrt. 
(by  no  means  certain),  Thorn.  Aquin., 

Lyra, Cajetan,  Corn.  a-Lap.  ("Longeaptius 
et  melius  alii  intelligunt  Dei  Filium  "), 
Jac.  Cappellus,  Owen,  Le  Clerc,  al.  To 
this  the  first  obvious  objection  is,  that  this 
mode  of  expression  is  confined  to  St.  John 
among  the  N.  T.  writers.  This,  however, 
though  clearly  not  to  be  met  by  alleging 
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',       K.CLI  u  here  only*. 

*  OTrAof  rot. 

f        ,     „  ,  Aoyo?  avSpi 
ro/xcorepot'  ecrrt  crtS^pov,  Callim  Hvmn.  in  Del.  94  v  con^tr  ,  Luke  xvi.  8     2  Cor.  xii. 
13  only.    3^  Kings  xix   4.    Judg.  xu  25  [24]  B.  w  w  {JLO.X    here  only.     Judg.  m.  16.     Pror.  v.  4.  elsw, 
w.  potato,,  Rev.  i.  16.  u.  12  only     Ps.  cxlix.  6.    Sir  xxi  3 

such  passages  as  Luke  i.  2  and  Acts  xx.  32, 
is  not  decisive.  For  our  Epistle,  though 
perhaps  anterior  to  all  the  writings  of  St. 
John,  is  yet  so  intimately  allied  to  the 
Alexandrine  terminology,  that  it  would  be 
no  matter  of  surprise  to  find  its  Writer 
using  a  term  so  nearly  ripe  for  his  purpose 
as  we  find  6  \6yos  in  Philo  (see  below). 
The  real  objections  to  the  Personal  Xoyos 
being  simply  and  directly  here  meant,  lie  in 
the  Epistle,  and  indeed  in  the  passage  itself. 
In  the  Epistle  :  for  we  have  no  where  in  it 
this  term  used  with  any  definiteness  of  our 
Lord,  nor  indeed  any  approach  to  it ;  not 
even  where  we  might  have  expected  it  most, 
in  the  description  of  His  relation  to  the 
Father,  ch.  i.  init.  Every  where  He  is  the 
SON  of  God,  not  His  Word.  And  in  ch. 
vi.  5  ;  xL  3,  that  expression  is  changed  for 
j5?5^a  0€ov,  when,  especially  in  the  latter 
place,  had  the  idea  of  the  personal  \6yos 
been  familiar  to  the  Writer,  he  would 
almost  certainly  have  said  voovpsv  Karrip- 
rlcrdai  rov$  cuwvas  Xoycp  0€ovf  not  PTJJXO.TI 
6.  A.nd  in  the  passage  itself:  for  such  ad- 

jectives as  evepyfis  and  Kpirtfcds,  and  even 
foV,  as  matter  of  emphatic  predication, 
would  hardly  be  used  of  the  Personal 
\6yos :  and,  which  to  my  mind  is  stronger 
evidence  still,  had  these  words  applied  to 
our  Lord,  we  should  not  have  had  him 
introduced  immediately  after,  ver.  14,  as 

'Jirjcrovv  rbv  vtbv  rov  6eov.  But,  2.  some  of 
the  ancient,  and  the  great  mass  of  modern 
Commentators,  have  understood  by  the 
term,  the  revealed  word  of  God,  in  the  law 
and  in  the  gospel :  or  in  the  gospel  alone, 
as  contrasted  with  the  former  dispensation. 
And  so  even  some  of  those  who  elsewhere 
in  their  writings  have  understood  it  of 
Christ :  e.  g.  Origen  (on  Matt.  xix.  12, 

torn.  xv.  4,  vol.  iiL  p.  656,  c!  r"bv  x6yov  rt? a.vaXafi&i'  rbv  £iaj>ra  /c.  evepyjj  /c.r.A.., 
....  €KT€fjLvot  rb  rTJs  tyvxys  TraQyriicfo : 
on  Rom.  xii.  7,  lib.  ix.  3,  vol.  iv.  p.  650 : 
*f  Verbum  Dei  omnia,  etiam  quse  in  occulto 
sunt,  perscrutatur :  maxime  cum  vivens 
sit,  et  efficax  &c   etenim  cum  mo- 

ral is  in  ecclesia  sermo  tractatur,  tune 

uniuscujusque  intra  semetipsam  conscien- 
tia  stinmlatur"  &c-)>  Euseb.,  Aug.  Civ. 
Dei  xx.  21.  2  (vol.  vii.)  al.  But  neither 
does  this  interpretation  seem  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  passage.  The  quali- 

ties here  predicated  of  the  \6yos  do  not 
appear  to  fit  the  mere  written  word :  nor 
does  the  introduction  of  the  written 

word  suit  the  context.  I  should  be 
rather  disposed  with  Bleek  to  understand, 
3.  the  spoken  word  of  God,  the  utterance 
of  His  power,  by  which,  as  in  ch.  xi.  3, 
He  made  the  worlds, — by  which  His  Son, 
as  in  ch.  i.  3,  upholds  all  things.  This 
spoken  word  it  was,  which  they  of  old 
were  to  hear  and  not  harden  their  hearts: 

a"f)/u,€poi/,  eat/  tys  <pcav7}<s  avrou  aKova-yTe 
K.T.A..  :  this  spoken  word,  which  inter- 

dicted them  from  entering  into  His  rest 

— &fjLoara  €V  rfj  opyrj  (JLOV  Ei  elseKe-txrov- 
rai  €ts  T^V  fcardiravcriv  fj.ov.  It  seems 
then  much  more  agreeable  to  the  con- 

text, to  understand  this  utterance  of  God, 
so  nearly  connected  with  God  Himself, 
the  breath  of  his  mouth :  and  I  would 
not  at  the  same  time  shrink  from  the  idea, 
that  the  Alexandrine  form  of  expression 
respecting  the  \6yos,  that  semi-personifi- 

cation of  it  without  absolutely  giving  it 
hypostatical  existence,  was  before  the  mind 
of  the  Writer.  Indeed,  I  do  not  see  how 
it  is  possible  to  escape  this  inference,  in 
the  presence  of  such  passages  as  this  of 
Philo,  Quis  Her.  Div.  H»r.  §  26,  vol.  i. 

p.  491,  'tvct  £vvoris  6<&v  repvovTa,  T£$  re 
rcvv  crctfjUarajj/  /cat  Trpay/juiTtav  i^f  airdcras 
fipfj.6ffQa,i  Kal  TjvSxrOaL  So/cotfcras  fpvareis, 

Ci>v  aurov  \6ytp>  $y 

j/rjflely  a/c/x^j/,  5mi- 
TO,  atar67)ra  iravra, 

ar^yuany  /cat  Aeyo/te- 
y  /C.T.X.  :  and  again,  ib. 

§  27,  p.  492,  oureuy  6  flebs1  afcowjcrdfj.€vo$ 
rbv  TOjLLea  rwv  (rvfJLTrdvr&j'  avrov  \6yovt 
StaipeT  TJ\V  re  &p.op<f>QV  KO!  tfiiroiov  T&V 
%\u>v  overlay.  See,  on  the  whole,  De- 
litzsch's  note.  The  idea  of  Ebrard, 
that  this  word,  meaning  the  gospel,  is  in- 

troduced to  give  weight  to  a-irov'Sd<rca^,€v 
— ct  Let  us  do  our  part,  for  the  gospel  of 

God  is  not  wanting  in  power  on  its  part/* is  too  absurd  to  need  refutation  or  even 
mention,  were  it  not  for  his  name)  is 

living  (not,  in  contrast  with  the  dead 
worTcs  of  the  law  (Ebr.),  of  which  there 
is  no  question  herej  nor,  as  Carpzov, 
nourishing,  and  able  to  preserve  life :  nor 
enduring,  as  Abresch  and  Schlichting :  but 
as  E.  V.,  quick,  i.  e,  having  living  power, 
in  the  same  sense  in  which  God  himself  is 

so  often  called  **  the  living  God,"  e.  g.  ch. 
x.  31.  So  in  reff,:  so  Soph.  (Ed.  Tyr. 

482,  speaking  of  the  prophecies,  TCL  S*  ael 
TrepiTroraTcu,  where  the  Schol.  has, 
ra.  rri  a\770€%.  Thl.9  who  besides 
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finds  in  £&v  a  proof  of  the  hypostatic  Per- 
sonality, says  well  :  fasirep  rdre,  (pycriv,  ov 

*  Exrod°S«.    x  oiiKVovfievo^   y  c%o£    z  jjt,epicr/jiov    tyv -)$<$   tcai    TrvevfjLaTos  ABCDH 28   xxxvi  33  KLPN 
F.  (not  m  AB)  only  y  =  Acts  xxii.  4.    Rev.  u.  10   xii.  11.  z  cb.  u.  4  (refF)  only,  abed 

f  ghkl 
SeiKvvptvos  D1.  a-xpi$  D.  rec  aft  ̂ i'x^?^  ins  re,  with  DK  rel  [CEc]  :  om  AB    m  n  ° 
OHL[P]K  b  d1  k  17  [47  (vss)]  Origs  Eus2  Aths  Epiphx  Cyr5  [Cffis2  Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrt    17'  47 

Damasc].  (None  om  re  aft  ap/a.) — oua  ̂ wx^s'N1  corrd  "  eudem  ut  videtur  manu/' 
whether  the  office  here  ascribed  to  the 

word  of  God  is  punitive,  or  merely  search- 
ing :  whether  it  regards  the  foes,  or  the 

servants  of  God.  There  seems  no  reason 

why  we  should  separate  the  two.  The 
same  WOBD,  to  which  evidently  by  the 
succeeding  clause  is  attributed  the  search- 

ing power,  is  powerful  also  to  punish. 
The  j&dxaipa  belongs  to  the  surgeon,  and 
to  the  judge :  has  its  probing  as  well  as 
its  smiting  office.  And  so  Chrys. :  avrbs 
ra  <iv  rfj  KapSta  Kpivzc  e/ce?  yap  tiiafiatvei 
Kal  KoXafav  Kal  ̂ erdfcau.  Bleek  points 
out  the  close  relation  of  this  similitude 
to  a  series  of  passages  in  Philo,  especially 
in  the  treatise  Quis  Rerum.  Divinarum 

Haeres.  There,  in  speaking  of  Abraham's 
sacrifice,  and  explaining  SteTAev  atira  psaa,, 

which  act  he  refers  to-  God,  he  says  :  r<£ 
rofj.€i  r&v  crvjj.'irdvrQjv  avrov  \6ycf  5s, 

p&v    ovSeTrore    Xfiyet    ra    ai<rQr)ra   ir&vra, 

5e   ̂ expt    rcav  ard/j.cai'  Kal   Aeyo- 

dAAs  6  rov  Qeov  \6yas,  aur^aroi  yap 
KaretrLTrrop,  OUTOJ  Kal  €<£*  rifiiv  ecrrat.  6 
yap  auT^s  \6yos  Kal  eKtivovs  e/c^Acure  Kal 
yfjtas  KoXdarer  £fj  yap  ael  Kal  OVK  effftecrrai. 
The  emphatic  position  of  £oiv,  the  omission 
of  ecrn,  the  frequent  repetition  of  *a£,  all 
tend  to  increase  the  rhythm  and  rhetorical 
force  of  the  sentence.  Some  have  thought 
that  the  Writer  was  citing  from  some 
other  source  :  but  for  this  there  does  not 

appear  any  reason)  and  active  (rrei/e/ryefe, 
which  is  the  commoner  form  (see  Bleek), 
found  in  Xen.,  Demosth.,  and  often  in 
Polybius,  In  which  latter  however  the  rnss. 
often  give  us  eVe/jyfa.  In  one  place,  xi. 
23.  2,  this  latter  seems  undoubted,  —evepy?) 
iroiov/Jievoi  ri]v  e^>o5ov.  It  is  a  word  of 
the  Kowh  or  Macedonian  dialect.  This 
activity  is  the  very  first  quality  and  attri- 

bute of  life  :  so  that  the  predicates  form  a 
climax  :  not  only  living,  fiut  energizing  : 
not  only  energizing,  but  ropdrepos  /c.r.X.: 
and  not  only  that,  but  SiiKvotjjievos  K.T.\.  : 
nor  that  only,  out  reaching  even  to  the 

spirit,  Kpiriicbs  eyOv/a'fjarect)^  /c.  &VVQI&V 
KapSfas),  and  sharper  (rojto?,  an  adj. 
formed  from  TC/XJ/OJ,  is  found  in  Plato,  Tim. 
61  EI  Plut.  Sympos.  vu  8;  viii.  9:  its  com- 

parative in  ref.,  and  I/ucian,  Toxar.  ii.  al.  : 
the  superlative,  in  the  well-known  exor- 

dium of  Ajax's  dying  speech,  Soph.  Aj.  815) 
tlian  (Bleek  has  shewn  that  the  con- 

struction rojjicoTcpos  xnrcp  p.dxcupav,  for 
rtjjuos  uirep  ft.  or  ro/xcorepos  /xaxaipas,  is 
not  Hebraistic  j  fo-r  in  Heb.  there  is  no 
comparative;  we  have  it  in  ref.  Judges, 
afya6d>T€po$  (Tit  virep  BaAo/c  vibv  Ze-jrtycop  : 
and  the  similar  construction  with  irapa  in 
ch.  i.  4,  where  see  remarks)  every  two- 
edged  sword  (lit.  iwQ-mouthed  ;  meaning, 
sharpened  on  both  sides,  both  edge  and 
back.  The  expression  (reff.)  is  found  in 
classic  poetry,  e.  g.  SiVro^oK  £/<£os,  Eurip. 
Hel.  992:  SlffTOfia  Qdvyava,  id.  Orest. 
1296,  and  other  instances  in  Bleek.  The 

more  usual  word  is  a/jL^-fjK'ns,  11.  K.  256: 
Soph.  Aj.  286  :  Electr.  485.  We  have 
a^fflrj/croy,  Antig.  1309.  As  regards  the 
comparison  itself,  of  the  word  of  God  or  of 
men  to  a  sword,  it  is  common  in  Scrip- 

ture :  see  Ps.  Ivii.  4;  lix.  7;  Ixiv.  3  :  Wisd. 
xviii.  15,  16  :  Rev.  i.  16  :  and  above  all, 
Eph.  vi.  17.  It  has  been  questioned, 

TCDV  ra  \6ycp  QwpyTa  ely  a^uz/^rous  Kal 
CLTtspiypafyovs  ju,oipas  &p%erat  dtaipeiv  ov- 
ros  6  roptits,  §  26,  vol.  i.  p.  491.  And 
further  on,  he  divides  these  S«xoro/^- 
fiara  made  by  the  \6yos  into  triads,  and 
says,  ij/ux^  yap  rpi^fp^s  ecrrt,  5i%a  5e 
e/cacTTOi/  T&V  ju,€pcoy,  ws  eStixdv),  repi/erar 

fj.oipS>v  51  yivo^ytav  e|,  I'jSSa^aos  fiK^rcos 
To/ieus  3\v  o.Ttdvro>vt  6  itpbs  Kal  #e?os 
AfJyoy.  From  these  and  similar  passages 
(cf.  esp.  Quod  Deterior  Potiori  Insid.  §  29, 
p.  212:  De  Cherubim,  §  9,  p.  144  ff.),  we 
may  reasonably  infer,  that  the  writings  of 
Philo  were  not  unknown  to  the  Writer 
of  this  Epistle.  The  same  conclusion  has 
been  also  drawn  by  Grotius  and  Bleek. 
See  Prolegg,  §  i.  155),  and  reaching 
through,  (so  iKvetTai  \6yos  8ta  crT'fiBe&v, 
^Bsch.  Sept.  c.  Theb.  515 :  SuKveta-eai  5t' 
&T-&V  Trorl  TOV  ̂ vx&v,  Tim.  Locr.  p. 
101  A :  ̂   8<J£a  SUKTO  ̂ ^X^4  &a(n\4a)Sf 

Plut.  Dem.  20)  even,  to  dividing1  of  soul 
and  spirit,  both  join ttf  and  marrow  (there 
has  been  considerable  diversity  in  the 
taking  of  these  genitives.  I  have  regarded 
them  as  follows :  >|mxns  an<^  'n-veujxaros, 
not  coupled  by  re  Kait  but  only  by  «:a(, 

denote  two  separate  departments  of  man's 
being,  each  subordinate  to  the  process  in- 

dicated by  pi€purp.ov.  The  \6yos  pierces 
to  the  dividing,  not  of  the  -^vx^from  the 
TireSyua,  but  of  the  t//»/%^  itself  and  of  the 
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/cal 
b  here  only.    Gen.  xlv.  18.    Job  xxi.  24  only 

xvn.  29  onlyt.    Job  xxi.  27  Symm,  (-/ 

c  here  only  t. 

,  Jer.  vn.  24  al.) 

;  C1!)1,  animi  D-lat  Lucifj  Ambr2.  for  KO.I 

KCLL  a  ̂ e  «»»y  t. 
Sir  xxvii,  2 only, 

d  Matt.  ix.  4.  am.  25.    Acts 

re  D1. 
'jrvevfj.a.  itself:  the  former  being  the  lower 
portion  of  man's  invisible  part,  which  he 
has  in  common  with  the  brutes,  the  #Ao- 
yov  rrjs  tyvxys  of  Philo;  the  latter  the 
higher  portion,  receptive  of  the  Spirit  of 
God,  the  XoyiKbv  rys  ̂ vx^s  of  the  same; 
both  which  are  pierced  and  divided  by  the 
sword  of  the  Spirit,  the  word  of  God  .  Then, 
passing  on  to  apjx&v  TC  K.  fiveXwv,  I  do 
not  regard  these  terms  as  co-ordinate  with 
the  former  tyvxys  «•  Tn/e^uaros,  but  as 
subordinate  to  them,  and  as  used  in  a 
spiritual  sense,  not  a  corporeal  (as  many 
Commentators  and  recently  Delitzsch)  : 
implying  that  both  the  ap/uLot  and  the 
fjive\oi  of  the  i|wx^  an<*  of  the  irvevfia.  are 
pierced  and  divided  by  the  \6yo$.  This  I 
conceive  is  necessitated  both  by  the  T€, 
expressed  in  this  second  clause,  and  by 
the  sense,  which  otherwise  would  degene- 

rate into  an  anti-climax,  if  appSov  re  K. 
/uueAcSx  were  to  be  understood  of  the 
body.  (The  metaphorical  sense  of  jruc- 
Xos  is  amply  justified  by  such  expressions 

as  elso'eo'vKvia  (oSt/j>7j)  els  avrbv  rbv  fLve- 
xbv  TTJS  t|/ux?js,  Themist.  Orat.  32,  p.  357  : 
Xpyv  y&p  per  plus  els  aAA^Aous  <pi\las 

s  avafcipvatrB'dt  Kai  f^  irpbs  cucpbv 
t/'ux'fis,  Eur.  Hippol.  255  ff.  And 
is  not  an  anatomical,  but  ,a  com- 

mon term,  which  might  be  applied  to  any 
kind  of  compages,  as  apfxbs  fltfpas,  Dion. 
Hal.  v.  7  :  ot.pp.ol  \l0av,  ref  .  Sir.  &c.) 
This,  which  is  in  the  main  the  sense  given 
by  Grot,,  Kuin.,BL,  De  W.,  Limem.  (nearly 
also  of  Hofmann,  Schrifbbeweis,  i.  p.  258  f., 
who  somewhat  harshly  makes  the  genitives 

Trve^fjMTos  dependent  on  apiu,$>v 
wj/),  being  laid  down,  I  proceed 

to  examine  the  .divergences  from  it.  1. 
That  which  regards  the  ̂ pur^s  as  being 
a  division  of  the  soul  from  the  spirit,  the 
joints  from  the  marrow  (on  this  latter  see 
below).  This  is  given  as  early  as  by  Chrys. 
as  an  alternative:  TJ  y&p  on  r2>  wvevfM 

fiiaipe'i  airb  rjjs  ̂ t/XTfo  Aeyci-'  ̂   3rt  leal 
aurwi>  r£>v  acrwfjuirwv  SuKveLrau.  And 
(Ec.,  understanding  irvev/jia  of  the  Holy 

Spirit:  Ttyovfjuu  o^v  vvv  rovro  €ip7to'6art9 
$ri  x^P10"^*'  €pyd£eT<u  rov  aylov  weti- 
fjuvros,  K.  afycupeirai  avrb  a?r5  rjjs  if/vx^s  • 
and  so,  but  giving  the  alternative,  ThL 

And  so  Brasm.  -paraph.  ("  adeo  ut  dissecet 
animam  a  spiritu  w),  J.  Cappellus,  Wolf, 
Bengel,  al.  The  objections  to  this  are 
both  psychological  and  contextual.  It  has 

been  rightly  urged  (see  especially  Ebrard's 

note  here)  that  the  soul  and  spirit  cannot 
be  said  to  be  separated  in  any  such  sense 
as  this  :  and  on  the  other  hand,  the  apfj.oi 
and  fj,ve\ol  could  not  be  thus  said  to  be 
separated,  having  never  been  in  contact 
with  one  another.  2,  Many  Commentators, 
who  hold  the  division  of  soul  from  spirit,  are 

not  prepared  to  apply  the  same  interpreta- 
tion to  the  apfiuv  r.  K.  ju.veA.wy;  although, 

reading  the  former  re,  it  becomes  philo- 
logically  necessary  that  the  two  clauses 
should  be  strictly  parallel.  Not  reading 
the  former  r€,  it  becomes  possible  to  make 

re  K,  fjiveX&v  dependent,  not  on 
ov  but  on  #xp^  which  has  been  done 

by  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  de  Fest.  Pasch. 
Horn.  xxii.  vol.  x.  p.  275  b,  KaQiKvetrcu 
Se  Kal  /Jiexpis  apfi&v  re  fcal  (j.veX&v3  and  De 
Adorat.  xvi.  vol.  i.  p.  561,  P*XPIS  app>£>*' 
re  /c*  fj.v*\wv  rbv  rov  &eov  KaQtKveiffdcu 
Xdyov,  and  Schlichting  (see  below),  C.  F. 
Schmid,  Paulus,  al*  But  certainly,  had 
this  been  meant,  the  #%/>is  would  have 
been  repeated  before  apju,&v.  Otherwise 
it  would  be  exceedingly  harsh.  3.  Many 
understand  /j.epi(rfj.ov  to  mean,  not  the  act 
of  division,  but  the  place  where  the  division 
occurs.  So  Bohme,  **  Ita  ut  per  intervalia, 
si  quae  sint,  anirnae  aniniique,  et  compagum 

medullarumque  penetret,  seque  iusinuet  :** 
Schlichting,  "  Ad  loca  usque  abditissima  ubi 
anima  cum  spiritu  connectitur,  itemque  ubi 

sunt  membrorum  compages  et  medullae." 
And  so,  more  recently,  Ebrard.  The  objec- 

tion to  this  is,  partly  the  omission  of  what 
would  in  that  case  be  the  requisite  article 
before  /-c.€/u<r/tot/,  and  partly  as  before,  that 
thus  fyfu  T.  *e.  pit.  must  be  constructed 
with  &xpt  '•  se&  above.  4.  One  meaning  is 
given  by  CEc.  (after  Cyril  ;  o  ev  aylois 

irpos<f>6ptp    x&pitf    K 
.  .  ,  ro   trepl   rov    deov 

ra  r^y  t^i> 

/tenvv),  and  Thl.  (but  not  approved  by  the 
latter,  as  BL  who  has  been  misled  by  the 
Latin  :  for  he  says  rives  Se  outruns  e$€£avro 
rbv  \6yovf  il/uol  ooKeiv  OVK  aKoXatiOws  r$ 
curo<rTo\tK$  <TKair$,  and  then  proceeds  as 

(Ec,,  except  that  he  puts  rov  ftvo-rriplov  for 
r$>v  &KovofA€vti)r).  But  clearly  this  can- 

not be  the  meaning,  with  y&p  after  a  cau- 
tion), and  a  judger  (or,  discerner  :  not  as 

Kuinoel,  condemner.  The  word  is  good 
Greek,  as  a  simple  predicate  :  so  Plato,  Pol. 
260  0,  T&  KpiriKov  ftepas  :  with  a  gen,,  it 
seems  to  be  of  later  usage  :  Palm  and  Rost 
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e  1  Pet  n    1 
only      Pio\ 

e  evvoi&v 

KOLoS   "ill  '     f 
f-  Rom  i  25.    0< 

Judith  ix    12. 
xu.  6  .il. 

/)       ̂   •"«  »<•» 
Ua\/JiOL$  aVTOV 

3  fcal  OVK.  ear iv 

Se  *  <yvfiva  Kal 

Tr/DO?  oz/  ijfuv  o  k  \6yo$. 

ABCDH 

. 
J 

g  here  only  t. i-.Iobxi.u6 
Sir  xx   30     2  Mace  m  34  only 

j  here  only  t.  (s>ee  note.) 
h  Heb  ,  ch  xih  21  only.     =  Luke 

k  3  Kings  n   li.    4  Kings  ix.  5 

abed 

I   £  ll  It   1 
m  n  o 

13. Dl[<gr]. 

quote  b<p&a\fjLol  KpiriKol  rov  Ka\\ovs  from 
Basil  the  Great:  but  the  government  of  a 

gen.  by  verbals  in  -ift6s  is  regular  :  we  have 

Trapa.ffK6vacrriK^s  r&v  ets  r~bv  ir6\e[jLQV,   K. iropHTTLrcbs    r&v    67nT7?5eiW,   Xen.   Mem. 
ill.   1.  6  :  $i$a(rKa\iKbs  r?i$  avrov  crotyias, 
Plato,  Euthyph.  p.  3  C  :  see  Kuhner,  §  530 
h  h  ;  it  is  the  genitivus  materise)  of  (the) 
thoughts    (frQfyfipa    is    the    commoner 
word  :  but  Thueyd.  (i.  123),  Eurip.  (Frag. 
20),  Isseub,  and  Aristotle  (Bl.)  use  -TJCTIS 
in  much  the  same  sense  ;  -yens  being  pro- 

perly the  action  of  the  thought  itself,  -rjy.a 
the  thing  conceived  or  thought  of.     But 
these  two  become  frequently  confused  in 
later  Greek)  and  ideas  (this  seems   the 
nearest  term  to  cvvota.    Plato  gives  rather 
a   mysterious  definition,  of    it  —  crvvrovia 
Siavoias.     But  the  ustige,  where  the  word 
wavers,  as  here,  between  the  process  in  the 
mind  itself  and  that  which  is  the  result  of 

the  process,  points  very  much  to  our  'idea.3 
Thus   €vvoi.av  Aa.ujQcfo/etj'  nvos,  Demosth. 
p.   157    18:    T]  /cow/7?  evfoia.  TZZ/OS,  Polyb. 
x.  27.  8.     In  ib.  i.  4.  9,  we  have  ewoia 

distinguished  from  €7ao'T^/-o]  :  twoiw  i&v 
yap  Aa$€fV  euro  /tefpous  T&V  ftkcav  'Svva,r6v* 
^Tno'T'fjtj.'rjv    5e    Kal    yvujfj^v   arpe/cTj    ̂ X€il/? 
aSwaro^.     Certainly  the  "intentiones"  of 
the  vulg.  ("  intents,"  E.  V.),  though  ap- 

parently answering  to  the  Platonic  defini- 
tion, does  not  give  it  here  (though  this 

seems  the  sense  in  1  Pet.  iv.  1),  nor  does 

*'  concilia  "  of  Erasmus  :  "  conceptus  "  of 
Crell.  is  better.     Bengel  says,  "  IvOvfjiTjcn.?, 
intentio,  involvit  aifectum  ;  Ivvota,  cogi- 
tatio,  quse  dicit  simphcius,  prius  et  interius 

quiddam."     But  though  strictly  speaking 
this  might  be  the  meaning  of  evQvwGis  (eV 
Ov/j,£),  it  does  not  carry  so  much  in  ordinary 
usage)  of  the  heart  (the  inner  and  thinking 
and  feeling  part  of  man  in  Scripture  psy- 

chology; bie  innere  SOZttte  be£  menfd)ltd)en 
SBefenbeflanbeg/  tit  toeldjer  bag  bretfac^c 

ficben  beg  SEJtenfdjen  gufammenlduft/  De- 
litzsch,  biblische  Psychologic,  §  12  init., 
which  see;  and  Beck,  Umriss  derbiblischen 
Seelenlehre,  p.  63  ff.)  :        13.]  and  there 
is  not  a  creature  (for  the  concrete  KTIO-JJKX, 
as  so  often,  see  reff.  The  term  embraces  all 
created  things,  visible  and  invisible,  cf.  Col. 
L  16)  unseen  (a  classical  word  :  see  Palm. 

and  Rost's  references)  in  his  presence  (first 
as  to  the  gen.  pron.  avrov  :  to  what  does  it 
refer?  to  6  &6yos  rov  0eoi/,  or  to  rov  Qsov 

itself?  The  idea  of  its  referring  to  Christ 
falls  with  the  untenableness  of  the  personal 
meaning  of  \6yos  :  although  Calov.,  Schott- 
gen,  al.,  abandoning  that,  yet  hold  it. 
Then  of  the  two  other,  it  seems  much  the 
more  obvious  to  refer  it  to  rov  deovt  espe- 

cially in  the  presence  of  rots  o<pOa\fj.o~is 
avrov,  and  irpbs  ttv  ̂ 'LV  6  \6jos  below. 
Nor  is  there  any  harshness  in  this  ;  from 
speaking  of  the  uttered  word  of  God,  whose 
powers  are  not  its  own  but  His,  the  transi- 

tion to  Himself,  with  Whom  that  word  is 
so  nearly  identified,  is  simple  and  obvious. 
The  expression  Ivoiiriov  avrov,  common  in 
the  N.  T.  and  especially  in  St.  Luke,  is 
apparently  Alexandrine,  and  borrowed  from 
the  LXX,  where  it  answers  to  the  Heb. 

•>ODb)  :  but  (8e,  in  the  strongly  adversative 
sense  which  it  several  times  has  in  our 
Epistle  :  cf.  ch.  ii.  6,  and  note  there,  also 
ver.  15  below  ;  ch.  ix.  12  ;  x.  27  ;  xii.  13. 
This  it  gains  by  its  force  of  passing  altoge- 

ther to  a  new  subject,  excluding  entirely 
from  view  that  which  is  last  treated: 

q.  d.  "tantum  absit,  ut  .  .  .  .  ut  .  .  .  /)  all 
things  are  naked  (it  had  been  said  by 
Bohme,  that  this  metaphorical  meaning  of 
yufxvos  was  unknown  to  the  Greeks  :  but 
see  Herod,  viii.  19,  ravra  juev  els  rocrovro 

vov  :  also  i.  126  ;  ix.  44  :  and 

Diod.  Sic.  i.  p.  69.  The  herald  in  the 
Areopagus  forbade  the  witnesses  \rjpetv 
trpbs  rfyv  fiovX^v  Kal  ireptTrerreiv  rb 

-rrpay/^a  ev  rots  Xoyois,  ois  yvfjivb.  rn 

yeyeisjjfjieisa  oi  'Apeo-rray'trai  ̂ 8A€7rot€i', 
Lucian,  Gymnas.  p.  401.  And  Marc. 
Antonin.  xii.  2,  says,  in  language  very 
similar  to  this,  6  0ebs  trdvra  ret,  riyepoviKk 
yvfjLvk  r&v  V\IK$>V  ayyeicov  Kal  (f>\oieav 
Kal  Ka6ap/u.ar<av  6pq)  and  prostrate  (see 
at  the  end  of  this  note  :  resupinata,  mani» 
festa;  Tre^ofepWjueVa,  Hesych.  The  vari- 

ous meanings  given  to  this  difficult  word 
TpaxtiXifceiv,  form  a  curious  chapter  in 
the  history  of  exegesis.  Its  first  and  most 
common  classical  acceptation  seems  to  be, 
to  take  by  the  throat,  as  an  adversary  in 
a  struggle,  or  an  athlete  in  wrestling 
might  do,  for  the  purpose  of  overthrowing. 
So  (to  give  merely  one  example  among 
many  which  will  be  found  in  Wetstein, 
and  better  arranged  in  Bleek)  opart  rhp 

v,  Plut.  de  Curiositate,  p.  521  b.   And 
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ovv 
m  peyav    n 

\m.  9  al.    Lev.  xxi.  10  al.  fr. 
TOf?  *ch  n    17  u.  ff. 

m  -   ch.  x    21 
ami.  20.    Acts 

n  Luke  u.  15.  van.  22  al.  ir.  (see  uote>. 

14.  5:eA7/Au0a  (sic)  R 

thus  some  have  interpreted  it  here  :  "  laid 
open"  as  an  athlete,  caught  by  the  neck and  overthrown,  lies  for  all  to  see.  But 
as  BL  remarks,  this  last  particular,  which 
does  in  fact  carry  the  whole  weight  of  the 
comparison,  comes  in  far  too  accidentally 
and  subordinately.  Another  meaning-  has 
been  proposed  by  Perizonius  (on  JBlian, 
Var.  Hist.  xii.  58)  derived  from  the  practice 
of  stripping  and  bending  back  the  necks  of 
malefactors,  that  all  might  see  their  faces 
and  shanie,  so  producing  the  very  opposite 
of  the  privacy  which  a  man  seeks  when 
ashamed,  by  bowing  down  his  head  and 
covering  his  face.  Thus  Sueton.  Vitel.  17  : 

*<(  Vitellius)  relegatispost  tergamanibus,  in- 
jecto  cervicibus  laqneo,  veste  discissa,  serni- 
nudus  in  forum  tractus  est  —  reducto  coma 
capite  ceu  noxii  solent,  atque  etiam  mento 
mucrone  gladii  subrecto,  ut  visendam  prse- 

beret  faciem,  neve  submitteret."  And  Pliny, 
Panegyr.  34.  3  :  *'  Nihil  tamen  gratius, 
nihil  sseculo  dignius,  quam  quod  conti- 
git  desuper  intueri  delatorum  supina  ora 
retortasque  cervices,  agnoscebamus  et  frue- 
bainur,  quum  velut  piaculares  publicse  sol- 
licitudinis  victim  SB  supra  sanguinem  noxio- 
runi  ad  lenta  supplicia  gravioresque  poenas 

ducerentur/'  And  this  is  the  interpre- 
tation followed  by  Eisner,  Wolf,  Baum- 

garten,  Kuinoel,  Bretschneider,  Bleek, 
De  Wefcte,  al.  But  here  again,  though 
the  meaning  is  apposite  enough,  we  have 
no  precedent  for  the  Greek  word  being 
thus  used,  or  for  any  such  custom  heing 
familiar  to  Greeks.  So  that  this  interpre- 

tation can  hardly  be  the  true  one.  The 
ancients  give  very  vaiious  renderings. 

Chrys.  says  :  TeTpax'n^io*p.4va  *lirev  airb 
jj.€Ta(J>opd$  TWV  Sepjuctreyj'  T&V  oarb  TWV 
<r<t>a£ofj.evoav  tepeiwv  €^€Ktcofj,4v(av  :  hut 
does  not  justify  such  an  application  of  the 
word.  (Ec.  :  Tcrpccx^A^erfteVa  5e  (prjal  ra 

awb     fj.€Ta<popas     TQOV 
TOV  rpax^Aoy  7ipTT]fJi4vooy 

VV   TTJS    5opas*  ̂    .  .   avrl 
Ta    K.    Tbv    TpdxT)\oy 

TOV  Kpirov  Kal  Qeov  THJ.&V  'Irjtrov.     Thdrt.  : 
€K  /JL€Ta<pOpaS    T€06iK€    T&V    6vO/J.€VCi)t>    tyc/Of, 

icelrat,    TTJS 

<pu>vi}v. 
i    6*(afj,€0a 

Trap3 

,  KOU  fter     TTJS 

fpTjcrt,   Kal   TJJJLC^S  Kptvo- 
v    amavra,    TCI, 

irapa,v6iJitas 
TTJS  Ttfjic&pias  5exyU€0a 

arc  5^  rJ)  Stfcaiov  avrrjs  €7ri<rTd- 

Thl.  :  airb  ft€Ta<popa$  TOW  €/c6e/)0- 

aif     irpofSdrwi'.      c&STrep      -yap 
^Atcrtfej/Tcwj/,  T^TOL   /caret  TOV 

fji.dxat.pay    5e|ayU6Vajy    Kal    o'cpaye 
Tb    Ka&G\Kvcrdr}vai    Tb    8ep/j,a    Tr 

TCI.    evftov    e/f/caAi57rrerai*    oi/ra»    Ka 

a,    ra     e/c     TOV 
/cara    TOV 
He  then  mentions  the  second  alternative 
of  CEc.  above,  and  ends,  crv  Se  Tb  TrpStrov 
S4£at.  I  have  given  all  these  to  shew  how 
various  have  been  the  renderings,  and  how 
universally  acknowledged  the  difficulty  of 
the  word.  The  objection  to  the  sacrificial 
rendering  is,  that  the  word  never  seems  to 
have  been  used  of  any  such  process  ;  —  see 
all  the  meanings  given  in  Palm  and  Rost 
sub  voce.  In  seeking  for  a  way  out  of  the 
difficulty,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  frequent 
use  of  the  word  by  Philo,  ought,  in  a  pas- 

sage cast  so  much,  as  we  have  seen,  in 
Philo's  mode  of  rhetorical  expression,  to 
enter  as  a  considerable  element  into  our 
decision.  Wetst.  gives  us  twenty  passages 
in  which  the  word  and  its  compound  HtcTpa- 
X^Aif  w  occur  in  that  writer  :  and  the  uni- 

form meaning  is,  to  lay  prostrate,  generally 
in  a  metaphorical  sense  :  e.  g.  De  Cherub. 

§  24,  vol.  i.  p.  153,  /u,7?5*  C6arov  avaKv^/ai 
8i/j/a/zej'oy,  aAA&  7raa"i  Tots  Hirtrpexovfft 
Kal  TpaxT)XiCovffi  o'ewo'ts  VTrojSe/SAfJAt^os  : 
De  Vita  Mos.  i.  54,  vol.  ii.  p.  127,  rpa- 

virofj.ei/ovcrt    $pav    T€    Kal  iro.Gy^tv  :    Quod 

Omnis  Probus   Liber,    §   22,  p.  470,  £<£* 

\V7r7j  trutrrcAAeTat*  T)  vrr*  ajcopias  Tpa- 
xr)\iCerat.  And  as  we  have  seen  in  the 
beginning  of  this  note,  this  is  the  simplest 
and  most  frequent  sense  in  the  classical 
writers.  See  also  very  numerous  examples 
in  Wetstein.  I  would  therefore  accept  this 
metaphorical  sense  here,  and  regard  the 
word  as  signifying  entire  prostration  and 
subjugation  under  the  eye  of  God  :  not 
only  naked,  stripped  of  all  covering  and 
concealment,  —  but  also  laid  prostrate  in 
their  exposure,  before  His  eye.  1  own 
myself  not  thoroughly  satisfied  with  this, 
but  I  am  unable  to  find  a  better  rendering 
which  shall  at  the  same  time  be  philolo- 

gically  justified)  to  His  eyes  (dat.  corn- 
modi  :  for  His  eyes  to  see)  ;  with.  Whom 
we  have  to  do  (there  could  not  be  a  hap- 

pier rendering  than  this  of  the  E.  V.,  ex- 
pressing our  whole  concern  and  relation 

with  God,  One  who  is  not  to  he  trifled 

with,  considering  that  His  word  is  so  power- 
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ovpavovs, o  Eph.  iv.  10. 
ch.  vu.  26. 
MiL  1  al, 

p  Heb.,  ch  M   18  only  (there  also  w.  gen.}. 
3,  8.     Rev.  11.  13  ai 

rov    vlov    rov    8eovy    p  tcpar&fj,€v 
Pro*.  x\u.  21.    =  w.  ace.,  Paul,  Col  11  19.    3  Thess.  u.  15.  also  Mark  vu. 

ful,  and  His  eye  so  discerning.  And  so 
Calv.,  Beza,  Bengel,  Kuin.,  Bleek,  De  W., 

Lunem.,  Ebrard,  "Delitzsch,  al.  The  an- 
cients, without  exception,  confined  this  re- 

lation to  one  solemn  particular  of  it,  and 
rendered,  "  to  whom  our  account  mus6  be 
given  :**  so  Chrys.  :  avrl  rov'  at>r<p  fteA- 

And  many  of  the  moderns  also  take  this 
view  :  e.g.  Erasm.  (par.),  Michaelis,  Bret- 
schneideiv  Stuart,  al.  Others  suppose  it  to 

mean,  ic  concerning  whom  is  our  discourse/* 
referring  to  ch.  v.  11,  Trepl  o5  iro\bs  fijuuv 
6  \6yos.  So  Luther,  a-Lapide,  Schlichting, 
Grot.,  Wolf,  al.  But,,  even  conceding  that 
irpos  may  well  bear  this  meaning,  which 
has  not  been  shewn  (see  Bleek,  p.  591 
note),  the  meaning  itself  is  far  too  vapid 
here,  and  finds  no  fit  representation  in  the 
Epistle  itself,  which  cannot  be  said  to  be, 
in  any  such  sense,  irpos  6e6v  or  ireol  fleov. 

As  regards  the  punctuation,  and 
emphasis,  it  seems  better  to  make  irpbs  ̂ v 
jliuv  6  \6yos  an  independent  clause  and  to 
set  a  colon  at  avrov,  than  as  commonly 

done,  to  join  auroD,  irpbs  *6v.  For  by  so 
doing,  we  weaken  very  much  the  force  of 
the  sentence,  in  whidi,  after  the  predica- 

tive clause,  the  stress  is  on  7]fuv  :  and  be- 
sides, we  violate  the  strict  propriety  of 

avrov,  making  it  =  eKtivov).  14  —  16.] 
Hortatory  conclusion  of  this  second  course 
of  comparison  (see  summary  at  ch.  iii.  1)  ,- 
taking  up  again  by  anticipation  that  which 
is  now  to  he  followed  out  in  detail,  viz.  the 
High  Priesthood  of  Jesus.  This  point  is 
regarded  by  many  (e.  g.  BL,  De  W.,  Lunem., 
ThoL,  Hofm.,  —  Schrb.  ii.  1.44,  —  after  Beza, 
who  says  :  te  Hinc  potius  oportuerat  novam 
sectionem  aperiri  ")  as  the  opening  of  the 
new  portion  of  the  Epistle  :  but  on  account 
of  its  hortatory  and  collective  character,  I 
prefer  regarding  it,  with  Ebrard,  as  the 
conclusion  of  the  preceding:  being  of 
course  at  the  same  time  transitional,  as 
the  close  connexion  of  ch.  v.  1  with  our  ver. 
15  shews.  It  is  much  in  the  manner  of 
the  Writer,  to  anticipate,  by  frequently 
dropped  hints,  and  by  asserting  that,  which 
lie  intends  very  soon  to  demonstrate. 
14.]  Having  therefore  (ow  refers  rather 
to  the  whole  exhortation  than  to  the  exov- 
r€si  see  Delitzsch)  a  great  High  Priest 

(the  fact  of  this  being  Christ's  office  is  as 
yet  assumed  :  see  above  ch.  ii.  17  ;  iii.  1  ; 
and  Philo  cited  in  note  there  :  —  but  now 
with  more  points  of  contact  with  what  has 
been  already  said  ;  e.  g.  ver.  10,  where  the 

els  r.  KaT&jravariv  avrov  has 

close  connexion  with  the  High  Priest  en- 
tering within  the  veil,  p-eyav*  as  in  ch. 

xiii.  20,  rhv  itoi^va  r&v  irpofiaTcev  T}>V 
fj,eyav  :  answering  very  much  to  the  use 
of  a\.r]6iv6s>  ill  St.  John,  —  eyta  eljai  rj  &fA- 

v6v:  —  one  archetypal  High  Priest,  —  one 

above  all)  passed  through  (not  **  into/3  as E.  V.,  Calvin,  al.  :  see  below)  the  heavens 
(as  the  earthly  high  priest  passed  through 
the  veil  into  the  holiest  place,  so  the  great 

High  Priest  through  the  heavens  to  God's throne  (on  this,  and  its  bearing  on  the 

Lutheran  doctrine  of  Christ's  ubiquity,  see 
Bleek,  Tholuck,  and  Delitzsch  in  loc.)  :  cf. 
ch.  ix.  11  :  with  reference  also  to  ver.  10, 
the  entering  of  Jesus  into  His  rest.  In 
this  fact,  His  greatness  is  substantiated. 

On  oupai/ovs,  plur.,  see  on  ch.  i.  10.  "  Per 
coelos  intelliguntur  omnes  crali,  qui  inter 
nos  et  Deuin  sunt  interjecti:  nempe  et 
tota  aeris  regio,  quse  etiarn  coelum  in  scrip- 
tura  vocatur,  et  coeli  in  quibus  sunt  sol, 
luna,  cseterseque  stellae  ac  mundi  Imninaria, 
quibus  omnibus  Christus  sublimior  est 
factus,  infra  viL  26  :  Eph.  iv.  10.  Post  bos 
omnes  est  coelum  illud,  in  quo  Deus  ha- 

bitat, imniortalitatis  domicilium,  quod  in- 
gressus  est  poutifex  noster,  non  supergres- 
sus/'  Schlichting.  Thl.  gives  another 
expansion  of  the  reference  of  this  clause 
which  may  also  have  been,  intended:  oft 
roiovroy  otoy  Mcavcrfjs  CKGLVOS  }*.€V  yap 
ot/r€  aur^s  €tsi]A.0€v  els  T^]v  KaT&irav<Tiv9 

ovr€  r"bv  \abv  cls-ftyayw  oSros  <5e  5teX-)j- rovs  ovpavods  crvv&pta&i  T$ 
if  K.  Svvarat  Tjfjuv  TTJV  €is  ovpavobs 

dovvcu,  ical  rrjs  %v  eirayyehiais 
/caraTratJcrews  K\7)pov6fMovs  irotrjcraL),  JdSUS 
the  Son  of  God  (certainly  not  so  named  in 
this  connexion  without  an  allusion  to  the 

*l7i<rovs  above  mentioned.  We  cannot 
conceive  that  even  a  careful  ordinary 
writer  would  have  used  the  same  name  of 
two  different  persons,,  so  designating  the 
second  of  them,  without  intention.  At  the 
same  time,  there  is  no  reason  for  supposing 
that  such  an  allusion  exhausts  the  sense  of 

the  weighty  addition.  It  brings  out  the 
majesty  of  our  High  Priest,  and  justifies 
at  the  same  time  the  preceding  clause, 

leading  the  mind  to  supply  <  to  God,  whose 
Sou  He  is/  Besides  which,  it  adds  infi- 

nite weight  to  the  exhortation  which  fol- 
lows), let  us  hold  fast  (not  as  Tittmann,  al., 

"lay  hold  of:"  it  is  the  opposite  to  Trapa- 
iriirreiv,  ch.  vi.  6;  TrapapVTji'ai,  ii.  1.  On 
the  genitive,  see  reff.  In  ch.  vi.  18,  the 

aor.  gives  the  sense  'lay  hold  of*)  the 
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...a<r0e»>. 

WilL1!:  t 

. 
nly  t- Job 6^0X0710,9.     15  ou    70,^    l^opev    ap^iepia    pJrt 

crvvTraOricrat,    rals    acrOevelais   fjjJs&v,    s  vremipao-fAevov   $6 

ABCDK  "  /cara    Trdvra     u  tcaS?     uv  o^OLOTTjra    w  %c«>pk     dftaprlas. 
abed  ?"  2f-      _  ,       s  Matt  i\.  1  al  fr     3  Kings  x.  1  t  ch  u.  17  reff. 
f  tr  h  k  1  Jf  only%  ?£"  V  1!» 12'   .       n      *  as  abo'e  fuJ-     Wlsd-  X1V- 19  only-  w  -  Matt,  mi  34.    Heb  , »  ch.  vu.  7  alll.    Luke  xi  49.    Paul,  Rom,  in.  31  alls 
in  B  o 
17   47 

15.  (ffvvTra.Q-nffa.L,  so  ABiCD'HK.)  Steph  veveipa^evov,  with  CKL[P]  rel  Orig, 
[Syn-ep-Ant]  Epiph3  Cyr[-pJ  Nysss  Chr-3-mss  Thdrt :  txt  ABDK  Orig3  Damasc  [Thlj. 

vni.17.  ICor. 
u  ch  vh. 

confession  (viz.  of  our  Christian  faith  :  not 

merely  of  Christ's  ascension,  nor  merely  of 
Christ  as  our  High  Priest  :  cf  .  ch.  iii.  1 
and  note,  and  ch.  x.  23,  which  gives  more 
the  subjective  side,  here  necessarily  to  be 
understood  also.  See  also  ch.  iii.  6. 

Corn.  a-Lapide  gives  a  beautiful  para- 
phrase :  "  Agite  Hebra3i,  persistite  in  fide 

Christi,  ad  requiem  in  coelis  properate  :  esto 
coeli  longe  a  nobis  absint,  facile  eos  conscen- 
devnus  et  penetrabimus,  duce  Christo,  qui 
eos  penetravit,  eosque  nobis  pervios  fecit, 
dummodo  confessionem,  i.  e.  professionem, 
scilicet  fidei  et  spei  nostrae,  constanter  re- 
tineamus  *').  15.]  For  (how  connected  ? 
certainly  not  as  grounding  the  facts  just 
stated;  hut  as  furnishing  a  motive  for 
Kparsiv  rHjs  6(j,o\oyias.  The  effort  is  not 
hopeless,  notwithstanding  the  majesty  of 
our  High  Priest,  and  the  power  of  the 
Word  of  our  God  '-for  we  are  sympathized 
with  and  helped  by  Him.  As  Schlichting, 

"Occupat  objectionem.  Poterat  enim  ali- 
quis  dicere  :  quid  me  magnus  iste  Pontifex 
dura  conf  essionis  nostraa  causa  patientem 
iuvabit,  qui  quanto  major  est,  quanto  a 
nobis  remotior,  tanto  minore  fortassis  nos- 

tri  cura  tangetur  ?  **  To  suppose,  as  some 
have  done,  that  a  contrast  to  the  Jewish 
high  priests  is  intended,  is  to  contradict 
directly  ch.  v.  2.  Bather  is  our  great 
High  Priest  in  this  respect  expressly  iden- 

tified with  them.)  we  have  not  a  Mgh 

priest  unable  (thus  better  than  "  who  is 
not  able,"  rl>v  fjfii  fivvd/j.evov)  to  sympa- 

thize with.  ("  The  verb  <rvfi/ira0€6>,  imme- 
diately from  ffvpicaQfo,  as  by  the  same 

analogy  avrnradeca,  $v$ita&i<itt  eviraQ^co, 
fjSuiradect),  /ierpiOTra^ew,  SfAOioiradea,  is  like 
all  these  derivative  forms,  good  Greek. 
Stephanus  states  it  is  to  be  found  in  Iso- 
crates:  8>sre  /cal  rcus  [UKpcus  oLrvxfats 

a-ovras.  Philo  de  Septenar.  §  13,  vol.  ii. 
p.  290:  T$  5e  airJ/was  %xovrt  aweirciBTicre 
KO/  fJt,€T€$(0K€V  l\€OV$  K.T.A.    In  St.  Paul,  WC 

have  a-upTrdcrxeiv  (reff.)  which  our  Epistle 
has  not,  but  in  a  somewhat  different  mean- 

ing, that  of  actual  community  in  suffering 
with  another,  whereas  our  word  is  spoken 
of  one  sympathizing,  taking  part  in  heart 
with  the  sufferings  of  another.  Erasmus 

(annot.)  :  '  Est  affici  moverique  sensu  alieni 

mali.'  <rv[j.ird(rxeii>  might  indeed  be  used 
in  this  sense,  but  hardly  crvpiraQelv  in  the 
other."  Bleek)  our  infirmities  (not  suf- 

ferings, as  Chrys.,  Thdrt.,  al.  For  the 
idea  would  be  here  out  of  place,  and  the 
word  cannot  have  this  meaning.  Bleek  has 
well  examined  its  region  of  significance  ; 
and  shewn  that  it  can  only  betoken  prima- 

rily the  inner  and  a  priori  weakness,  —  be 
that  physical,  and  thereby  leading  to  expo- 

sure to  suffering  and  disease,  which  itself  is 
sometimes  called  by  this  name  (see  John 
xi.4:  Luke  v.  15;  viiL  2  al.  :  eh.  xi.  34), 
—  or  spiritual  and  moral,  —  whereby  misery 
arises,  and  sin  finds  entrance,  as  in  ch.  v.  2  ; 
vii.  8.  Both  these,  indeed  all  human 
infirmities,  are  here  included.  With  all 
does  the  Son  of  God  sympathize,  and  for 
the  reason  now  to  be  given),  nay  rather 
(on  SU  being  a  stronger  adversative  than 
aAA<£,  see  on  ver.  13  above),  (one)  tempted 
(Ebrard  has  a  good  note  on  the  subject  of 
our  Lord's  temptations)  in  all  things  (see 
on  ch.  ii.  17)  according  to  (our)  similitude 
(•fjfjwiv  is  the  natural  word  to  supply.  So 
in  ch.  vii.  15,  /caret  T^V  fyiot^TTjTa  McA- 
X«re5eK.  It  might  be  irpbs  T^aay:  so 
Aristot.  de  Mundo  (Bl.),  jcar&  rfyv  Tpbs 
ravra  6fjLOi(Sr7}ra  :  Philo  de  Profogis,  §  9, 

vol.  i.  p.  553,  Kara  r}jv  vp'bs  &AAa  6fiot6- 
T7?ra,  see  ref.  Gen.  St.  Paul  uses  tipo'iMpa, 
not  6fj,oi6r7is  :  cf.  Bom.  i.  23  ;  v.  14  ;  vi.  5  ; 
viii.  3  :  Phil.  ii.  7)  apart  from  sin  (so  that 
throughout  these  temptations,  in  their 
origin,  in  their  process,  in  their  result,  — 
sin  had  nothing  in  Him  :  He  was  free  and 
separate  from  it.  This  general  reference 
is  the  only  one  which  fully  gives  the  general 
predication,  ̂ c^pls  a/taprlos.  And  so  it 
has  been  usually  taken.  But  there  are 
considerable  divergences.  (Ec.  ;  Srt  oi>x 

So  Thl.  alteru.:  Schlichting, 
Ut  ostendat,  Christum  innoxium  prorsus 

fuisse,  nee  ullo  modo  haec  mala  quae  passus 
est  Gommeritum  :"  al.  But  this  would 
require  Treveipaa'fj.svov  to  be  confined  in  its 
meaning  to  such  sufferings  as  might  be 
inflicted  on  account  of  sin  :  and  would 
altogether  deprive  it  of  the  meaning 
'tempted,*  'solicited  towards,  but  short 
of  sin/  Again,  very  many  Commentators 
take  the  words  to  imply,  that  He  was 
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x  see  note.  16 
1  Pet  ii.  4. 
Jer.  vii.  16. 

y  Maik  m  5. 
Luke  xxiv. 
52  Eph.  iv. 
2  al  fr. 
1  Chron.  xxix.  22. 

.8.    Jude21. 
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ciu.  28.    2  Mace.  xiv.  29.  xv.  20  only. 

oz/z/  y  //-era  z  irapprjo'ias  T&>     upova)  rt]^  ABCDK 
fl       r/  >  LPN a  evpto^ev  €69  abed 

2fc  5  fghkl 
:£  O,V~  m  n  o 

z  =  ch  ui.  6  reff.  a  see  ch.  vm.  1  reff  b  here  only  c  —  2  Tim.      !?•  47 
d  Luke  »  30.    Acts  vu.  46  only     Deut  xxtv  3  (1)  al  fr  e  Mark  vi  21  only.    Ps. 

,  fiva  b  \d/3a>/jL€v  bc  e'Xeo?  teal  d 
evtcaipov    f  /3o?j0€iav.     V. 

. 
f  =  here  (Acts  xxvii.  17)  only.    Ps.  vu.  10  al. 

16.  rec  eAcov,  with  C2D3L  rel  [Chr  Thdrt  Damasc]  :  txt  ABC^KJTJX  g  1  17 
Antchr  om  eypw/xe^  B.  om  ets  D1 :  om  eis  evKaipov  f. 

(corresponding  to  that  crvp.Tra.Qeta.  of  our 
High  Priest  above  spoken  of :  but  extend- 

ing further  than  our  atrdevetat,  to  the  for- 

giveness of  our  sins  by  God's  mercy  in 
Christ),  and  may  find  grace  (we  have  evpi- 
crKeiv  lAeos,  in  ref.  2  Tim.  evp.  %ap^  is 
common  in  the  LXX.  The  meaning  is  not 
very  different  from  Aaj8e?j/  lAeoy.  Many 
distinctions  have  been  set  up,  but  none 
appear  to  hold.  Both,  the  receiving  eAeos 
and  finding  %c£p* v,  apply  to  the  next  clause) 
for  help  in  time  (i.  e.  o-finepov,  while  it  is 
yet  open  to  us :  as  Chrys.,  &y  vvv  TrpossX- 

6r)$9  <py<rt,  ATJI^T?  Kal  x^PLt/  Ka^  &€OV'  e^- 
Katpcas  yap  irposspxy.  ai>  84  TTOTG  irpos- 
€A07?s,  ovKfTt'  aKaipos  y&p  f]  Trp6so$QS'  ov 
yap  €crn  T^re.  6p6vos  ̂ aptros*  6p6vos 

tempted  in  all  other  points,  but  not  in 

sin:  "sin  only  excepted."  So  Jac.  Cap- 
pellus,  Storr,  Ernesti,  Heinrichs,  Kuiuoel, 
Sclileusner,  Wahl,  and  Bretsclmeider,  and 
al.  But  the  words  certainly  do  not  lead  to 
any  such  interpretation.  They  would  rather 

in  this  case  be,  et  fj.%  Ka6'  ajuapriW,  or  %&>ply 
apaprias  would  stand  before  KaO3  6^016- 
rijTa,  The  Commentators  refer  to  passages 
of  Philo  in  which  he  states  the  High  Priest- 

hood and  the  sinlessness  of  the  \6yos  in  a 
manner  very  similar  :  e.  g.  De  Profugis, 
§  20,  p.  562:  \4yo(j.ev  yap,  rbv  apx^p^a 
OVK  av6pcairoy  aAAa  \6yov  Qsloit  elvai, 
iravrtav  ovx  GKOVcricav  (JLOVQV  aAAa  Kal 

Exhortation  to  confidence)  even  in  our  guilt 
and  need,  grounded  on  this  sympathy  of 
our  great  JBLigh  Priest.  Let  us  therefore 

approach  (irpos€px€<'"^ai>  onty  once  used 
by  St.  Paul,  1  Tim.  vi.  3,  and  that  in  a 
totally  different  sense,  irpostpxtarQat  67101- 
vovcrw  X6yoi$t  is  a  favourite  word  in  this 
Epistle,  cf.  ch.  vii.  25;  x.  1,  22;  xi.  6;  xii.  18, 
22,  and  generally  in  the  same  sense  as  here, 
that  of  approach  to  God,  either,  as  under 
the  0.  T.,  by  sacrifices,  or,  as  under  the 
N.  T.,  by  the  one  sacrifice  of  Christ.  The 
same  idea  is  expressed  Eph.  ii.  18;  iii.  12, 
by  the  word  irpos&ywyf)  :  see  also  reff.) 
with,  confidence  (ref.  and  note  there)  to 
the  throne  of  grace  (i.e.  not,  as  Seb. 
Schmidt,  al.,  Christ  Himself,  —  nor,  as 
Chrys.,  (Ec.,  Thl.,  Thdrt.,  Primasius,  Lim- 
borch,  al.,  the  throne  of  Christ,  —  nor  is 
there  any  allusion  to  the  lid  of  the  ark  of 
the  covenant  as  the  mercy-seat^  which  both 
would  here  be  alien  from  the  immediate 
context,  and  would  introduce  a  confusion 
of  metaphors  in  a  purely  spiritual  passage  : 
but,  by  the  analogy  of  this  Epistle,  it  is  the 
throne  of  Godt  at  the  right  hand  of  which 
(tV  5e£i£  rov  6p6vov  r^y  iicyahwarvvris, 
ch.  viii.  1;  ev  8e£.  T.  6p6vov  TOV  6eovt 
xii.  2)  Jesus  our  Forerunner  is  seated. 
That  it  is  here  called  the  throne  of  grace, 
is  owing  to  the  complexion  of  the  passage, 
in  which  the  grace  and  mercy  of  our  re- 

conciled God  are  described  as  ensured  to 
us  by  the  sympathy  and  power  of  our 
great  High  Priest),  that  we  may  receive 
(Xafxpdv€iv  here  clearly  in  its  passive  reci- 

pient sense,  as  ch.  ii.  2  al.)  compassion 

/JaenAeuy,  $rav  Se  ̂   cru^reAeta  ytvyrai, 
r6re  eyelperai  els  Kpicriv, — Thl.,  Calvin, 
referring  to  2  Cor.  vi.  2  (from  Isa.  xlix. 
8),  Kcupiy  <$€/cnp  €iH}Kou<rc£  (rou  ....  I8ou 
vvv  Kaipbs  €virp6sS€Krost  —  Estius,  al., 
Bleek,  De  W.,  Ltinem.,  Ebrard,  Tholuck. 
This  is  decidedly  the  right  interpretation, 
and  not  as  many  Commentators  and  the 

E.  V.,  **  in  time  of  need,"  "  as  often  as  we 
want  it"  which  would  be  both  flat,  and 
hardly  justified  by  usage,  cf.  ref.  Mark. 
Delitzsch  objects  to  the  above  view  as 
weber  bem  ItiiSbrucf  nod)  ber  Situation 
red)t  entfprecfyenb :  but  bis  own,  that  they 
were  to  apply  for  help  which  might  come 
in  good  time,  before  the  danger  which 
surrounded  them  became  so  pressing  that 
they  must  sink  under  it  from  inability 
to  resist,—- surely  comes  nearly  to  the 
same.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  two 
should  not  be  united:  etf/eoupop, — while 
the  throne  of  grace  is  open,  and  you  your- 

selves not  overwhelmed  by  the  danger). 
CHAP.  V.  1  —  X.  18.]  THE  HIGKH 

PEIESTHOOD  OF  CHEIST  :  and  this  in  seve- 
ral points  of  view.  That  which  has  before 

been  twice  by  anticipation  hinted  at,  ch. 
ii.  17 ;  iii.  1 ;  iv.  14,  15,  is  now  taken  up 
and  thoroughly  discussed.  First  of  all, 
vv.  1 — 10,  two  necessary  qualifications  of  a 
high  priest  are  stated,  and  Christ  is  proved 
to  have  fulfilled  both:  a.  vv.  1 — 3,  Tie 
must  be  taken  from  among  men,  capable, 
in  respect  of  infirmity,  of  feeling  for  men, 
and,  $.  vv.  4 — 10,  he  must  not  have  taken 
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va 
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vjrep 
1  ra  e 

re    /ca 

„    b ',  3  °  p,eTpLQ7ra6eiv  Svvd/&evo$  rofc  p  ayvoov- 
3.    Exod.  ii.  14.     1  Chron   xu.  18.  i  ch.  u.  17  refF.  k  Heb.,  vv.  3 

1  Matt  u.  11    v.  23,  24    via,  4    ch.  viu.  3,  4,  ix.  9.    Lev.  i   2,  3  al. 
42  (from  Amos  v.  25).  xxi.  26.  ch.  \m  3    ix.  9.  x.  1,  &c.    Gen  i\    3  al.  n  1  Cor 

*iJ-  \t12-  Ezek- xlv-  2'z-  ° here  only  t-  phil°» de  Abr-  §  ***  v°L  u-  P-  S7- '•-    Num  in.  11.     Gen.  xx.  4. 

s=  Nxini  \m. 
6.    Acts  xv. 
14.    Xen. 

C>r.  u  2.  15. 
^-I.ukexu.  14 

Tit  1.5    ch. 

1.88.  1 

i,  7  aU7      Paul na  Acts  vu. 
xv.  3    ch.  %h, 

p  =  1  Tim.  i. 

CHAP.  V.  1.  om  re  B  I>2(appy)  [vss(exc  syr)]. 

tfta?  dignity  upon  himself,    but  have  'been 
appointed,  by    G-od.  1.]  For  (takes 
up  again  ch.  iv.   15  with  a   view  to  sub- 

stantiate  it :    see    remarks   below)   every 
high  priest  (in  the  sense,  Levitical  high 
priest,    the    only   class   here    in   question. 
.Delitzsch  is  however  right  in  maintaining, 
that  it  is  not  right  to  limit  the  words  to 
this  sense,  or  to  see  in  them  this  condition, 
which    indeed   is    not   brought    forward, 

"but  only  exists  in  the  nature  of  the  case, 
no   other   high   priests   being   in    view), 
being  taken  from  among  men  (this  parti- 

cipial clause  belongs   to   the  predicative 
portion  of  the  sentence,  and  indeed  car- 

ries the  chief  weight  of  it,  having  a  slight 
causal  force;    'inasmuch  as   he  is  taken 
from  among  men/     And  thus  the  clause 
is  understood  by  Chrys.,  ThL,  Primas.,  and 
Calv.,  Schlicht.,  Grot.,  Beng.,  BL,  Be  W., 
Lunem.,  Ebrard,  Delitzsch,  aL     Others,  as 
Luth.,  Seb.  Schm.,  Wetst.,  Storr,  Kuinoel, 
al.,  take  it  as  belonging  to  the  subject,  as 

does  the  E.  V.,  "  Every  high  priest  taken 
from  among  men,"  and  see  in  it  a  contrast, 
as  in  ch.   vii.   28,   between   human  high 
priests,  and  the  Son  of  God.     But  such 
contrast  here  is  not  only  not  in,  but  incon- 

sistent with,  the  context :  which  does  not 
bring  out  as  yet  any  difference  between 
Christ  and  the  Jewish  high  priests,  but 
rather  (see  below)  treats  of  the  attributes 
of  a  high  priest  from  their  example.   XCLJJL- 
pavojievos  is  no  technical  word,  as  ( capi  ' 
in  Latin  :  "  Exlmie  virgines  Vestales,  sed 
flamines  quoque  Diales,  item  pontifices  et 

augures  capi  dicebantur/*  AuL  GelL  i.  12: 
for  the  question  here  is  not  of  electing  or 
appointing,    which    comes   below   in  KO.Q- 
i&rarai,  but  simply  oi  taking  from  among, 
as  in  reff.),  is  appointed  (the  ordinary 
classical  word :  iarpovs  Karetrrficrav  OKT&, 
Xen.  Anab.  iii.  4.  30:  and  the  pass.,  2$ei 
jSatrtAca  Ka0i<rraffQcu>  id.  Ages.  iii.  1,  see 
also  reff.,  and  numerous  examples  in  Bleek) 

for  (on  behalf  of ,  for  the  benefit  of:  vicari- 
ousness  must  not  be  introduced  where  the 
context,  as  here,  does  not  require  it:  see 
note  on  ch.  ii.  9)  men  (the  stress  is  both 
times  on  this  genitive  and  its  preposition, 
4|  av6purmuv  Xajmftavdftfi'os,  vtrep  dvOpco- 
iro)v  Kadicrrarat :  the  former  justifying  the 
latter.     This  is  a  powerful  additional  rea- 

son  for   taking   e£   avQp.   Aa^ujS-   predica- 
tively :  for  if  it  be  taken  as  attached  to  the 

subject,   "every  high   priest  taken  from 
among  men/'  with  a  necessary  stress  in 
such  case  on  'men,9  the  same  stress  must 
be  laid  on  *  men  *  in  the  farep  avQp.,  with 
an  implication  that  Christ,  with  whom  on 
this  hypothesis  the  human  high  priest  is 
contrasted,  was  not  appointed  for  men)  in 
matters  relating  to  God  (see  note  on  ch,  ii. 
17.     It  is  extraordinary  how  Calvin  and 
Kypke  could,  in  the  face  of  usage  and  of 
ch.  ii.  17  and  vii.  28;  viii.  3,  have  supposed 
Kadtcrrarai  to  be  active,  and  ra  irp.  r.  0. 
accus.  after  it :  "  Curat  Pontifex,  vel  or- 
dinaff  quae  ad  Deum  pertinent :  .  .  .  con- 
structio  melius  ihiit,  et  sententia  est  ple- 
nior,3>  Calv, :  "  Cultum  divinum  instituit," 
Kypke.     So  also  Stuart  in  his  summary, 
"  that  he  may  superintend  or  direct  the 
concerns  which  men  have  with  God;"  but 
not  in  his  commentary.    All  the  instances 
of  an  active  (dynamic;  sense  of  the  middle 
of  KaQlarr'niJLi  adduced  by  Kypke  are  in  the 
aorists,  which  stand  on  different  ground 
from  the  present),  that  he  may  offer  (the 
technical  word :  see  reff.)  both  gifts  and 

sacrifices  for  sins  (Swpa  and  61*0-10$  are 
both  to  be  taken  with  vrr£p  ap.ap7*i,wK,  as 
the  T€  shews :  not,  as  Grot.,  Bengel,  al., 
dcopa  alone,  and  Qvcr.  farep  ap.  together; 
nor,  as  Delitzsch,  is  £ire/>  to  be  taken  with 
wposQepy.      And  the  sentence  fra  vposty. 

IC.T.A.  is'  not,  as  Thl.,  a  mere  epexegesis  of 
T&  irpbs  T^y  0e<Jy,  but  is  intimately  con- 

nected by  the  word  o/xapTj(£f  with  what 
follows :  see  below.         vircp,  i,  e.  to  atone 

for?  =  €ts  7"b  t\e£a7C€<r0cu  ras  a^aprtay  TOV 
Aaov,  ch.  ii.  17 :  see  also  reff.     No  satis- 

factory distinction  can  be  set  up  between 
Sojpa  and  OtwrCas :  properly  speaking,  the 
former  would  be  any  manner  of  offerings, 
the  latter  slain  beasts  only :  but  this  usage 
is   not   observed   in   Scripture:    see    reff. 
Thl.   says,    Kara   pey   rbv    axpi^Tj    \6yov 
$ia<f>€povai,  irapa,   Sc   rf  ypatpfj   afitatpdpces 

K€ivrai)}  2.]  "being"  (one  who  is)  able 
(this  clause  is  closely  bound  to  the  last, 
and  belongs  to  it,  not  to  the  whole  sen- 

tence. It  is  in  fact  a  conditioning  partici- 

pial clause  to  *(va  irpos<p€ppt  and  at  the 
same  time  a  retrospective  epexegesis  of  l| 

ay 6p (air cov  \afJL&av6fMGVOs)  to  be  COmpas- 
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,  eirel  tcai  avros  r  irepitceiraL  s  acrQk-  ABCDK 
irepl  rov  \aov  ovra)$  abed 

f  g  h  k  I 

q  Matt,  xxiu        (TH/    KCLL 
29  II.    1  Cor 
\J.  9     2  Tim.  ,,,;,„,,•     3 
uu  13.  VtltUV 
James  v   19.  \  \      f  ^ 
i^a  xu\  8     /cai  Trepi  eavrov 

r  "onstr  t  Acts  ' 
xxvin  20   (ch.  MI.  1  reff.)  only.  s  Rom.  vi.  19.    2  Cor.  xu.  9.  ch.  iv.  15.  t  =  1  Cor.  MI  36.  ch. 
u  17.  \er.  12  $.  u  ver.  1  reff. 

2.  for  €ir€i  /cat,  KO.L  yap  D1 ;  quoniam  D-lat. 
3.  rec  SiaTatm/i',  with  C3D3KL  rel  syr-mg  Chr[-tnontf  AntchJ  Thdrt  :  propterea 

vulg  copt :  propter  illam  D-lat :  txt  ABC1  Dr[-gr  P]K  17  syrr  Chr-2-mss  [Euthal-ms] 
Cyrj  Thdrtr  for  eavrov,  avrov  BD1  [Tbdrtj].  rec  (for  3rd  irepi)  vircp,  with 
C3D3KL  rel  Chr[-montf]  Thdrt!  [Antchj  Darnasc]  :  txt  ABC^^P]^  17  [47]  Chr- 
niss  Thdrtj  [Euthal-ms  Cyrj, 

LPM 

sionate  (jieTptoiraOew  is  a  word  apparently 
invented  to  serve  the  view  of  the  Peripa- 

tetic school,  as  opposed  to  the  cbratfeia  of 
the  Stoics.  They  held  that  we  ought  to 
rule  our  passions  by  reason,  and  denomi- 

nated such  moderation  /AeTpiOTrdQeia.  The 
word  is  not  found,  —  except  in  a  Pythagorean 
fragment  of  Archytas  in  Stobseus,  of  doubt- 

ful authenticity,  —  before  the  time  of  Alex- 
ander: Diog.  Laert.  v.  31  says,  e^  5e 

(Aristotle)  T^V  croQibv  ̂   elvai  ̂ v  airaQr), 
fj,erpLOTraBrj  Sc.  See  numerous  other  exam- 

ples in  Bleek.  Hence  we  have  the  verb  and 
its  cognates  frequently  used  of  moderating 
the  passion  of  anger  :  Plut.  de  Ira  Cohib. 
p.  453,  aj/acTTfJcrai  /c.  <rw<reu  K.  <|>e£<ra<r0cu  K. 
jcapreprjcrat  frpa6r>r)r6s  tern  K.  (Tvyyvda^fis 
Kal  fueTpioTraOelas  :  Appian,  Bell.  Hisp. 
p.  529,  €t  fjL€Tpioira.Qta$  fffyicrt  xpfaerai, 
irapaSovcrLv  eavrots:  Jos.  Antt.  xii.  3.  2, 

Ovfcrirandvov  5'  &v  Ti$  Kal  TLTOV  rty  (J.G- 
ya\o<ppoffforjv  el^ras  ttcirXaytiri,  perk 

K.  ryhiKOVTOvf  ay&vaSf  ots So 

the  Etym.  Mag.,  ̂ rpioiraQelv  l/c 
TO,  irdQT)  KaTafie}(i€0'8at, 
Hesych.  ̂ erpiowaB^s'  JJLLKP& 
ffvyyw&a'K.uv  ̂ TrteiKws,  The  meaning  here 
therefore  must  be  given  according  to  this 
analogy,  and  the  dative  following  explained 
as  one  of  direction,  or  perhaps  commodi) 
towards  the  ignorant  and  erring  (the 
former  mild  word,  though  frequently  used 
of  sinners  elsewhere  without  (e.  g.  Hosea 
iv.  15  :  Sir.  v.  15  ,*  xxiii.  2  al.  :  Judith  v. 
20:  Esdr.  viii.  75  (72):  cf.  2  Chron. 
xvi.  9  :  and  so  ThL  here,  %pa  Se,  fin  TTO.V 

a/^dpr-rj/JLa  &yvoia  K.  tr\dvri  yewS*)  as 

well  as  with  the  implication  of  'igno- rance (see  Eccles.  v.  5  :  Levit.  iv.  13  ;  v. 
18),  seems  to  be  here  placed,  as  well  as 

•zrXavcojxe'vois,  itself  at  all  events  a  milder 
term  than  dpaprdvovcnvy  as  suitable  to 
the  tone  of  the  sentence,  in  which  the 
feeling  of  a  sinner  towards  his  fellow- 
sinners  is  expressed.  The  sense  might  be 

filled  up,  'towards  those  who  (possibly 
after  all)  are  ignorant  and  deluded/  And 
thus  the  propriety  of  the  next  clause  is 
rendered  still  greater;  both  these,  &yvoia 

and  irxdvn,  being  the  results  of  acrtfeVcia, 
with  which  he  himself  is  encompassed. 
On  the  exclusion  on  the  one  side  from 

these  designations  of  e  sinners  with  a  high 
hand/  and  the  inclusion  in  them,  as  above, 
of  much  more  than  sins,  strictly  speaking, 

of  ignorance,  see  Delitzsch's  note),  seeing 
that  he  himself  also  is  compassed  about 
with  infirmity  (on  this  construction  of 
an  ace.  with  irepiKCLjJiai.,  compare  ref.  Acts: 

so  reives  irepifiaXea'dai  rV  irfaw,  Herod. 
i.  163  :  Eustath.  on  II.  T.  p.  1229  :  ftpa  5e 

Kal  '6ri  rb  7repiK€tcr&a,i  SOTIKT)  ffvvera^, 
avri)  kvrl  TOV  ffvyK€?&6ai  K.  trept- 

?)  pevroL  aw>)0eia  ITT!  rov 
/3a<rraf€iJ>  K,  Qopeiv  rfyv  \€£iv  rlQjjffi  K. 
alrtaTiKr)  <TWT&(r(f*i)  &$  ev  T<J>  irepiK€LTai 
rvtyov  %  TtXovTov  %  fivvdcrreiaj'.  darBeveia, 
as  in  ch.  vii.  28,  that  moral  weakness  which 
makes  men  capable  of  sin.  It  is  never 
predicated  of  Christ  in  this  sense  :  nay,  by 
the  terms  of  vii.  28,  He  is  excluded  from 
it.  That  atrQeveLa  of  the  flesh,  which  He 
bore  on  Him,  and  thereby  was  capable  of 

suffering  and  of  death,  was  entirely  dis- 
tinct from  this.  Some  have  gone  even 

farther  here,  as  CEc.  —  rb  *'  irepl 

.  3.]  And  on 
account  of  it  (the  infirmity  wherewith  he 
himself  is  encompassed  j  not  fern,  for  neut., 
as  Bengel,  alteru.  :  nor  is  a0ri7,  Matt,  xxi. 
42,  which  he  alleges,  the  slightest  justifi- 

cation for  such  a  notion)  he  must  (not 
meaning,  it  is  his  appointed  duty  accord- 

ing to  the  law  :  but,  it  is  necessary  for 
him,  a  priori,  on  higher  ground  than,  and 
before,  the  ordinance  of  the  law.  See  on 
ch.  ii.  17)  even  as  for  the  people,  so  also 
for  himself,  offer  (here  only  used  absolutely 

in  N".  T.,  see  Num.  vii.  18)  for  (see  on  ch. 
x.  6)  sins  (and  accordingly,  such  was  the 
ordinance  of  the  Jaw  :  cf.  Levit.  iv.  3  ;  ix, 
7  ;  xvi.  6  al.  Much  has  been  said  as 
to  the  applicability  or  otherwise  of  these 
considerations  to  Christ.  Some  have  con- 

sidered all  that  has  hitherto  been  said  as 

spoken  of  human  high  priests  in  contra- distinction to  Him  :  but  it  is  better  to 
understand  it  all  as  spoken  of  high  priests 
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v  "\ajjb/3dv€t,  rrjv 
a\\a VTTO 

ro /ca 
OUTGO? 

eavrov 

93 

, 
W""JS.  Antt. 

T/O9 crv 
aij/JLepov 

ere" 

8.  Isa.  xlii.  6.  xl\uu  13.  see  oh  ix  15.  Rom.  vui.  30, 
vni.54al.fr.  Esth  in.  1.  Isa.  t%  2  al.  see  Acts  ia.  13. 
10.  Co],  iv.  6.  Rev,  xvi.  9.  wmer,  §  44.  1. 

y  here  only,  see  ch  iv.  2.  z  =  '.John Rom   viii.  30.  a  mf  ,  Mark  vn.  4.     Acts  xv. 
b  Acts  sin.  33.  ch.  L  5.     Ps^.  11.  7. 

4.  Aa/i/tarcc  bef  rty  B  m  :  ris  is  insd  above  tbe  line  B1[2'3(Tiscbdf)].  rec  aft 
aAAa  ins  o,  with  C3L[P]  rel  Cyr[-p  PhotJ  Thdrt  Thl  :  om  ABC'DKX  b  d  b.  k  1  m  o 

[Chrj  ProcopI  Damage],           rec  Ka.Qo.Trep,  with  C5JD3KL[P~K3  rel  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrfc.2 
Phott  :  /ca0o>s  C1(appy)  Chr  Procopl  :  txt  AB(Cn  ?)D1K1  17  [Cyrj  ChronJ  Damasc. 

om  K.Q.I  (Cl  ?)D*  [vulg  Syr  Cyr,  Chron,].  rec  ins  o  bef  aap&r,  with  Thdrt,  : 
om  ABCDKL[P]K  rel  [Chr  Euthal-ms  Cyrj  Chro^  Damasc]. 

5.  yevevQat  A  71  [ann(-ed  Rieu)]  Cyr-jer[-ed1  Cyrj  Chronj  PhotJ. 

in  general :  and  then,  as  Ebrard  well  says, 
leave  it  to  the  Writer  himself,  ver.  5  if.,  to 
determine  how  far  these  requisites  are  satis- 

fied in  Christ.  The  progress  of  the  argu- 
ment itself  will  shew  us,  ver.  8  f.,  and  fur- 

ther on,  ch.  vii.  27,  in  how  far  Christ  is 

unlike  the  O.  T.  high  priest).  4—10.] 
Second  requisite :  divine  appointment. 

4.]  And  (couples  to  ver.  1,  of  which 
the  subsequent  verses  have  been  epexege- 
tical)  none  taketh  (Xajxpavci,  not  alto- 

gether perhaps  without  an  allusion  to  \a.ju.~ 
fiav6/Aevo$  above,  ver.  1.  So  in  Xiphilinus 
Galb.  p.  187,  vop.i£(av  OVK  etAT/^evai  rfyv 
apX'fiv*  aAAa  SeS^crflai  aur«p)  the  office  (of 
the  high  priesthood :  so  rijj.'fi,  Herod,  ii. 
59,  otrre  TtfjL&s  TO.S  €0u<ras  crvvTapd^as 
(n€icr£<rTpaToy),  aure  Becrfjua  /ueTaAAc^as  : 
see  other  examples  in  Bleek.  Josephus 
uses  it  frequently  of  the  high-priestly 
office:  e.  g  Antt.  iii.  8.  1,  avrbs  6  Belts 

'Aapcava  TTJS  TI^S  ravrys  &£iov  H/cpivc) 
to  himself  (dat.  com  modi :  and  carrying 
the  stress  of  the  sentence,  although  the 
construction  of  Xapfidvet  with  both  clauses 
must  be  somewhat  zeugmatic:  it  must 
have  rather  a  more  active  sense  in  the  case 
where  he  takes  it  to  himself,  than  in  that 
where  he  only  receives  it,  being  called  by 
God.  This  is  denied  by  Delitzsch,  but  I 
see  not  how  we  can  altogether  escape  it. 
The  construction  with  eavrqp  in  the  one 
case  necessarily  throws  a  different  tinge 
over  the  verb  than  when  it  is  understood 
with  KaXovfi.*vos  i/7rb  TOV  Beov)  but  (only 
when)  called  by  God  (with  the  o  of  the 

rec.  text,  it  would  be,  *  ~but  only  Tie  who  is 
catted  by  God  *),  as  indeed  was  Aaron  (see 
Exod.  xxviii.  1 ;  xxix.  4 :  X<evit.  viii.  1  : 

Num.  iii.  10 ;  but  especially  Num.  xvi.— 
xviii.  Schottgen  quotes  from  the  Rab- 

binical Bammidbar  Rabba,  §  18,  foL  234, 
"  Moses  ad  Corachum  ejusqxie  socios  dixit: 
fei  Aaron  frater  meus  sibimetipsi  sacer- 
clotium  sum  sit  (im^  Vffii  =  KajjL&aveiv 
laur^J)  recte  egistis,  quod  contra  ipsum 

insurrexisfcis  :  jam  vero  Deus  id  ipsi  dedit," 

&c.  This  divine  ordinance  of  Aaron 
and  his  sons  to  be  high  priests  endured 
long  in  the  Jewish  polity  :  but  long  before 
this  time  the  rule  had  been  disturbed  :  Jos* 
Antt,  xx.  10.  5,  relates,  rfyv 

rapa  'PcafjLaicotf 

dp%xepe?5,  aAAa  ncrlv 

T^JV  Tifjityv  airsvefjLe.  Some  of 
the  early  Commentators,  e.  g.  CEc.,  ThL, 
Primas.,  imagine  that  an  allusion  to  this 

irregularity  is  here  intended  :  aivi-rrerai 
evTavBa  Tobs  T£T€  ap^ifpeTs 
ot  iTreTHjSajy  TTJ  rtpf),  a>V7}Tfyv 
KTt&fJLevoL,  Kal  T^V  vo^jiov 
CEc.  But,  though  even  Bleek  imagines 
such  an  allusion  may  have  been  in  the 

Writer's  mind,  it  seems  I  own  to  me  very 
improbable).  5.]  Tims  Christ  also 
(as  well  as  those  others)  did  not  glorify 
HIMSELF  to  be  made  High  Priest  (i.  e. 

did  not  raise  Himself  'to  the  office  of  High Priest.  So|a£civ  is  here  used  in  its  most 
general  sense,  of  all  those  steps  of  elevation 
by  which  the  dignity  might  be  attained  : 
see  especially  ref.  John,  which  is  exceed- 

ingly useful  to  the  right  understanding 
here.  Be  Wette  (so  also  Hofmann,  Schrb. 

ii.  1.  182.  See  Delitzsch's  note)  is  cer- 
tainly very  far  wrong,  in  taking  ed^acr^v 

of  the  ultimate  well-known  glorification 
of  Christ,  properly  so  called  (ch.  ii.  9),  for 
thus  confusion  is  introduced  into  the  mem- 

bers of  the  parallel,  seeing  that  this  sen- 
tence, oi>x  eavT^p  £56£acrev  ywrjQ.  &PX*> 

ought  to  correspond  to  oi>x  €aur<£  AajujSa- 
j/ei  r^v  rtfjL-ijv  above.  In  the  construction, 
the  inf.  -y€\n[\&r\viu.  contains  rather  the  re- 

sult than  the  definite  purpose  :  *  did  not 
exalt  himself  so  as  to  be  made/  i.  e.  *  did 
not  use  that  self-exaltation  which  might 
make  him  *),  but  He  (i.  e.  the  Father)  wlio 
spake  to  Him,  Thou  art  my  son,  I  have 

this  day  "begotten  thee  (see  ch.  i.  5,  where 
this  same  saying  is  similarly  adduced  as 
spoken  by  the  Heavenly  Father  to  tho 
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?o>9  Kal  c  eV  ere/op  Xe^e^  Si)  /epeu?  a<?  TOZ/  ai&va  Kara  ABCDK 
(    d  rrAtn,    "\/[^\^f,^.^^.,  7    no     f  '         '        '  TP" Col.  U.6,  ver, 

10.  ch.  u.  20  vu  11,  &c,  only. 
20.    Phil.  i.  22,  2i. 

=  2  Mace.  is.  18  (see  note). r  1  Pet.  iv.  2.    2  Cor.  s.  3.    Gal.  ii.      m  n  O 
17.47 

Son.  It  must  be  carefully  observed,  that 
the  Writer  does  not  adduce  this  text  as 

containing  a  direct  proof  of  Christ's  divine 
appointment  to  the  High  Priesthood  :  that 
follows  in  the  next  verse  :  nor  again,  does 
it  merely  assert,  without  any  close  con- 

nexion (cf.  Ka0a>s  KCU  eV  crepe?  \eyet)<  that 
the  same  Divine  Person  appointed  Him 

High  Priest,  who  said  to  Him  "  Thou  art 
my  Son  :"  but  it  asserts,  that  such  divine 
appointment  was  wrapped  up  and  already 
involved  in  that  eternal  generation  to  the 
Sonship  which  was  declared  in  these  words. 
So  Till.  :  So/ce?  <5e  avdpfjc-ocrros  elvcu  TJ  l/c 

rov  Sevrepov  -fyaX/j-ov  irpo^reia  irpbs  rb 
irpOKsinevof'  irpovtceiro  fAsv  yctp  S 

6.  aft  ez/  eT€pco  ins  iraA**'  D'[-gr.  aft  <rv  ins  €t  P  47(Mill)  syr  copt  basm  arm 
Chron].            /ueAx^creSex  (nere  and  vii.  1)  A  vulg, 

7.  aft  os  ins  UP  B][-gr]. 
which  even  such  Commentators  as  Tholuck 

support  this  view ;  he  alleges-  that  it  best 
agrees  with  the  reAefotm  spoken  of  vv.  7  ff., 
in  which  Christ  by  obedience  became  per- 

fect as  our  High  Priest.     How  fallacious 
this  is,  may  readily  be  seen  from  the  words 
Katirep  o»v  DIG?,  which    according  to  this 
view  He  was  not,  in  the  present  sense,  till 
those  sufferings  were  ended.  Delitzsch  also 
would  understand  the  words  entirely  of  His 
triumphant  glorified  state,  beginning  with 
the  Resurrection :  on  the  ground  that  there 
is  no  connexion  in  the  proposition  that  He 
who  designated  Him  as  His  Eternal  Son, 
also  appointed  Him  to  the  High  Priesthood. 
But  surely  this  is  not  so  :  see  above.    On 
the  whole  question  of  the  interpretation  of 
the  words  themselves,  as  cited  from  the 
Psalm,  see  on  ch.  i.  5,  where  I  have  fully  dis- 

cussed it),        6.]  even  as  also  he  saith  in 
another  (place)   (see  on  ref.,  &>  TOUTOJ), 
Thou  art  a  priest  for  ever  after  the  order 
of  Melchisedek  (on  the  relation  of  this 
Psalm  to  Christ,  see  generally  on  ch.  i.  13. 
1  may  add  to  what  was  there  said,  that  it 
is  thus  declared,  that  He,  in  whom  all  the 
theocratic  promises  find  their  fulfilment,  in 
whom  the  true  Kingdom  of  God  comes  and 
is  summed  up,  was  to  be,  as  in  Zech.  vi. 

12  ff.,  "a  priest  upon  His  throne,"  and  such 
a  priest  (i,  e.  necessarily  High  Priest,  if  a 
King ;  as  indeed  the  word  is  given  in  ver. 
10  and  ch.  vi.  20)  as  should  be  after  the 
order  of  Melchisedek.    In  examining  this 
last  predication,  we  find  that  KOTO,  rrjv 
Tdfiv,  according  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of 
rd£i$,  imports,  according  to  the  office  or 
order,  the  rank  which  Melchisedek  held. 
So  Jos.  Antt.  vii.  11.  6,  David  appointed 

Amasa  commander,  Kal  rfyv  rd£iv  avr$  <•<£>* 
^s  *ludftos  ?)v,  SiSucriv:    Polyb.  ii.  24.  9, 
etpeSpeias  exovres  rd£iv :    Demosth.  313. 
13,  OiKerov   ra£«/,   OVK    6\*vO€pov    Trat&Vy, 
ex*'*'-    See  many  other  examples  in  Bleek. 
So  that  Kara  TYJV  T<X|LV  will  be  very  nearly 
the  same  as  Kara  rfyv  OJLLOL dryra,  ch.  vii.  15  : 
and  the  Peschito  has  this  latter  expression 
both  in  the  Psalm,  and  throughout  our 
Epistle.     On  els  TOV  aloiva,  as  indeed  on 
the  detailed  application  of  the  several  ex- 

pressions to  Christ,  see  on  ch.  vii.  20  ff.). 
7  ff.]  The  sufferings  of  Christ  are 

now  adduced,  as  a  portion  of  his  So^affQyvai 
to  be  made  High  Priest.    They  were  all  in 
subjection  to  the  will  of  the  Father  :  they 

$€  f)  jAdprvpia  rb  €K  rov  Trarphs 
57jA(>r.  jUaAfcrra  /uei>  ovv  Kal  rb  inrb  rov 

Qeov  yey^vvTjaOai  Trpo/caracr/cei;^  €0"Tt  rov 
vtrb  rov  Qeov  xetporo^TjQTjyai.  And  simi- 

larly Chrys.  Then  again,  we  must  beware 
of  imagining  that  6  XaXiicras  ....  Y£V€V- 
vi]  Ka  <rc  is  a  mere  periphrasis  of  6  var^pt 
as  some  have  done.  The  true  account 
seems  to  be  this  :  the  word  I8o|acr€v  con- 

tains in  it  the  whole  process  of  exaltation 
(through  suffering)  by  which  the  Lord 
Jesus  has  attained  the  heavenly  High 
Priesthood.  This  whole  process  was  not  his 

own  work)  but  the  Father's,  John  viii.  54. 
And  in  saying  this,  we  involve  every  step  of 
it,  from  the  very  beginning.  Of  these,  un- 

questionably the  first  was  His  eternal  gene- 
ration by  the  Father.  He  did  not  consti- 

tute himself  the  Son  of  God,  in  virtue 
ultimately  of  which  sonship  He  eyevfjdr} 
apxiepevs*  And  therefore  in  proving  this, 
the  sacred  Writer  adduces  first  the  declara- 

tion of  the  Father  which  sets  forth  this  His 
generation  as  Son  of  God,  on  which  all  His 
So!a{r07Jj/<u  depended,  —  and  then,  when  He 
was  completed  by  sufferings,  vv.  7  —  10,  the 
direct  declaration  of  his  High  Priesthood, 
also  by  the  Father.  This  class  of  inter- 

pretations has  been  much  impugned,  prin- 
cipally by  the  Socinian  interpreters,  and 

those  who  lean  that  way,  Schlichting, 
Grot,,  Hammond,  Limborch,  Peirce,  Storr, 
De  Wette,  and  even  Tholuck,  refer  the 

saying  to  the  time  of  Christ's  exaltation 
through  death  :  and  therein  the  more  di- 

rectly Socinian  of  them  (e.g.  Schlichtg.)  see 
a  disproof  of  the  eternal  generation  of  the 
Son.  To  take  one  of  the  arguments  by 
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avrov   fgSe77<r€£$    re    teal 

1  crco^e  w  avrbv  i  etc  Qavcurov  k 

k  Sa/cpvoov    n  Trposeveyfcas,    KOI 

Trpo?  TQV    Svvdfjuevov  fHeb.,here 

/cpawyf}?  m  la"xypa<?  fcal 

16      1  Pet.  in.  12,  from  Ps   xxxni.  15. 
only.    Job  as  above     2  Mace  ix.  18  only. 

el$afcovcrdei<$     p  a-Tro     TT}?    i  aiff),xexc. 
g  Job  xl.  22  (27j.  so  Polyb.  ni.  112  8.  h"  here .  .  .  \  =  (see  note)  John  xu.  27.    James  v.  20.    Jude 

5.     1  Mace,  n  59.  k  Acts  xix    19,  31.  ch.  xu.  17.  1  Matt.  xxv.  6.     Acts  xxiii.  9.    Eph. 
iv.  31.    Rev  xiv.  18.  xii   4  only.  =  Esth.  iv.  3.  m  —  Rev.  xvui.  2.    Dan  vi.  20  Theod. 

n  John  xvi  2    (see  note  )  o  Matt.  \i.  7.    Luke  i.  13.     Acts  x.  31.    1  Cor.  xiv.  21  only.     Ps, 
xxu  2.  cxiv.  1.  ^   p  «  1/ake  xix.  3.  xxiv.  41.    John  xxi.  6.    Acts  am.  14.  xx.  9.  xxii.  11.    Ps. 
cxvin   28.     OTrws  OavfJia.a'df}  cbrb  TT/S  cTTTrorpo^taff,  Thuc.  vi.  12. 

om  re  K  o  [DidJ  Chr-4-mss  :  expressed  in  syr,  not  in  latt  Syr  copt  [basm  setn  arm]. 
for  €isaK.,  cLKovcrB.  D1. 

were  all  parts  of  his  rcAekxm,  by  virtue  of 
which  He  is  now,  in  the  fullest  and  most 
glorious  sense,  our  High  Priest.  So  that 
these  verses  are  no  digression,  but  stand 
directly  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
as  proving  the  proposition,  oi>x  eavrbv 
€^6^acrev  ywri&rivat  apxtepsa-  Part  of  this 
connexion  is  recognized  by  Bleek,  but  not 
all.  He  regards  the  verses  as  introduced 
to  shew  that  Christ  was  never,  not  even 
in  his  deepest  humiliation,  severed  from 
the  Father,  whose  Son  He  was,  and  who 
subsequently,  at  his  resurrection,  appointed 
Him  to  his  High  Priesthood  :  thus  missing 
the  one  link  which  binds  this  passage  into 
the  argument,  viz.  that  this  obedience 
and  these  sufferings  were  all  a  part  of 
Sis  being  glorified  for  his  High  Priestly 

office  :  a  part  of  that  office  it self ',  per- 
formed before  He  was  perfected  by  en- 
trance, through  the  veil  of  His  flesh  by 

death,  into  the  most  holy  place.  This 
mistake  about  the  time  of  commencement 
of  the  High  Priesthood  o£  Christ  has  misled 
several  of  the  Commentators  throughout 
this  part  of  the  Epistle.  $s  Iv  K.T.A.] 
It  will  be  best  to  mark  at  once  what  I 
believe  to  be  the  connexion  of  this  much- 
disputed  sentence,  and  then  to  justify  each 
portion  in  detail  afterwards.  Who  in  the 
days  of  Ms  flesh,  in  that  lie  offered  up 
prayers  and  supplications  with  strong 
crying  and  tears  to  Him  that  was  able 
to  save  him  from  death,  and  was  heard 
by  reason  of  Ms  reverent  submission, 
though  He  was  a  son,  learned,,  from  tjie 
tMngs  which  He  suffered,  Ms  obedience, 
and  being  made  perfect,  became  the  cause 
of  eternal  salvation  to  all  who  obey  Him, 
being  addressed  by  God  as  High  Priest 
after  the  order  of  MelcMsedek.  That  is, 

being  paraphrased, — *  who  had  a  course 
of  glorifying  for  the  High  Priest's  office 
to  go  through,  not  of  his  own  choice, 
but  appointed  for  Him  by  the  Father, 
as  is  shewn  by  that  sharp  lesson  of  obe- 

dience (not  as  contrasted  with  disobe- 
dience, but  as  indicating  a  glorious  de- 

gree of  perfect  obedience,  TTJV  ibraK.), 

familiar  to  us  all,  which  He,  though  God's 
own  Son,  learned  during  the  days  of  his 

flesh :  when  He  cried  to  God  with  tears  for 
deliverance  from  death,  and  was  heard  on 

account  of  His  resignation  to  the  Father's 
will  ("  Not  my  will,  but  Thine  be  done  ")/ 
&c.  Then  as  to  details  :  Iv  TOILS  TJp.epcas 
T»JS  crapieos  avrov  I  understand  as  a  general 
wide  date  for  the  incident  which  is  about 

to  be  brought  in, — as  contrasted  with  His 
present  days  of  glorification  in  the  Spirit. 

irpos<t>ep€tv  SCTJOTIV  is  found  in  AchiL 
Tat.  vii.  1  (BL),  &s  5c  OVK  €-rreL6ev  .... 
Sevrepav  avr$  Trpastyepci  Seycriv,  and  Lon- 
gin.  Pastoral,  ii.  23  :  Jos.,  B.  J.  iiL  8.  3, 
has      7rpOS<f>€pGl      6l»X7JV.  i.K€TY)pCa     IS 

properly  an  adjective  used  of  icXdtSos, 
frd&dos,  &c.  held  out  by  the  faery*.  So 
Philo,  Legat.  ad  Caium,  §  36,  vol.  ii.  p.  586, 

ypaty}}  §e  jjt.7)vuarei  JJLOV  rfyv  $€7}<rti',  fyv  av&* 
ttc€Ti]pia$  TTporeivca.  But  it  also  was  used 
as  =  ftfecria  or  I/cereia :  so,  joined  as  here 
with  Serjcrts,  by  Isocr.  de  Pace  46,  iro\\a$ 
iK€T7]pla$  teal  $€7}<reis :  see  reff.  and  more 
instances  in  Bleek.  irpos  TOK  Swap.. 
is  to  be  taken  with  the  substantives  Secrets 
re  Kal  IKCT.,  not  with  the  verb  irpos€v4yKas9 
in  which  case  the  words  would  most  pro- 

bably be  placed  after  jj.€Ta  Kpavy.  la-^.  K. 
SctKp.,  next  the  verb.  <r*i>£€tv  athrov  IK 
Qa.va.Tov  is  by  Estius,  Schulz,  al.  understood 
to  mean,  not  as  generally,  to  rescue  Sim 

from  death,  but  "ut  celeriter  eriperetur  a 
morte  quam  erat  passurus  :  quod/'  Estius 
adds,  *'factum  est.quando  a  morte  ad  vitam 
imrnortalem  resurrexit  tertia  die."  So  also 
more  recently  Ebrard.  But  this  is  not  only 
against  the  usage  of  cr&fetv  ex  Bavarov :  cf. 
reff.,  and  the  examples  given  in  Bl.  :  e.  g. 
Od.  5.  755,  f)  yoip  KCV  fjav  ejretra  Kal  IK 
Bavdroio  crac&crcu  :  Aristid,  Plat.  i.  p.  90, 
(6  KvftepwfiTTjs)  crc&£a>v  €K  0a.vd.rov  Kal 
ovroy  avdp&TTOus  K.  avrovs  K.  xP*}/JLa'ra* — 
but  still  more  decidedly  against  the  truth 
of  the  sacred  narrative  :  **  Father,  if  it  be 

possible,  let  this  cup  pass  from  me  :"  for we  must  of  course  assume,  that  in  such  a 
designation  of  the  Father,  the  contents  of 
the  prayer  made  to  Him  are  also  indicated. 

The  H-CTO.  BaKpvcov  is  not  distinctly 
asserted  in  the  sacred  narrative :  but  is  a 
most  obvious  inference  from  what  is  there : 
cf.  Matt.  xxvi.  37  II.  Bl.has  noticed  that 
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ch.  xii  28      3  €v\aB€i,a$,  8  r  KoiiTrep  o>v  s  vw,  *  eLiaOev  u  ack  v  &>i>  eiraOev 
only.    Josh.  ^  }  ~  *        '  ' xxn  24.    Prov.  xxviu.  14.    Wisd   xvu  8  only.    (-Bfa.  Luke  «.  25     -&et,tr9ai,  ch.  n.  7.)  r  w.  particip.,  ch. 

VM.  5.  xn.  17     Phil.  111.  4.    2  Pet.  1. 12  only.          '        8  so  ch.  m  6.  x       t  =  Phil.  iv.  11.  u  =  Matt. 
xxiv.  32  li  Mk.  T  constr.,  1  Cor.  vn.  1.  ch.  u.  18  (there  also  w.  Trao-^eiv)  al. 

from  the  juxtaposition  of  Kpavyn  and  cls- 
aKov<r0€L$,  it  is  probable  that  the  Writer 
may  have  had  before  his  mind  such  passages 
from  the  Psalms  as  xxi.  2,  o  8*6$  pou, 
«€Kpa|o/*at  yfjiepas  irpds  crs  mal  ovtc  eiV 

aKova-y  :  ib.  ver.  24,  Ka.1  &  r<£  KeKpayevai 
jue  irpbs  avrbv  eis'f)KOvcr4  (e^Hj/c.  A)  fie : 
Ps.  cxiv.  (cxvi.)  1.  I  may  remark,  that 
there  seems  no  reason  for  understanding 

the  Kpavyy  la"xypd,  and  tifapva  of  any  other 
time  than  the  agony  at  Gethsemane,  as 
some  have  done.  This  is  adduced  as  the 
most  illustrious  instance  of  that  learning 
obedience  from  suffering.  Epiphunitfs  re- 

ports that  this  weeping  of  the  Lord  in  His 
agony  was  once  related  in  some  texts  of  St. 
Luke:  see  note  on  Luke  xxii.  43,  44. 
cisaKovorOels  airo  rijs  evXafJeias  is  ren- 

dered in  three  different  ways.  1.  "He  was 
heard  on  account  of  His  pious  resignation" 
2.  "  He  was  heard,,  and  so  delivered,  from 
that  which  He  feared"  3.  "  He  was  heard 
by  Him  who  was  His  fear"  Of  these,  (3) 
may  shortly  be  discussed.  It  is  cited  by 
Wolf,  Curse  in  loc.,  as  the  view  of  Albert 
Ehlers,  and  is  justified  by  God  being  called 

"the  Fear  of  Isaac,"  Gen.  xxxi.  42, 53.  See 
also  Isa.  viii.  13.  But  as  Wolf  answers,  "Si 
Deum  indicare  voluisset  Apostolus,  procul 

dubio  scripsisset,  ibr'  avrov,  vel  cbrs  aurou, 
cum  antea  TOV  Swa^eyov  tr&(eivt  i.  e.  Dei 

facta  fuisset  meutio."  And  usage  would 
be  wholly  against  such  a  sense  of  euA<£- 
jScza.  (2)  has  found  a  formidable  phalanx 
of  supporters.  The  old  Latin  versions, 
"  exauditus  a  metu :"  Ambrose  on  Ps. 

Ixi.  p.  957>  "  exauditus  ab  illo  rnetu :" 
Calv,,  Beza,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Gerhard, 
Erasm.  Schmid,  Jac.  CappeJL,  Hammond, 
Limborch,  Schbttgen,  Wolf ,  Bengel,  Wetst., 
Storr,  Ernesti,  Bretschn.,  Kuinoel,  De 
Wette,  Stuart,  Tholuck,  Ebrard,  and  manv 
others.  Of  these,  most  understand  evXa- 
Pcia  of  His  own  fear  (abstr.),  from  which, 
by  strengthening  Him,  God  delivered  Him : 
some,  as  Calv.,  Schlicht.,  Hamm.,  take  it 
(concr.)  of  the  thing  itself  which  He 

feared,  viz.  death :  "  ex  eo  quod  timebat," Calv.  But  neither  can  this  be  maintained. 
Bleek  has  most  elaborately  discussed  the 
meanings  of  €&\c£j8eta,  and  shewn,  that 
however  near  it  may  seem  to  approach  in 
some  Greek  sentences,  to  fear,  yet  it  is 
always  the  fear  of  caution  or  modesty,  not 
of  terror ;  and  even  could  it  be  thus  taken 
(which  Delitzsch,  though  interpreting  the 
passage  as  I  have  done  below,  yet  main- 

tains it  may  be,  on  the  strength  of  such 
examples  as  Sir.  xli.  3,  ̂   ev\a0ov  «pt]ua 

Qavdrov),  it  would  not  be  agreeable  either 
to  the  propriety  of  the  passage  to  express 
that  Christ  was  delivered  from  death  in 
such  a  phrase,  when  (r6&w  GK  Oavdrou 
has  immediately  preceded, — nor  to  its  pur- 

pose, to  predicate  such  a  deliverance  from 
death  of  Him  at  all,  seeing  that  He  did 
actually  undergo  that  death  which  He 
feared.  This  would  apply  to  the  concrete 
acceptation  of  euAatfeza :  and  the  abstract 
is  precluded  by  the  usage  of  the  word. 
Besides  which,  the  expression  ets^Ko-uorO-rj 
atro  would  be,  if  not  altogether  unprece- 

dented, yet  so  harsh  as  to  be  exceedingly 
improbable.  None  of  the  precedents  al- 

leged for  it  apply.  In  Ps.  xxii.  22,  "  Thou 
hast  heard  me  from  among  the  horns  of  the 

unicorns,"  the  LXX  (xxi.  21)  have  /e.  farb 
Ktpdrwv  p.ovoK€pa>ro)V  T^V  raireiv&ffiv  JJLOV, 
which  is  no  example :  in  Job  xxxv.  12,  e«e? 
KSKpoij-ovTai  Kal  ov  jU^  tlsoLKoticrr)  Kal  (om. 
/cat  A)  cbrb  ujSpews  iro^pwy,  the  cbrtf  belongs 
to  the  former  verb  KeKpa^ovrcu.  The  only 
case  of  a  pregnant  construction  at  all  simi- 

lar, seems  to  be,  Ps.  cxvii.  5,  elsfitcovo'e 
fiov  els  irXa.rvfffJtbj'  (KI>PIOS)Z  but  as  Bl. 
remarks,  it  surely  is  no  reason,  because  a 
tfra^Zaforreproduces  a  Hebrew  pregnancy, 
that  a  writer  should  have  a  far  harsher  con- 

struction of  the  same  kind  attributed  to 
him  when  there  is  no  such  justifying  reason. 
The  other  instances,  from  our  Epistle,  ch. 

x.  22,  ̂ €pavTifffjL€voi  .  , .  cbrb  crvv€tS'f)0'€QJS 
Troviipas,  vi.  1,  are  to  no  purpose,  as  the 
verbs  there  carry  in  them  the  idea  of  being 
cleansed,  or  of  turning,  from  something, 
and  the  prep,  therefore  naturally  follows. 
It  remains  then  to  examine  (1),  against 
which  it  is  urged  by  Beza,  and  even  by 
Tholuck  (but  not  in  his  last  edn.),  that  dir<$ 

will  not  bear  the  meaning  *  on  account  of.' 
It  is  surprising  that  a  scholar  should  ever 
have  made  such  an  objection,  in  the  face  of 
the  instances  in  the  reff.,  to  which  many 
more  might  be  added  out  of  the  classics 
from  those  given  by  Bleek.  The  objection 
which  Tholuck  still  brings,  that  such  an 
interpretation  would  require  avrov  after 
TTJJ  eu\aj3.,  is  equally  futile,  the  unusual 
expression  of  the  art,  after  a  preposition 
carrying  the  full  force  of  a  possessive.  On 
the  other  hand  it  must  be  urged,  that  this 

meaning,  'He  was  heard  on  account  of 
His  pious  resignation,*  as  it  is  that  given 
by  all  the  Greek  expositors,  so  is  the  only 
one  which  will  satisfy  the  usage  of  €v\dpeia. 
The  account  of  the  word,  which  I  take 
mainly  from  Bleek,  is  this :  it  is  derived 
from  cvAajS^y,  and  that  from  €$  and  Aa|U- 
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virafcoriv,      /ca eyevero  TTCLCTIV  TO??  y  UTT-  ̂   neb.,  here *  only,  elsw  . 
1  Pet.  i.  2,  14,22,  and  Paul  (Rom.  i.  5  alio.).    2  Kings  xxii.  36  only.  x  ch.  iL  10  reff.  y  ch.  xi.  8  reff. 

9.  rec  TOIS  viraK.  aurco  bef  iracriv,  with  KL  rel  Thdrt,  Damas^  (Ec  :  txt  ABCD[P]K 
m  17  [47]  latt  syrr  copt  [seth  arm]  Chi^  Cyra  Thdrt2  [Euthai-ms  Antcbj  DamasCj  Thl], 

fidveiv,  denoting  one  who  lays  hold  of  any 
thing  well,  i.e.  carefully,  so  as  not  to  break 
or  injure  it  ;  and  is  used  of  a  man  proceed- 

ing cautiously  in  his  design,  so  as  to  avoid 
injury  to  himself  or  another.  As  such,  it  is 
opposed  to  Opdcros  by  Demosth.  517.  21, 
K.  yap-sic  TOVTOV  <j>av€pa  -jracriv  vfjuv  %  re 
TCOV  £\Xwv  airdvTGov  \>IJL$>V  evAcijSeta  76- 
vfjcreraL  K,  TO  TOVTOV  Qpdcros.  Thus  again 
in  Plut.  Marc.  9,  p.  252,  rb  eappa\4ov 

OVTOV  K.  dpao'T'fjpiov  irpbs  T^JV  efceivov 
/e.  apjuLOTTOvTes  cvXafieiav  K. 
And  Polyb.  iii.  105.  8, 

ret 

Kal  irpo  TOV  Kal  vvv.  And  hence  the 
meaning  sometimes  approaches  very  near 
to  fear  :  but,  as  above  observed,  always 
the  fear  of  great  caution  or  great  modesty, 
not  that  of  terror  in  any  case.  So  Liban. 
iv.  265  a,  fj,€crr6<!  ecrnv  evXa&sias  /c  Seooi- 
«e*>  :  Jos.  Antt.  vi.  9.  2,  fjt%  rairtivby  eorrct) 
<pp6vrifjia,  (jLvj??  ewAajSes,  &  (Scc.crt\Gv.  And 
in  Antt.  xi.  6.  9,  Esther  is  said  to  have 
come  in  to  the  king  fierce,  Seovs,  but  he 
laid  the  sceptre  on  her  neck,  evXafteia? 
avrfyv  knoXv&v.  So  far  is  the  word  from 
representing  the  fear  of  terror,  that  ifc  is 
expressly  opposed  to  it:  as  e.  g.  by  Demosth. 
405.  19,  riva  5e  OVTOL  JULGV  &TO\IJ.OV  K.  §€t- 
\bv  irpbs  robs  &x^ov$  $aff\v  eTj'cu,  lycb 
5c  €uAa^8^/  ̂ 6.  Diog.  Laert.  says  of 

Zeno,  T^V  S*  evAct^eza^  (svayrlav 

<po&7)Q7](r€(r0ai  fjikv  y&p  rbv  crotybv  ow5a- 
/Ltwy,  €uAoj87j0^a-eor0ot  5c.  See  also  in  Bleek 
a  remarkable  extract  from  Plutarch,  where 
he  mentions  *v\d&€ta  being  used  by  the 
Stoics  as  an  euphemism  for  <j>6&o$«  From 
these  meanings  the  transition  was  very  easy 
to  that  cautious  reverence  with  which  the 

pious  man  approaches  a  Divine  Being.  So 

Plut.  Camill.,  r^v  TOV  *A\/3tvov  irpbs  rb 
detov  evXd&etav  K.  TLJJ^V  :  Plato,  Legg.  vi. 

p.  879,  €i>Xa&eTo-8cu  Qe6v  :  Philo,  Quis  Rer. 
Div.  H^r.  §  6,  vol.  i.  p,  476,  et»Aaj8e%  T^ 

Qapfiovv  a.vaK€Kparcu.  TO  f*,€v  yap  "T( 
pot  5c0(T6i$  (Gen.  xv,  2)  £*  Qdpcros  £fjt,<paij>Gtm 
TO  8  e  "  S)  SecnroTa,"  evXdficiav  :  cf.  also 
reff.,  especially  ch.  xii.  28,  the  only  other 

place  where  it  is  found  in  the  N".  T.  And 
this  religious  sense  certainly  suits  remark- 

ably well  in  our  passage.  No  term  could 
more  exactly  express  the  reverent  submis- 

sion to  His  Heavenly  Father's  will  which 
is  shewn  in  those  words,  **  Hot  my  will, 
but  thine  be  done:"  none  the  constant 

humbling  of  himself  in  comparison  with 
the  Father,  and  exalting  Him  in  word  and 

deed,  of  which  our  Saviour's  life  is  full. 
I  have  no  hesitation  therefore  in  adopting 
this  rendering,  and  feeling  entirely  satis- 

fied with  it.  Besides  fulfilling  the  requi- 
sites of  philology  and  of  fact,  it  admirably 

suits  the  context  here,  where  the  appoint- 
ment of  Christ  by  the  Father  to  his  High 

Priesthood  and  the  various  steps  by  which 
that  High  Priesthood  was  perfected,  are  in 
question.  As  the  ancient  schol.  says,  el 

Kal  %ap>iTt,  tyijcri,  iraTpLKrj  <&$•  vlos  tty- 
yKoticrBr),  aA\*  cwo  -r^sr  olfceias  euAa#eias, 
€uAa/3efas  yap  %v  rb  \eyew  ITArj*'  ov>x  &s 
ly&>  0cAa>,  aAA*  &s  o~6.  The  matter 
of  fact  represented  by  eisatcotJcrBefe  may 
require  some  explanation.  He  was  heard* 
not  in  the  sense  of  the  cup  passing  away 
from  Him,  which  indeed  was  not  the 

prayer  of  his  euAajSero, — but  in  strength 
being  ministered  to  Him  to  do  and  to 
suffer  that  will  of  his  Father,  to  fulfil 

which  was  the  prayer  of  his  €ir\d&€ta — 
"  Not  my  will,  but  thine  be  done."  And 
I  have  little  doubt  that  the  word  imme- 

diately refers  to  the  "  angel  from  heaven, 
strengthening  Him,"  of  Luke  xxiL  43. 
Calvin's  remarks  ("  Ita  ssepe  fit,  ut  hoc  vel 
illud  petamus,  sed  in  alium  finem :  ipse 
vero  Deus  quod  petieramus,  eo  modo  quo 
petieramus,  non  concedens,  interea  inodum 

invenit,  quo  nobis  succurrat "),  however 
true  in  the  Christian  life,  do  not  apply 
here,  because  the  real  prayer  of  our  Ix>rd, 
as  evXafifys  wpbs  T^V  irar4paf  was  granted 
in  the  very  form  in  which  it  was  expressed, 
not  in  another.  icoXircp  &v  mos]  This 
clause,  according  to  all  analogy  of  the  use 
of  rcatirep  with  a  participle,  is  to  be  taken 
by  itself,  not  with  what  follows.  So  Kalrrep 
TroAAcfe  ira&6vTa,  Od.  17.  224;  /ca/Trep  o/ 

cTTepy&v  Sjuws,  JEsch.  Sept.  c.  Theb.  714*. 
&c.  Bleek,  who  adduces  many  more  ex- 

amples, doubts  whether  any  authentic  in- 
stance of  the  use  of  teat-rep  with  a  finite 

verb  can  be  produced  (not  Rev.  xviL  8 : 
see  text  there)  :  see  also  reff.  Thus  much 
being  certain,  the  next  question  is,  to  what 
these  words  are  to  be  applied.  A  three- 

fold connexion  is  mentioned  by  Photius 
(in  (Be.).  The  first  alternative  involves 
an  inversion  which  would  be  unnatural  in 
the  last  degree:  &s  ev  T.  TJJU,.  TT}S  <rap/c* 

avr.,  Kaiirep  &v  vl6$,   Se-ija'ets  K.  tic   
TrposevejKas.  The  second  is  to  take  the 
words  with  the  clause  immediately  pre- 
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22.         a.  here  only.    Isa.  xlv.  17.  see  ch.  vi  2.  ix.  12. 

ceding  :  els^Ko^xTQ^,  tyycri,  Kaiirep  &v  v!6s, 
K.  ff.^)  $e6/ji€yos  slsaKQvcrQrivai.  And  so 
Thl.  (Cbrys.  in  one  place,  but  see  also 
below;  Phot,  prefers  it  among  tbe  tbree), 
al.  And  this  doubtless  is  possible,  botb 
grammatically  and  contextually.  For  tbe 
KOLiircp  &v  •utos  would  thus  come  in  as  an 
exceptional  clause,  not  to  eisa/touo-fleis,  in 
which  light  Blec-k,  Limem.,  al.  object  to 
it,  seeing  that  his  being  a  Son  would  be 
ratber  tbe  reason  why  He  should  than 
why  He  should  not  be  heard,  —  but  to  the 
whole  clause  etsaK.  awb  TTJS  evActjSeia?,  — 
though  He  was  a  Son,  yet  not  this,  but 
his  et>Aa/3em,  was  the  ground  of  bis  being 
heard:  whicb  gives  an  undoubted  good 
sense.  Hot  much  dissimilar  will  be  the 
sense  given  by  the  other  and  more  general 
way  :  viz.  to  take  the  words  with  the  follow- 

ing clause,  efiaQev  afi  £tv  siraQev  T^V  i>7r- 
aK07)v:  although  He  was  a  Son,  He  learned 
his  obedience,  not  from  this  relation,  but 
from  bis  sufferings.  So  Chrys.  (TI  Aeyeis/ 
o  vtbs  row  0e0u  airb  €uAaj8eias  fycouero; 

Kal  *rl  irepl  r&v  TrpofyyTGav  irXzov  kv 
tf-jroi  TIS  ;  iroia  §6  Kal  aKo\ov8ta,  elireiv 
*i$aKOvzr6*h  ebrb  rys  evXafieias,  Kal 
4irayayeiv,  Kalirep  &v  vtbs  efjLaOw  atf  &v 
tirade  rty  {jira.Ko^v  ;  but  see  also  above), 
Ambrose  (Ep.  Ixiii.  vol.  iii.  p.  1033  :  "et  ex 
iis  quas  passus  est,  quamvis  esset  filius 
Dei,  discere  videretur  obedientiam  :"  and 
alibi),  and  almost  all  the  moderns.  And 
there  can  be  little  doubt  that  this  yields 
the  better  sense,  and  points  to  the  deeper 
truth.  Christ  was  a  Sou  :  as  a  Son,  He  was 
ever  obedient,  and  ever  in  union  with  bis 

Father's  will;  but  -q  fora/co^,  His  special 
obedience,  that  course  of  submission  by 
which  He  became  perfected  as  our  High 
Priest,  was  gone  through  in  Time,  and 
matter  of  acquirement  for  Him,  and  prac- 

tice, by  suffering.  The  expression,  cjxa- 

0ev  a<(>'  wv  eiraOev,  brings  to  mind  a  num- 
ber of  Greek  sayings  founded  on  the  pro- 

verb, Trafl-^uarcc,  fj.aO^fj.ara.  So  Herod. 
).  207,  of  Croesus,  ra  5<=  pot  Trafl^uara, 
e6vra  ct.)£dpi<rra,  ̂ aO^uara  yiyovev  : 

Agam.  177,  rbv  TrdQet  yucx^oy 
,  and  a  very  long  list  of  examples  in 

Wetstein  and  Bleek.  The  ancients  found 

this  assertion  startling,  attributing  too 
narrow  a  sense  to  our  Lord's  iraO^fjiara  : 
so  Thdrt.,  rb  5e  efJLaOev  a.(p  &v  eiraBe  T^V 
viraKO'fiv,  f}Tr€pf3oX.uc£>$  6  aWcrroAoy  re- 
0€iK€'  r^y  7^p  viraKofyv  ov  fj.era  rJ>  TrdBos, 
a  A.  A  a  irpb  TOV  TrdQovs  aTreJef^aro.  And 
Chrys.,  6  yue^pt  Qavdrov  irpb  TOVTOV  vir- 
atcovcras  &$  Trarpl  vt6s,  ir£>$  J€  Kal  tiffrepov 
l/aa0€F  ;  This  indeed  would  be  a  difficulty, 
were  the  Writer  speaking  of  the  Passion 

i&9  a  alo)vioVj  ̂   ̂  Trposayo-  ABCDK 
b  here  only.    Dent  xxiu.  G.  —  2  Mace.  iv.  7    x.  9.  xiv  37.       T1      , 
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only,  in  its  stricter  sense  ;  but  he  is  speak- 
ing,  I  take  it,  of  that  continuous  course  of  17.  47 
new  obedience  entered  on  by  new  suffering, 
of  which  the  prayer  in  Gethsemane  fur- 

nishes indeed  tbe  most  notable  instance, 
but  of  whicb  also  almost  every  act  of  His 
life  on  earth  was  an  example.  Thl.  is  so 
scandalized  by  tbe  whole  passage  as  applied 
to  Christ  that  he  says,  eTSes  TTG)S  5ioi  TIJV 
T£>V  aKpooLTCov  o}(p4\f:iav  ovrca  crvyKarepT} 
rial/Acs',  &sre  KQ.I  arovd  TWO.  Xsywv 
(pa.iveff6ai.  Two  mistakes  must  be 
avoided  :  1.  though  He  was  the  Son,  which 

I  find  in  Craik's  new  translation  of  the  Epis- 
tle i  cf.  ch.  iii.  5,  6,  MWUCTT]^  &$  Qepdiruv 

.  .  .  xpzoWs,  &s  vlos  :  and  consider  besides, 
that  if  we  take  from  the  simple  predicative 
force  of  mos,  as  a  well-known  relative,  we 
take  from  the  Katircp  wv  at  the  same  time, 
by  diminishing  the  general  appreciation  of 
the  exceptional  KaCircp:  anid,  2.  that  of 

Whitby,  that  fyadw  here  means  "  taught 
(us),"  If  such  a  meaning  ever  could  be 
admitted,  least  of  all  could  it,  from  the 
context,  here,  where  the  subject  treated  is 
entirely  Christ  Himself,  in  his  completion 
as  our  High  Priest,  and  not  till  this  is 
finished  does  that  which  He  became  to 
others  come  into  question.  Te\€ioo0£is, 
see  note  on  ch.  ii.  10,  perfected,  completed, 

brought  to  his  goal  of  learning  and  suffer- 
ing, through  death  :  the  time  to  which  the 

word  would  apply  is  that  of  the  Kesurrec- 
tion,  when  his  triumph  began:  so  our 
Lord  Himself  on  the  way  to  Emmaus, 

(TeAeio>0e£s  would  come  in  here)  ets 
eis  rfy  Sj£ai>  avrou;  Thdrt.,  TcA 
§€  T)]V  ai/dtfTacnv  K.  tfyv  a-Qa 

e/caAecre*  TOUTO  yap  rqs  olKovofilas  rb 
irepas.  IYCVCTO,  by  means  of  that  course 
which  ended  in  His  reXeicoffts.  In  ircuriv 
TOIS  vrraicovot/crtv  avrw  there  is  probably 
an  allusion  to  the  itTraKoJ)  above.  As  He 
obeyed  the  Father,  so  must  we  obey  Him, 
if  we  would  be  brought  to  that  crurypia 
al&vios  into  which  He  has  led  the  way. 
The  expression  is  strictly  parallel  with  ot 
Tncrre^o'avTes1,  ch.  iv.  3,  and  TQVS  irpos- 

epxofjievovs  5t*  avrov  rep  Oey,  ch.  vii.  25. 
Some  have  thought  that  in  irao-iv,  the 
Writer  hints  to  his  Jewish  readers,  that 
such  salvation  was  not  confined  to  them 
alone.  But  it  hardly  seems  likely  that 
such  a  by-purpose  should  lie  in  the  word. 
This  unlikelihood  is  increased  if  iravtv  (as 
it  must  do)  begins,  instead  of  closing  the 
clause  as  in  rec.  av-nf  is  of  course  Christ. 

atrtos  elVai  rtvl  TWOS  is  good  Greek, 
and  often  found  :  see  examples  in  Bleek, 
e.  g.  Xen<  Cyr,  viiL  5.  2,  woXX&v  K.  ayaB&v 
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pevOel?   vrro   TOV   6eov  ap%t,6pev$    Kara    TTJV    c  rd%iv   MeX- 

11.  ins  KO.L  bef  wept  D^-gr  :  add  $€  Syr]. 

cttrioi  a\\-f]\ots  €£re<T6e :  Diod.  Sic.  iv.  82, 

and  the  same  expression  in  Jos.  Antt.  iii. 
3.  1 ;  vii.  1.  1 :  Philo  de  Agric.  §  22,  vol.  i. 
p.  315  :  De  Vita  Contempl.  §  11,  vol.  ii.  p. 
485.  See  reff.  also  on  ffwr^pia  atcavios. 

The  next  clause,  irposa-Yope-uOels 
K.T.X.,  depends  closely  upon  re\eic*)6el$ 
K.T.X.  above,  and  belongs  to  the  time  o£ 

Christ's  exaltation, indicated  by  reteiwdeis : 
and  therefore  must  not  be  divided  by  a 
colon,  as  done  by  Griesbach,  Bengel,  Mat- 
thai,  al.,  from  the  foregoing,  nor  supposed 
to  refer  to  the  whole  from  ver.  7.  As  to 
the  word  itself,  it  refers  to  the  passage  of 
the  Psalm  above,  and  carries  with  it  a 

slight  causal  force,  * "being,3  or  'inasmuch 
as  Jfe  is,  named/  Trposa/yope-wco  in  this 
connexion  has  a  force  of  solemnity  and 
formal  appellation :  so,  Xen.  Cyr.  vii.  2.  4, 

Croesus  says  to  Cyrus,  xaTpe  &  Secm-ora* 
rovro  y&p  TJ  T^XM  Ka^  ̂ X€ty  •  •  •  •  5£5wcrf 
trot,  Kal  €/j,o}  7rposayop€^€iv :  Diod.  Sic.  i.  4, 

Td'ios  3Iov\tos  Kaicrap,  6  Sta  ras:  irpd^eis 
7rposayopev6sls  6s6$.  See  reff.  2  Mace., 
and  many  more  examples  in  Bleek.  So 

that  it  here  implies,  not  *  appointed >  or 
1 "inaugurated,?  but  'addressed  as?  'named,' 
it  being  of  course  implied  that  He  was 
both  appointed  and  inaugurated. 

11 — VI.  20.]  Digression,  before  entering 
on  the  comparison  of  Christ  with  Melchi- 
sedek,  complaining  of  the  low  state  of 
spiritual  attainment  of  the  readers  (11 — 
14)  :  warning  them  of  the  necessity  of 
progress  and  the  peril  of  falling  back 
(vi.  1 — 8) :  but  at  the  same  time  encou- 

raging them  by  G-od's faithfulness  in  bear- 
ing in  mind  their  previous  labour  of  love, 

and  in  His  promises  generally,  to  perse" 
vere  in  faith  and  patience  to  the  end  (vi. 
9—20). 

11.]  Concerning  whom  (i.  e.  Melchise- 
deJc,  as  Syr.  (which  expresses  MelcMsedek 
after  the  relative),  Calv.,  a-Lap.,  aL,  Bleek, 
De  W.,  Tholuck,  al. :  not  as  (Ec.,  Prim,, 
al.,  and  Liinem.,  Christ,  of  whom  such  an 
expression  as  this  would  hardly  here  be 
used,  seeing  that  the  whole  Epistle  hitherto 
has  been  concerning  Him  :  nor  is  ov  neuter, 
as  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Storr,  Kuinoel,  aL: 

and  more  recently,  Delitzsch  (-n-epl  TOV 
elvat  xpicrr^y  fyx-  K«T&  T-  Tal-  M.)  :  for  the 
Writer  returns  to  MelchisedeJc,  ctu  vii.  1) 
our  discourse  (that  which  we  have  to  say. 
The  plural  pronoun,  not  with  any  definite 

99 

e  only  "f. 

5  32,  vol.  i.  p,  619. 

om  o  D][P  arm], 

reference  to  Timothy  or  other  companions 
of  the  Writer,  nor  intended  to  include  the 
readers,  which  is  here  impossible  :  but  as 
in  some  other  places  of  the  Epistle,  see 
reff.,  merely  indicating  the  Writer  him- 

self, as  so  frequently  in  the  Epistles  of  St. 
Paul)  is  (not,  as  Erasm.,  Luther,  a-Lap., 
al.,  "  would  be  :"  for  we  may  safely  say  that 
in  that  case  ̂ rj  or  &t>  eft?  would  be  sup- 

plied, as  in  the  passage  of  Lysias  cited 
below,  and  Dion.  Hal.  i.  23,  irepl  £>v 

')  much,  and  difficult 
of  interpretation  to  speak  (the  connexion 
of  SvscpfArjvojTos  with  Xeyetv  is  somewhat 
dubious.  Who  is  the  Ip/w^i/r^s  ?  the 
Writer,  so  that  it  should  be  difficult  for 
him  to  explain  what  he  has  to  say  to  his 
readers,  or  the  readers,  so  that  it  should  be 
difficultybr  them  to  understand  it  for  them- 

selves ?  This  latter  alternative  is  taken  by 

Grot,  ("quern  si  eloquerer,  sogre  intelli- 
geretis  **),  Jac.  Cappel.,  Peirce,  Valcknaer, 
al.  But  surely  this  would  be  inadmissible 
as  matter  of  construction,  and  would  re- 

quire &  T$  Keyetu  or  ev  T$  X.4yecr6au 
And  in  consequence,  some  who  take  tins 
view  connect  \4yetv  with  \6yos,  TTO\.  •tyu. 
6  A.  tc.  Svsepfj..  XeycLp,  referring,  as  Wetst., 
to  Lysias  adv.  Pancleon.  p.  167.  25,  ftcra 

\6yos  $i7iye7a"6cu.  But,  as  Bleek  has  no- 
ticed, there  is  this  difference  between  the 

passages :  that  in  ours,  the  adjectives  are  al- 
most necessarily  predicates,  whereas  in  Ly- 

sias they  are  epithets :  and,  in  consequence, 
here  the  verb  must  depend  on  Si/scpfi^veu- 
TOS.  We  are  driven  then  to  the  other 

alternative,  of  making  the  Writer  the  sub- 
ject to  be  supplied:  so  Chrys.  (%ra,v  yap 

TIS  Trpbs  ai/Gpc^irovs  exp  f*fy  irapatcoXov- 
QQVVTCLS,  jutj^e  Ta  Xey6iJ.eya  VOOVVTO.S, 
epfjLTivevcrcLi  KaKtas  avTots  ov  Suj'aTai),  and 
ThL  (5i&  r^v  vfj.eTtpaj'  o$v  vwQpeiav,  ip'na't, 

•iv  d  \6yos  6  Trepl  TOV 
€ffTLV  6  YPKTT^S*  ctpYiepei'S  KOLTO,  TTIV 

&  TOVTO  €70^  KttXoas  cpnyvsvarai  ou 

xai),  Ernsm.  ("  sed  omnia  perdifficile 
fuerit  enarrarevobis.eo  quod^'&c^jSchlich- 
ting  ("sermo  difficilis  ad  eloquendum  sic 
ut  facile  ab  audientibus  percipi  et  intelligi 

queat "),  al. :  Bleek,  De  W.,  Lunem,,  al. 
Then  the  infin.  follows,  as  threes  tc.v  Sscnv 
(at  \6yot)  &s  TTidavt&TaTOt  \4yeiv,  Plato, 
Gorg.  p.  479  C :  (rrj/JLa  Tavp6-rrovv  6pav, 
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"V. 

fciSSer>'8ee    f^y€M>,  eVel 
•Ovv.xxnn29!  *  o<f>ei\Qvre? 

vtoOpol  yeyovare  rals  h 
SiSdcr/caXoi, 

SLSd(rfC€iv 
rov 

KCil  Wap  ABCDK 

r  !  LPj* 

^pOVOV,     VtaKlV    abed i  „        «    f  g  h  k  1 
J^™,^,,*  T7^9   lnno 

17.47 12  only,  see  '  *  Vp€UlZ/  *  6V6T€  TOU  *  di6dO'fC€lV  VUa$  TIV&  TCI Prov.  xii.  8.          f\*  ^" 
h  =  Mark  MI.  35.    Luke  MI.  1.    Acts  xvn  20  al.    2  Mace   xv.  39.    ols  O>TO,  \s.tv  eamv,  CLKOOLL  8e  ou>c  ei/etorcf,  Philo, 

Quis  Rer  Div.  Hseies,  \  3,  vol  u  p  474.  i  ver  3.  j  ~  here  only,  see  note  k  conbtr  ,  see  note 
and  Matt  in.  14.  siv  16.    John  xm  10.    I  Thess  i.  S.    Dan.  in  16.  1  Gal.  iv.  3,  9.    Col.  u.  8,  20.    2  Pet 
in.  10, 12  only  +.    Wisd.  vii  17    six.  18  only. 

12.  om  riva  672.— riva  (interroff.}  CL[P](putting  a  stop  bef  it)  [also  B2]D3  latt  syr 

Eur.  Iph.  Aul.  275  :  Ta\dreia  .  .  .  Aeu/co- 
repa  iraKTas  TrortSetj/,  Theocr.  xi.  20:  and 
as  in  bur  phrase  *  beautiful  to  look  upon/ 
'hard  to  work  upon/  &c.  Bleek  (after 
Storr)  and  Lunemann  have  supposed  that 
a  kind  of  zeugma  is  necessary  to  connect 
A<$7os  with  both  predicates,  TTOAVS  regard- 

ing more  the  discourse  itself  and  the  ex- 
planation of  the  subject  given  by  the 

Writer, — Susep^vevTos,  the  contents  of 
the  \6yos,  as  thus  explained.  But  it  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  such  a  supposition  is 
needed ;  our  A(fyos,  that  which  we  have  to 

say,  is  both  -n-oAvs,  abundant  in  quantity, 
and  8v$€pfjL-f)v<Evro$,  difficult  to  state  per- 

spicuously to  you,  in  quality.  And  so  also 
Delitzsch),  since  (probably  renders  a  rea- 

son only  for  the  SvsepfjLfyevros  \4ytiv,  not 
belonging  also  to  iroKvs)  ye  are  become 

(not,  "are"  as  E.  V.,  Luther  (not  Be  W.), 
al.  Chrys.  says  well,  ̂ rjXovvros  ̂ v,  on 
vd\ai  vylaivov  Kal  ̂ crav  icrxvpoi,  rfj  irpo- 
Qvfjilq  £fovr€s,  Kal  tt<n*pov  avrobs  rovro 
-jraOeiv  paprvpet)  dull  (vcoOpos,  a  lengthened 
and  later  form  of  vwQ-fis-  It  is  found  as 
early  as  Plato,  Thesetet.  p.  144  B,  but 
more  commonly  in  the  later  writers,  Aris- 
tid.,  Plut.,  Polyb.,  al.  See  Elsn.  and 
Wetst.  Bleek  thinks  the  most  probable 
formation  of  it  is  from  the  negative  vy  and 

ft>0co>,  as  vto'Bos  toothless,  v&Svvos  painless, 
vd)t>v^os  nameless,  vf}irios  from  CTTOJ,  = 

'  in-fans/  Thus  the  two  words  mean,  *  dif- 
ficult to  mom  :3  so  ovos  vcodfo,  II.  ̂ .  559 : 

ovtav  vw&pbv  Se^aas,  Oppian,  Halieut.  iii. 
140.  And  so  likewise  as  applied  to  the 
soul,  Plut.  Lycurg.  51  e :  wdpas  .  .  .  .  K. 
irpbs  dj 
and  to  the  senses,  Heliodor.  v.  10, 
fJifV      QVV      OVK 

trov    teal    Si 

It  is  related  to  oi>s  as  otyis  to 
cf.  Xen.  Mem.  i.  4.  11,  Kal  fyiv  K. 
K.  arrdjua  eveTroiycrav  :  Herod,  i.  38,  SL- 
etyQapjAGvos  T^\V  o.Koi\vi  and  other  exam- 

ples in  Bleek.  The  plur.  here  denotes  not 
only  the  plurality  of  persons  addressed,  but 
also,  as  in  ref.  Mark,  the  double  organ  of 
hearing  in  each  person).  12.]  For 

though  (or,  *  when  :*  but  in  the  presence 
of  5*a  rbv  xp^vov,  which  gives  the  tem- 

poral reference,  it  is  perhaps  better  not  to 
repeat  it)  ye  ought  (see  on  ver.  3,  and  ch. 
ii.  17)  on  account  of  the  time  (i.  e.  the 
length  of  time  during  which  you  have  been 
believers  :  O#TO?  5e  SelKuuarLV  £K  iroAAoi/ 
Tr^iricrrevK^ras  abrovs,  (Ec.  Cf  .  Polyb.  ii. 
21.  2,  ot  pep  avrdirrcu  fyeyov6r€S  ruv 

eireyevovro  8e  vcot:  Diod.  Sic.  i. 

re  /cal 

Trjpay.  See  many  more  examples  in  Bleek 
and  Wetst.)  in  your  hearing  (more  usually 
the  accus.,  as  in  the  last  citation :  but  fre- 

quently in  the  (local  or  referential)  dative, 

as  e.  g.  1  Cor.  xiv.  20,  ̂   ircuStV  yivea-de 
TOILS  Qpeffiv,  aAAo^  rfj  KCLKLO^  j^Tridfcre. 
See  examples  in  Winer,  edn.  6,  §  31.  6. 
oxoi]  is  used  in  good  Greek  writers  of  the 
ear,  with  however  this  distinction,  that  it 
is  of  the  ear  with  reference  to  the  act  of 
hearing,  not  merely  as  a  member  of  the 
body.  Philo  draws  the  distinction,  in  ref. 

12, 

rris  \€%€6)S  :  ib.  C,  27,  KCtT€<f>0aprai  Sta 
rlv  xptvov  :  and  other  examples  in  Bleek. 

So  that  it  is  not  "jaindudum"  as  Luther, 
al.,  nor  "  after  so  long  a  time  (5i&  xp6VOv}" 
as  Schulz  :  nor  "  on  account  of  the  present 
time  (Sick  rbv  Kaip6v},>}  as  proposed  (not 
preferred,  as  Bl.)  by  Owen,  and  given  by 
Braun:  nor  can  we  understand  it,  with 

a-Lapide,  "pro  longitudine  temporis,  quo 
tuna  in  lege  Mosi,  quum  in  Christian  ismo 
estis  eruditi."  On  the  evidence  given  by 
expressions  of  this  kind  as  to  the  time  of 
writing  the  Epistle,  and  the  persons  to 
whom  it  is  addressed,  see  Prolegg.)  to  be 
teachers,  ye  again  have  need  that  some 
one  teach,  you  (it  is  doubtful  whether  riva 
represent  the  accus.  sing.  masc.  (rtvd)  or 
the  accus.  plur.  neut.  (rlva).  The  latter 
has  been  taken  by  our  E.  V.,  after  consider- 

able authorities  :  e.  g.  the  Syr.  ;  the  Latin 
attached  to  D,  "  iterum  necesse  est  doceri 

nos,  quae  sint/'  &c.  ;  vulg.  ;  Aug.  Tract.  98 
in  Joann.  (vol.  iii.  pt.  ii.)  :  and  indeed  most 
Commentators,  including  Grot.,  Wolf,  Ben- 
gel,  Kuin.,  Be  Wette,  Tholuck,  Delitzsch. 
But  the  other  rendering  has  also  ancient 
authority  for  it  :  (Ec.  says,  TrtiAw/  XP-  %X€r€ 
rov  8t5a0vc€ij/  upas  riva.  ri  51  SiSdcrKeiv; 
T&  arrotx^d  ̂ TJCTI.  And  so  Luth.,  Calv. 

("  ut  quis  vos  doceat  elementa  "),  al.,  and 
Lachmann,  Bleek,  Ebrard,  Liineni.  And 
Indeed  it  is  the  only  one  which  will  fit 
leither  the  context,  or  the  construction 
Strictly  considered.  The  context:  for  it 
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rov 

OU    ov 

deov, 

/cat  °  yeyovare 

_, 
xxiv.  4,  16.     =  Ps   cvj.  11.  CX 
14.     Col.  i.  18.     Rev.  m.  2.  xvj       . 
12    ch.  x   36.     Rev.  xxi.  23.     Isa.  xm.  17. 

13    

only.    Num. 
o  constr  ,  Mark  i.  4.  ix.  3,  7.     2  Cor.  vi. i.  67,  172.     Isa.  v.  24.  o  constr  ,  onai-K  i.  •*.  ix.  a,  v.     »  uor.  vi. 

10.  p  w.  gen  ,  Matt   vi,  8.  ix.  12.     1  Cor.  xii.  21.     I  These,  iv. 
q  1  Cor.  m.  2    ix.  7.     1  Pet  n.  2  only.    Gen.  xvm.  8. 

.
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12    ch.  x   36.     Rev.  xxi.  23.     Isa.  xm.  17.  q  1  Cor.  in.  2    ix.  7.     1  Pet  n.  2  only.     Gen.  xvm.  8. 

here  bis  (2  Tim.  u.  19      1  Pet.  v.  9}  only.    (T>eut.  xxxu.  13  al.)     Died.  Sic,  xi.  4  al.  m  Bl.     =  -re'Aeio? 01  Kpo-Tatorepos  in  Philo.  s  Matt.  in.  4.    Acts  u.  46    XXYJU.  33  al.    Ps.  cxlv.  7. 

copt  [seth] 
Augj, 

copt  l_setnj  Jeri    -A-Ugj,  oioacrtcec 
verborum  jD-lat,  sermonum  vulg  L«JCIJ  :  »*" 
17  vulg  copt  Orig3[mt2  Euthal-ms]  Chr-2- 

was  not  loss  of  power  in  them  to  distin- 
guish between  first  elements  and  other 

portions  of  Christian  doctrine,  of  which  he 
complains,  but  ignorance  altogether,  and 
slowness  of  ear  to  receive  divine  know- 

ledge :  and  they  wanted  some  one  to  begin 
again  with  them  and  teach  them  the  very 
first  elements.  And  so  far  from  nvd, 

*  some  one,'  being,  as  Delitzsch  most  ab- 
surdly says,  matt  unb  rr'cfytSjagenb/  it 

carries  with  it  the  fine  keen  edge  of  re- 
proach ;  q.  d.  *  to  teach  you  what  all 

know,  and  any  can  teach/  Then  again,  had 
n va.  been  interrogative,  we  should  have  ex- 

pected 5i5aer/cea"0a£,  or  some  personal  pro- 
noun before  StSdcrKeiv.  This  is  perhaps 

not  altogether  certain,  in  the  face  of  ov 
fpciav  %x€r€  ypdtpeiv,  1  Thess.  iv.  9,  where 

have  retained  the  rec.  (as  against  the 
correction  %x°!Ji€V>  admitted  by  Lachmann) 
and  defended  it  as  a  mixture  of  two  con- 

structions. Still  we  have  no  right  to  as- 
sume such  an  irregularity  where  the  con- 
text manifestly  admits  the  common  con- 

struction. Cf.  1  Thess.  v.  1,  ov  XP€/MJ/ 
<$X*T€  vfjuv  ypd<f>€cr6at :  and  reff.  The  ac- 

ceptation of  rov  5iSatr/c€ii/ as  a  substantival 
infinitive  (of  the  teaching)  is  precluded  by 

fytay  following)  the  rudiments  (or  'ele- 
ments :*  see  Gal.  iv»  3  and  note,  and  Elli- 

cott  there :  the  simple  parts,  out  of  which 
a  body  is  compounded :  Xen.  Mem.  ii.  1. 
1,  J3ov\ei  (TKOir$)iJL€V}  apgdf4.€Jfoi  curb  TTJS 

I<TTL 

nva  Origt   syr-mg. 
:  simly  copt  seth  arm]. 

Cyrj  Augx :  ins 

Xoycav  Bl   B.  10-1.  108, 
om  last  Kat  B2CW rel. 

adv,  Lycum, 

which  are  afterwards  called  a!  cruAA.aj3al 
rris  r4xvn$>  and  TO,  Trpwra  T^y  Tex^n^) 

of  the  beglnniTTg-  (so  "  prima  elementa," 
Quiutil.  Instit.  i.  1  :  Hor,  Sat,  i.  1.  26  : 

"  prima  pueritise  elementa,**  Justin.  Hist. 
viL  5.  The  genitive  specifies  the  elements, 
that  they  are  not  only  such,  but  also  belong 
to  the  very  beginning  of  divine  knowledge) 
of  the  oracles  (Xoytov,  properly  a  diminu- 

tive from  \6yosf  is  used  both  in  classical 
and  Hellenistic  Greek  for  an  oracle,  or  a 
divine  utterance.  Very  numerous  instances 
are  given  in  Bleek  from  both  sources  :  and 
such  will  occur  at  once  to  every  scholar. 
See  Herod,  iv.  178:  Thucyd.  ii.  8:  and 
reff.  Here  it  betokens  that  Christian  doc- 

trine  (cf.  ch.  vi.  1),  which  rests  entirely 
on  revelations  from  God  :  as  Schlichting : 

"  doctrinse  Christianse,  quse  nil  nisi  Dei 
eloquia  et  oracula  continet ")  of  God :  and 
ye  have  become  (/mi  OVK  elxe*  xp€^ay 
€X^T€3  a  A  Act  yey6ira,T€  XP*  <=X0VT€S'  TOVT- 
ecrrtv  \tjj.€is  r/^eA^craTe,  w^eTy  lauroi/s  els 
rovro  /core<rr^craT6,  ety  ravrjjv  rTjy  XP^av* 
Chrys.  :  and  CEc.,  yeyovare  UK  fi%6vfj.las, 
OVK  ovrts  ToiovTot :  and  Thl.even  stronger, 
CK  7rpoaip€0"€a>$  roiovroi  yeyovdres)  (per- 

sons) having-  need  of  milk,  and  not  of 
solid  food  (see  1  Cor.  iii.  2.  The  simili- 

tude is  very  common  with  Philo :  see  ex- 
tracts in  Wetst .  and  Bleek.  Arrian,  Epictet. 

ii.  17,  has  the  contrast  as  here,  ov  0c\€ts 
^7877  wy  ra  <jrrat5£a  aTroya\aKrtcr0^j/aif  K. 
avTetrQai  rpo(pr}s  err €p eoor 4 pas.  What  is 

the  milk  in  the  Writer's  meaning,  is  plain 
from  ch.  vi.  1,  where  he  enumerates  several 
portions  of  Christian  doctrine  as  parts  of 
d  T7?y  o-px^s  rov  xPlcrrov  ̂ yos.  The 
Fathers  for  the  most  part  take  the  <rrotx*ia> 
and  the  yd\a  to  mean  the  doctrine  of  the 
incarnation  :  so  Chrys.,  a-r<Hxe?«  a-PXV* 
rrjv  aisdpMwdrTjra  (pfjfriv.  Hasirep  yap  ITTL 
r&v  z^doQsv  ypafjLfjidrcffif  Trpcorov  ra  <rrot- 
X^°>  5eT  fjt,a,6etv,  ovra  Kal  Strl  r&v  Qeitov 
\6ywv  TTp&rov  irepl  TTJS  avdpcciroriyros 
5e?  $t$d<rK€o-dai :  and  similarly  TfaL  and 
CEc.  Primasius  more  explicitly :  "Lac  ergo 
simplicis  doctrinsa  est  incarnatio  filii  iJei, 
passio,  resurrectio  illius,  ascensio  ad  coalos; 
solidus  vero  cibus  perfeeti  sermonis  est 
inysterium  Trinitatis,  quomodo  tres  sint  in 

personis  et  unum  in  substantia  Deitatis." 
But  nothing  of  this  is  found  in  the  con- 

text :  add  to  which,  that  the  Writer  has 
actually  treated  of  the  prse-existent  state 
of  Christ  and  of  His  incarnation,  ch.  i.  ii. 

ThL  reckons  the  explanation  about  Mel- 
chisedek  among  the  <rroi%eia,  not  even  to 
understanding  which  were  they  equal :  and 
certainly  this  might  be  so  :  but  from  the 
form  of  the  contrast  drawn,  and  from  ch. 
vi.  1,  it  is  much  more  probable  that  the 
Writer  regards  that  explanation  as  one  of 
the  more  recondite  things,  and  those  enu- 

merated ch.  vi.  1,  as  the  first  principles. 
But  it  does  not  thence  follow  that  these 
orroixeia  are  of  less  importance  than  those 

deeper  mysteries:  these  are  the  founda- 
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t  ch.  u.  14 
reff. 

u  here  only. 
1  Kings  xvu. 
39  Aid. 

<yap 

>€  ecmv  f)  r  are  pea 
39~A.Tff.~""        ."    '  '  '      '  ,  .  5," compl.    Zech.  xi.  15  (Jer   n.  6  passire).     Wisd  xiu.  18  only.    O.TT.  777?  vcum/CTjs,  Herod.  MIL  1,  and  pas»sim  m 

classics,  see  Bl  v  =  ch.  vi.  1.  w  =  (see  ,ote;  ch  ui.  2   xi.7.  y  =  Matt.  xi.      17. 
25 'I  L.    Rom  li.  20     1  Cor  in  1.    Eph.  iv.  14.  Ps  CXMII.  129.    Find  Pjth.in.U8,  y  =  1  Cor.  u. *o  fl  L,.     nutn   «.  iu       j.  uur   in    A.     jL.pn,  iv,  i«t.     jrs   USA: 
6    xi\.  20.    Eph.  i\    13  al.  gen  ,  Acts  i.  7.    Rom.  ix.  16. 

13.  aft  StKcuoa-vvris  ins  eo-Tiy  D1  latt  [Or!g-int3(om  Orig2) 
D1,  adhuc  D-lat. 

tions,  without  which  no  building  whatever 
can  be  raised.  This  is  well  expressed  by 

Lhnborcb,  as  cited  by  Bleek  :  "  Ha3c  itaque sublimior  doctrina  non  vocatur  solidior 
cibus  quia  ad  fidem  Christianam  magis  est 
necessaria  quam  principia  ilia  religionis  : 
nihil  minus :  illis  enhn  ignoratis,  modo  prin- 

cipia religionis  Christianas  quis  solida  fide 
amplectatur,  potest  esse  Christiunus :  non 
autem  est  Christianus,  nisi  ilia  firma  fide 
am  plexus  fuerit:  sed  eo  solum  respectu, 
quod  faciant  ad  solidiorem  doctrinaj  Christ! 
confirmationem :  sicuti  solidus  cibus  non 

prajcise  estnecessarius  ad  vitse  conservatio- 
nem,  sed  ad  virium  majorum  quse  ad  labores 
sustmendos  requiruiitur,  acquisition  em. 
Idcjiie  potissimum  locum  habet  in  Heb- 
raeis,  qui  multum  addicti  allegoricis  inter- 

pretation"! bus,  et  delegis  susedivinitate  per- suasi,  valde  in  fide  Christiana  confirraari 
poterant  dilncida  et  distincta  applicatione 
typorum  V.  T.  ad  Christum  ejusque  ponti- 
ficatum  ").  Ver.  13  renders  a  reason  for 
vv.  11,  12,  and  especially  for  Suse/tyd^eu- 
TOS.  Having  before  stated  that  what  he 
had  to  say  ̂   ould  be  hard  for  him  to  explain. 
to  them,  and  then  that  they  were  become 
persons  needing  milk  and  not  solid  food, 
he  now  proceeds  to  join  these  two  positions 
together :  For  every  one  who  partakes  of 
(in  the  sense  of  has  for  his  share,  in  ordi- 

nary feeding :  not,  partakes  of  in  common 
with  other  things,  for  that  adults  do  :  see 
1  Cor.  x.  21)  milk,  is  unskilled  in  (airct- 
pos,  from  TreTfKz,  trial :  opposed  to  e^u- 
•7T€ipo?,  experienced  :  not  to  be  confounded 
with  another  #7reipo?,  from  Trepas :  Etym. 
Mag.,  tinreipos,  6  /i€j/  a^aftfc,  irapk  rb  ̂  
*X€tv  vcipOLV  6  Se,  fjLtyas,  tra-ph  rb  (jdj 
exew  vepas.  It  is  of  frequent  use  in  the 
classics  in  this  sense  of  unskilled:  see 
numerous  examples  in  Bleek  :  e.  g.  Plato, 
Rep.  ix.  p.  737,  fciretpoi  aXTtQeias,  and  a 
passage  not  unlike  this  in  its  cast,  Herodian 
v.  5.  1,  avrbs  yap  $v  veos  re  T^V  fjKiitiav, 
irpa.yfA.dTwv  re  K.  Trai^eta?  faeipos)  the 
word  of  righteousness :  for  he  is  an  infant 

(that  is,  e  for  every  partaker  of  milk,  in 
the  metaphorical  sense  in  which  I  just  now 
used  the  word,  i.  e.  every  one  who  requires 
yet  to  be  taught  the  first  principles  &c.,  is 
devoid  of  understanding  in  the  word  of 
righteousness,  in,  that  is,  the  positions  and 
arguments  which  treat  of  God's  salvation 

airetpos,  ov  5vi/arai 
&Kpov  K.  ̂ KpL^uifjiivov.  Similarly  Till., 
giving  however  the  alternative  that  SiKato- 
a-vvri  may  niean  xPia'T^s  avrds.  (Ec.  says, 
Xtiyov  5e  §LKaio<rvvr)s  Aeyet  T&I/  irspl  ryjs 
6e6r7]ros  TOV  Kvptov.  Thdrt.,  generally, 
ret,  Te\ei6repa  ̂ 6yfjLara,  Primasius,  "  Alie- 
nus  est  a  discretione  perfectse  justitise, 
quia  nondum  potest  penetrare  arcana  mys- 
teriorum,  nee  scit,  ut  expedit,  discretionem 
facere  inter  bonum  et  in  alum."  And  so 
a-Lapide,  Bretschn.,  al.  Others,  as  Beza, 

Pyle,  Storr,  Tholuck,  al.,  take  ̂ IKCLLOG-UVVJ 
of  the  doctrine  of  justification  before  God 
by  faith  in  Christ  :  or,  as  Ben  gel  and  Cra- 

mer, justification  and  sanctification  as  well  ; 
uprightness  of  doctrine  and  practice,  Cal- 

vin says,  "justitiee  nomine  perfectionem  in- 
telligens,  de  qua  paulo  post  loquitur  "  (ch, 
vi.  1).  Many  others  take  koyov  StKato- 
cruf^s  as  =  \6yov  SiKaiov  :  so  Schlichting, 
Grot.,  Wahl,  Kuinoel,  al.  Others  again 
have  appealed  to  the  Heb.  usage  of  njm  for 

'truth?  and  understood  it  "ver&um  verifa- 
Us  :"  so,  with  minor  differences,  Michaelis, 
Zacharia,  Dindorf.  Bleek  half  adopts  a 
hint  given  by  Carpzov,  who  interprets  it  of 
the  **  doctrina  de  sacerdotio  Jesu  Christi 
Melchisedeciano,  qua3  dicitur  x6yos  SJACCUO- 
crvvris  propterea  quod  Melchisedecus,  vi 
nominis,  j8acriA*i/$  5<fcaio<ru»/T]s  vertitur, 
vii.  2,  eaque  appellatio  ad  Chxisttim  sacer- 
dotem  applicatur,  cujus  TrpeVoi/  fuit  TTATJ- 
pwarat  if&crav  fiiKaiocrvvT]?,  Matt.  iii.  15  i}> 
Bleek,  however,  not  accepting  the  reference 
in  this  shape,  supposes  that  StKaiofffo-r)  *s 
here  used  as  belonging  to  the  whole  subject 

47 

aft  yap  ins 

by  Christ  :  for  he  is  an  infant  :  takes  the 
same  rank  in  spiritual  understanding,  that 

an  infant  does  in  worldly.*  Thus  taken,  I 
can  see  no  difficulty  such  as  Bleek  repre- 

sents in  the  contextual  connexion.  There 
is  of  course  a  mingling  of  the  figure  and  the 
thing  represented,  which  however  is  easy 
enough  to  any  reader  to  whom  both  figure 
and  thing  are  already  familiar.  But  it  is 
necessary  to  fix  more  satisfactorily  the 
meaning  of  the  somewhat  obscure  expres- 

sion Xcryos  SiKaioo-uvrjs.  Chrys.  says, 
eorravBa,  fioi  5o/c€?  Kal  fiiov  cuWTT 

#7rep  Kal  6  XPLO"T^S  fAeye)/,  "JiZav  ̂  
crtvcrr)  7}  ftiKcuocrvvT}  VIAWV  irX4ov 
rovro  Kal  avr6s  Qijfftv  £ireipo$  \6yov 
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Sta 

TO,  a 

e/ca\ov  re 
VI.  1  Ato . 

1  Kings  xvi. 
b  1  Tim  iv.  7.  ch. 

7.     Sir.  xxx.  14  only.     Dan.  vii.  15  Theod  )  a  here  only     Jpr.  iv.  19  only 

xii.  11.    2  Pet.  11   14  only  -t,    2  Mace   x.  15  only.    09  /uep  -y^P   TO  o-lcrdyjTrlpiOV  e^ei  -t 

i^ax/co?  .   .    .  O£TO<»    apto-TOS    a.v    ely    yi/cojaajp,    Galen,   de   Dign     Puls.   in     (  vacrCa.",    1    Tim.   iv.  8.} c  —  Acts  ni   10.  ch    vi    11.  ix.  13.  d  Horn   xh.l.     1  Cor.  xii.  10  only.     Job  xxxvii.  16  only. 
e  so  (Troi/rjpou)  1  Thess.  v.  22.  (a-yafl.)  Deut.  i.  39.    Isa.  MI.  16. 

ifca  non  satis  ad  vim  dicendi  valent,  nisi 
illis  finna  quaedam  facilitas,  quae  apud 
Grsecos  €%LS  vocatur,  acceperit :  quam  scri- 
bendo  plus,  an  legendo,  an  dicendo,  con- 

sequamur,  solere  quseri  scio."  Aristot. 
Rhet,  i.  1,  ol  fj.€V  €t/c77  Tavra  Spuny,  oi  §€ 
5/a  crvvTjOetav  cnrb  e£e<yy.  Observe,  on 
account  of  this  meaning  of  the  word  as 
well  as  the  accus.  after  8ta,  it  is  not,  "  oy 
means  of  skill  acquired  in  practice"  as 
(Ec.  (r^v  e%iv  Ae-yet  TTf\v  T€\€t6r7jrat  so 
also  Thl.,  adding,  Kal  T^V  TraytdTTjTa  roov 

ed&v},  Bengel  ("e|is  notat  h.  L  robur 
facultatis  cognoscentis  ex  maturitate  seta- 

tis  spiritualis  existens J*) :  but,  f  on  ac- 
count of  (their)  long  nsaffe,"  so  that  €£ts stands  in  a  causal,  not  in  an  instrumental 

relation  to  the  result.  Notice  also  that 

5ict  TTJV  e'£tf  is  not  =  Si*  f|ev,  *  by  virtue 
of  habit  *  (abstract), — and  that,  on  ac- 

count of  its  position,  it  belongs  not  to 

y€yvfj.paa-fj.€j/a,  but  to  the  whole  sentence) 
have  their  organs  of  sense  (not,  ihevr 
senses  themselves.  Wetst.  quotes  a  defi- 

nition ascribed  to  Galen,  T&  aivBijT-fipiov, 

vov  ....  ijTOt  o<pOa\fA.d$,  fy  ̂/s,  ̂   yAwrro, 
a  Kal  opyava  al<r8TjriKa  Trposayopeverat* 
Here  again  there  manifestly  is  a  mixture 
of  the  figure  and  the  thing  signified :  on 
account  of  what  follows,  we  must  neces- 

sarily understand  these  ala-Q^r-hpia  of  the 
inner  organs  of  the  soul :  as  (Ec.,  ra  TTJS 

^VXTJ?  ala-Brjr-fipta  \eyet)  exercised  (reff.) 
with  a  view  to  (so  in  ref.  1  Tim.,  yv/waff 
5e  (reavrbv  irpbs  ebcrepeia.v :  see  also  reffl 
here,  irpos  most  likely  belongs  to  yeyvp.- 
j/atr/Aci/a,  not  to  the  whole  r&v  .... 
gxtvrcai/,  because  of  the  art.  rd,  which 
makes  yeyvjuLvacrfi&a  a  predicate,  not  an 
epithet.  See  the  very  similar  passage  of 
Galen  in  reflF.)  distinction  of  good  and  evil 
(this  puts  us  in  mind,  as  Bleek  remarks, 
of  the  common  O.  T.  expression  in  de- 

scribing childhood :  e.  g.  Deut.  i.  39,  irav 
•araifiiov  veoj/9  ftsris  OVK  oT§«J'  tr^jLtepoK 
aya/dhi*  3}  K.GLK&V  :  Isa.  vii.  16,  vplv  yv&vat 
T}>  iratfilov  dyadbv  f)  KOK&V.  Cf.  Sext. 

Empir.  Hyp.  Pyrrh.  iii.  19,  AeiTrercu  5e  rb 
7)6tK6v,  Sirep  SoKet  irepl  T^V  StciKpttriv  rcav 
T€  KoKStv  Kal  KOKCOV  Kal  aJStatpdpUf  Kara- 
ylyvecrBai.  The  reference  here  of  good  and 
evil  is  manifestly  not  to  moral  qualities, 
but  to  excellence  and  inferiority,  whole- 
someness  and  corruptness  in  doctrine. 
Chrys.  explains  it  well :  vvv  ov  irepl  &iov 

to  winch  Melchisedek,  as  the 
Si/cafocrvj/Tjs,  also  belongs  :  and  that  the 
SiKaLocrvvij  is  that  righteousness  of  which 
the  fulness  dwells  in  Christ,  but  of  which 
Melchisedek,  by  his  very  name,  was  a  type. 
But  to  this  De  Wette  justly  answers,  that 
it  would  be  very  unnatural,  to  find  a  refer- 

ence to  an  expression  which,  where  it  occurs, 
is  not,  any  more  than  its  cognate  /SacnAefry 

etp'fjvps,  followed  up,  —  and,  so  far  from 
clearing-  this  passage,  itself  needs  explica- 

tion. I  incline  more  to  Lunemann's  view 
of  the  meaning,  based  as  it  is  on  the  re- 

quirements of  the  passage,  in  which  the 
stress  is  not  on  A  6yov  $iKa,LQ<rvvns,  but  on 
airetpos,  and  A<fy.  $IK.  follows  as  something 
of  course  and  generally  understood.  Feel- 

ing this,  he  interprets  it  of  the  gospel  in 
general  :  that  \dyos  of  which  the  central 
point  is,  the  righteousness  which  is  of 
God.  And  he  refers  to  2  Cor.  iii.  9,  TJ 
SiaKovta  rrjs  St/couocr  *$*/??$,  and  xi.  15, 
SictKOj/oi  SiKcuocrtJjfojs.  This  acceptation, 
would  not  altogether  preclude  pa<ri\ebs 

8iKaioo"uvr)s  falling  under  the  same  general 
head,  and  thus  would  bring  the  two  expres- 

sions into  union,  though  without  any  dis- 
tinct reference  from  one  to  another. 

Dehtzsch,  whose  commentary  I  have  seen 
since  writing  the  above,  explains  A<£y.  5x/c. 
"the  capability  to  speak  agreeably  to 
righteousness"  (bte  ga&igfeit,  gered)t%= 
EeitSgero&jJ  §U  fpredjen),  and  takes  the 
genitive  as  one  of  attribute.  But  I  cannot 
see  how  the  general  context  justifies  this. 
It  is  not  speaking,  but  apprehending,  which 
is  here  surely  required  of  the  readers)  : 

14.]  but  (continuation,  of  and  con- 
trast to  ver,  13)  solid  food  belongs  to  (is 

the  portion  of)  the  grown  up  (so  rcXeios 
often  :  e.  g.  Xen.  Cyr.  viii.  7.  3,  «ry&  y&p 

ev  av$pd<ri:  Polyb.  v.  29.  2,  €\.iri(ravr€s 

&s  iratSicp  VTjirifi)  xp^JcrcKr^ai  Ttjo  QiXlirn-tpy 
evpov  avr^v  TcAezoy  &v$pa.  The  spiritual 
sense  is  found  in  reffl  :  Thl,  says,  Spas 

•tn\fri&rrf\roi  €T€pavt  fyv  teal  yepovrts  exoutfi, 
rfyv  T&V  (ppevSyVy  KC&  T^AetJrijTa,  fir  «rol 
v*ov$  €%efi/  ov>8ev  i/Airodiget.  Then  the 
qualification  of  x€\€C&»v  follows),  to  those 
who  by  virtue  of  their  (long)  habit  (c|is 

from  €x»,  as  *  habitus1  from  f  habeo.'  Quin- 
til.  lust.  x.  1  init.,  "Sed  haec  eloquendi 
prajceptti,  sicut  coguitioni  sunt  neces&aria, 
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njv,  vcrrepov  oycrav,  ̂ epfl,  Eunp.  Androm  393,  al  m  Bleek.  g  =  ch  v  12,      17. 

i  =  here  only     7j£ei  B'  icrtos  err'  e<eivQV 

, 

ivQV  vbv  Ao-yov  $ep0/uiefO?,  Lycurg.  rdv.  Lcocr.  p,  138, m  here 
=  here 

rp&s  Sia/cp.  /caAou  /c. 
tr  TOUTO  7&p  Traprl  avtipdirp  Swarbv 

eiSe^at  «.  eifooAoy*  aAAcfc  irepl  5o'y/i<£ra?j> 
iyicav  K.  tty^Awi'  §i€t}>()apfji.€vci)v  re  /cal 
raTT€ivwv.  rb 

K.    T%V    d6KLJJ.O 

JQVV  Kal  XQVV  eveQatev  es 
rJ)    jSAa^epbv    c^e^aro,    /caj  .TT^fra 

fcptrais  iroi€i'  aiAA*  ou  rJ>  reAeiOif  roiouroj/. 
rOLOVTol  €1(TIV  Ot  traCTW  aTTAwS  1TpO$€XOVT€$, 

K.  aSioLKptToos  r&s  a/coas-  €5/c5i5^rey  d5o- 
Kt/uoty.  /cal  rourouy  atrmrai  &$•  aTrAws 

«:.  »/iJv  yu.e*'  TOVTOIS  vvv  5e 

Si$6vTas  eavTovs'  tt  Kal  irpbs  r<p 
t^aro  Ae*ycuv*  5i$a%a?s  Trcu/aAcus 
/x-J;  Trapa^epecr^e.  rovr6  eVri 
KaAou  re  /ecu  Ka/cov' 

a<peis  fpos  tyy 

=  ch  v   13.  i  =  here  only     i]§ei  o"  icrtos  err  €«t  .  ..    .  ,        ,    ,    ,         .._„_.  „. al  m  Bleek.  k  Col  m  14  onlv,    Judg  ix   16,19.  1 1  Cor  m    11     2  Tim  u  iy 
only,  see  note.    (tiQevat  9  ,  Luke  \i.  48,  4'J  al.    5t66i/at,  Ezra  v  16.   e/ti/SaAAea^at,  Esdr.  vi.  20.) 
(2  Cor.  iv  9j  only  f.    (-jSoAiJ,  ch.  iv.  3  ) 

CHAP.  VI.  1.  <£epOjue0a  D^but  £a7rri<rjuoj>  below)  K[P]  o(but  reAetwTTjra)  syr. 

now  proceed 3  to  this  or  that, — or  as  con- 
veying an  exhortation  to  the  readers.  Each 

view  has  a  formidable  array  of  supporters. 
On  the  side  of  the  former  are  Primasius, 
Erasmus,  Luther,  a-Lapide,  Grot.,  Lim- 
borch,  Wolf,  Bengel,  Michaelis,  al.,  and 
Storr,  Heinrichs,  Abresch,  Wahl,  Bret- 
schn.,  Kuinoel,  Baurag.  Cms.,  De  Wette, 
Tholuck,  Conybeare,  al.  The  latter  is 
adopted  by  Chrys.,  Thdrt.,  Phot.,  and 
Gennadius  (in  (Ec.),  Thl.  (not  decidedly), 
Calvin,  Jusfciniani,  Estius,  Jac.  Cappellus, 
Bohme,  Stuart,  Bleek,  Ebrard,  Liinemann, 
Hof m.  (Schrb.  i.  553).  Owen  tries  (and  so 
also  Delitzsch)  to  comprehend  both  mean- 

ings :  giving,  however,  the  alternative  very 
lucidly  :  "  The  Apostle  either  assumes  the 
Hebrews  unto  himself,  as  to  his  work,  or 
joins  himself  with  them  as  to  their  duty. 
For  if  the  words  be  taken  the  first  way, 
they  declare  his  resolution  in  teaching :  if 

in  the  latter,  their  duty  in  learning." 
Between  these  two,  both  equally  legiti- 

mate, the  context  must  decide.  And  in 
seeking  for  elements  of  decision,  I  own 
that  the  alternative  seems  to  me  to  have 
been  put  too  exclusively.  What  I  mean 
will  be  plain,  when  we  consider  on  the  one 
hand  that  Qe^\iov  Ka.TaftaX\6fjLGvoi  can 
hardly  be  properly  said  of  any  hut  a 
teacher  :  and  on  the  other,  that  vv.  4  ff., 
aStivoLTOv  yap  K.T.A.,  must  necessarily  have 
a  general  reference  of  warning  to  the 
hearers.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  fact 
may  be  best  stated  thus :  The  whole  is  a 
<rvyKardifia<rts  of  the  Writer  to  his  read- 

ers :  he  with  his  work  of  teaching  comes 
down  to  their  level  of  learning,  and  re- 

gards that  teaching  and  learning  as  all 
one  work,  going  on  together :  himself  and 
them  as  bound  up  in  one  progress.  Thus 
best  may  we.explain  the  expressions,  which 
seem  to  oscillate  alternately  between  writer 
and  readers.  And  thus  will  8t<$  retain  all 

its  proper  meaning,  which  on  the  first 
hypothesis  was  obliged  to  he  wrested  :  so 
Schlichtiug,  its  advocate,  confesses,  and 
joins  $16  to  ch.  v.  11.  But  now  it  will 
mean,  'Wherefore,  seeing  that  we  (you  and 
I,  by  communication)  are  in  so  low  a  state, 
babes,  instead  of  grown  men,  let  us/  &c.) : 
not  again  laying  the  foundation  (flejA. 
KarapaAAeo-Gcu  is  a  phrase  of  common 
occurrence  in  later  writers.  Dion.  Hal.  iii. 

yap  orra  *yeieTai,,  ̂ /i/x^?  5e 
A6yoi»y.  But  we  must  beware  of  the  mis- 

take to  which  Chrys.  gives  some  counte- 
nance, and  which  (Ec.  and  Thl.  repeat, 

that  the  icaA<$v  represents  S^y/uara  frJ/^AcC, 
and  KO,K<5v,  $6y/ua.Ta  ra-Treiva). 

CHAP.  VI.  1.]  Therefore  (on  the  con- 
nexion, see  below)  leaving  (as  behind,  and 

done  with  ;  in  order  to  go  on  to  another 

thing.  "Jubet  omitti  ejusuiodi  elementa, 
non  q^uod  eorum  oblivisci  unquara  debeant 
fideles,  sed  quia  in  illis  minime  est  haeren- 
dum.  Quod  melius  patet  ex  fundament! 
similitudine  quse  mox  sequitur.  Nam  in 
exstruenda  domo,  nunquam  a  fundamento 
disccdere  oportet  :  in  eo  tamen  jaciendo 

semper  laborare  ridiculum."  Calvin)  the 
word  of  the  beginning  of  Christ  (=  TJ 
dpx,})  rcoy  Xoyivv  rov  6eov  above,  ch.  v. 
12  :  that  word,  or  discourse,  which  has 
respect  to  the  fundamental  and  elementary 
things  mentioned  below),  let  us  press  on 
to  maturity  (<j>^pofi<H  in  this  sense  is  not 
uncommon  :  see  Lycurg.  in  reff.  :  Xen. 
Venat.  3.  10,  &v  iroOev  dKOTLxruffi  KpavyfjSj 
KaraAefTrouercu  ra  avr&v  cp^a  dirpovo'/)- 
Ttijs,  %TT\  TOVTO  <j>4povTat  :  Polyb.  v«  26.  6, 
Ttcicrty  ̂ SrjAor  i\vt  errl  ri  ipepeTcu,  real  CTT! 

iroias  fiircipxei  yv^s^-ris*  Bleek  cites  on 
Valcknaer's  authority  <j>€pe<r6ai  tirl  T^V 
<t>tXocro<f>iav  :  and  in  the  Pythagorean 

school  our  very  expression,  <J>e'pe<r6(u  eVl 
r^v  TcAet^TijTa,  was  current.  A  ques- 

tion of  some  difficulty  has  divided  the 
Commentators  here  :  whether  this  sen- 

tence be  meant  as  expressing  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  Writer,  as  we  say,  'let  us 
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/3a\\o/j,evot,  °  yLtera^o/o.9  °  ajrb  pq  veicp&v KOI 
u 

-  o  here  cniy. 

8.    James  u.  17,  26.  q  ch  ix.  14. 
21.     7JY>6>,  1  Thess.  j   8.  gen   obj.,  Mark  xi.  22.) 

t  Maik  vu.  4.  [8  j  ch.  ix   10.     Col.  u.  12  only  t. 
i\.  14.     2  Tim,  i   6  only  $.    2  Chron.  xxv.  27. 

2.  5i5ax?;v  B,  doctrinam  D-lat. 

69,  TapKvvtos  ....  TOVS  re  6€/u.e\tovs 
(rov  veafy  ffare&d\ero  :  Porphyr.  de  Abstin. 
viii.  10,  oiKias  6<=fj.e\ia  KarafidX\ecr6at : 
Galen,  Rat.  Medendi  ix.,  xM  T^tp  ot/ttat  ra 

rov$ 
Qai  :  Jos.  Antt.  xi.  4.  4, 
vs  Kare0d\ero  i  ib.  xv.  11.  3, 

8e  rous  apxaiovs  0€u*\iov$,  Kal 
Karafia\6]j.ejso$  erepovs.  Cf.  2  Mace.  ii. 

29,  apxiTeKrovi  TTJS  e6\f]s  K<x.Taf3oh.T)$,  and 
see  examples  also  of  /5d\\ecr6cut  in  Bleek. 
It  is  a  curious  instance  of  the  occasional 

singularity  and  perversity  of  Ebrard's 
exposition,  that  he  insists  here  on  Kara- 

&a\\6jju-voL  meaning  "pulling  down:9' 
(which  however,  as  Delitzsch  remarks, 
partakes  of  the  infirmity  of  all  would-be 
original  interpretations,  falling  under  the 

proverb,  "  There  is  nothing  new  under  the 
sun  :"  for  the  old  Latin  has  "  non  iterum 
fundamenta  diruentes")  Not  to  dwell 
on  the  entire  inconsistency  with  the  con- 

text, how  can  one  be  said  Ko.Ta.pd\\€(r6ai 
6€fj.e\iov,  which  is  in  the  ground  already  ? 

The  subjects  to  be  supplied  to 
Ka,Ta$aX\6p.Gvoi  are  the  readers,  with 
whom  the  Writer  unites  himself,  as  above 
explained)  of  (the  genitives  here  indicate 
the  materials  of  which  the  foundation 
consists.  They  are  all  matters  belonging 
to  the  \6yos  TT?S-  apx^ns  rov  xp10"?0**  ' 
extending  indeed  in  their  influence  over 
the  whole  Christian  life,  just  as  the  shape 
of  the  foundation  is  that  of  the  building  : 
but  to  be  laid  down  once  for  all  and 

not  afterwards  repeated)  repentance  from 
dead  works,  and  faith,  on  G-od  (so  in 
the  opening  of  the  Gospel,  Mark  I.  15, 

and  in  its  progress,  Acts  xx.  21, 

p6i**vos  'lovdaiots  re  Kcd  */E\Ai}<ru'  r^jy 
els  Qzbv  fiGTavoiciV  /cai  Tclcrnv  €ts  T^JC  K&- 

ptov  TJJUWV  'ITJO-OVV.  These  were  the  com- mon conditions  on  which  all  mankind  were 
invited  to  embrace  the  Gospel.  And  as 
the  readers  here  were  Jews,  so  would  fchese 
words  especially  remind  them  of  the  form 

in  which  they  were  first  invited  by  Christ's 
messengers.  But  we  have  to  notice  the 
qualifications  which  here  follow  each  term 
—  /Aeraixna  air&  veicpwv  epycov  —  iricrTis  eirl 
Oeiv.  The  veKpb  l/rya  are  taken  by  all 
the  patristic  expositors  to  mean  sinful 
works  :  so  Chrys.,  ra  ̂ /ta/nrTj/^Va  ;  Thdrt., 

:     Till*,     TOVT€OTlj    T^P     aTTO- 

re    vm.6.er" 

p  Rom   rji. i  here  only,     (ev?  Gal.  m.  26     ets,  Acts  xx. 
s  Acts  n    17.  xxi.  31.  xnL  19      Horn.  iv.  5,24. 

u  (N.  T.  always  w.  Yetpwy)  Acts  tin.  18.     1  Tim. 

Tayfyv  r&v  Zpy&v  rov  ffarava :  Primas., 

"  Pp3nitentiam  ah  operibus  mortuis  agere, 
est  ipsa  opera  mala  per  pceiiitentiam  delere, 
quse  animum  mortificabant :  opera  nam- 
que  mortis  sunt  peccata."  And  so  the 
great  majority  of  modern  Commentators 
also.  And  the  justification  of  such  an 
expression  as  vetcpb  epya  for  sins  is  va- 

riously given:  as  causing  death  eternal, 
Schlichting,  J.  CappelL,  Limb.,  Peirce, 
Stuart,  al. :  as  polluting,  like  the  touch  of 
a  dead  body,  Chrys.  (on  ch.  ix.  14,  icaAws 
eliTGV,  &irb  vsKp&y  epycav.  tlf  TI$  yap 

$)TJ/a,To  rdre  vtKpov,  ̂ fjiiaivero'  Kal  GvravBa 
et  TL3  afyaiTo  vexpov  fpyov,  fioXdverai  Sia 
r^s  arvvetd'fia'ecos),  CEc.  (ibid.),  Storr,  al. 
But  neither  of  these  meanings  is  borne 
out :  the  former  being  contrary  to  usage, 
the  latter  far-fetched  and  unlikely.  It  is 
much  better  to  take  yeicpos  in  its  common 
and  obvious  meaning;  dead,  devoid  of 
life  and  power :  cf.  veKpa,  irlcrrts,  and 
vetcpa  afiaprta  in  the  reff.  St.  Paul  speaks, 
Eph.  v.  11,  in  nearly  the  same  sense :  cf. 
TO  epya  ra  UKapTra  rov  CTK^TOVS.  And 
Tholuck  cites  from  Epict.  Dissert,  iii.  23, 
29,  vficpbs  Acfyos,  in  the  sensa  of  discourse 
without  convincing  power.  But  such  dead 
or  lifeless  works  again  may  be  variously 
understood :  either  of  the  works  of  the 
flesh  in  the  unconverted  man,  or  of  the 
Jewish  works  of  the  law  which  could 
not  give  life.  Considering  the  readers  and 
object  of  the  Epistle,  it  is  much  more 
likely  that  the  latter  are  here  meant: 
those  works  by  which  they  sought  to  set 
up  a  righteousness  of  their  own,  before 

they  submitted  themselves  to  God's  right- 
eousness. And  so,  nearly,  Delitzseh,  and 

Hofm.  Weiss,  u.  Erf.  ii.  166.  The  best 

explanation  of  irwrns  !m  $c«5v  is  found  in 
St.  Paul's  language,  Bom.  iv.  5,  r$  5e  /rfr 
ipya£oju,ei>ep,  iriorrevovrt  5£  lirl  rby  8i«cu- 
OUJTO.  rbv  atrejST},  A.o*yi£ercu  7)  irfcrTiy 
avrov  e*y  $tKaio<rvv7jv»  And  by  this,  our 
expression  is  defined  to  we&n,full  trust, 
rested  on  &od>  that  He  has  fulfilled  his 
promises  in  Christ :  so  Wittich,  cited  in 
Bleek :  "  Fides  evangelic  adhibita,  hsec 
fides  dicitur  ITT!  Q*6v>  qula  dum  evangelic 
creditur,  creditur  prsestitisse  Deum  pro- 
missa  facta  patribus  eaque  in  Christo  im- 
plevisse."  We  may  observe,  that  the  geni- 

tives arrange  themselves  in  groups  of  pairs, 

of  which  this  is  the  -first),  £.]  of  tne 
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w  Matt  xxu,' 81.    Acts  x\u.  32.  xxiu.  6  al 
29.  ch.  v  9  reff. 

oin  2nd  re  B  B1[-gr  P]. 

re  w  vexp&v  teal  x  tcpip.aro<$  y  alcoviov.  ABCDK 
Acts  xxiv  25     1  Pet.  IT  17     Rev,  six.  4 

for 

x*lP®v 

y  Mark  m.    a  D  C  d 
f  g  h  k  1 

17.47 

doctrine  of  washings  (not  baptisms  :  ftd-rr- 

rtcTjua  is  generally  the  N.  T.  word  for  bo'th Christian  baptism  and  that  of  John.     In 
reff.,  the  word  is  nsed  as  here  of  washing, 
or  lustration  with  water.  On  the  meaning, 
see  below.     Our  first  question  is,  respect- 
ing  the  construction.  The  words  are  taken 
in  two  other  ways  besides  that  given  above. 
1.  Some  have  taken  J3airri(rtt.&v  and  &5a- 
Xr)$  as  two  distinct  genitives:  so  Chrys. 
(apparently,   for    he   says,   ei   yap 
avrovs    €j8a7TTicre     Kal    ava>0ei>    /car 
Kal   iraKw  e|    apXV*   &carr  iff  Sevres 
crKwro  TO.  Trpawrea  /c.r.A..),  an  interp.  given 
in  (Ec.,  .  .   .  \6~yov"  iroiov  5^  rovrov  ;  rbv 
TWV  0aTrTi<Tfj,u>v  Kal  5i5a%7]y  nal  eTntfe'creecs' 
rS>v  x*LP&v  K.r  A,  :  and  so  Cajetan,  Luther, 
Semler,  Michaelis,  al.,  and  De  Wette.  But 
this  seems  very  improbable.     The  rhythm 
of  the  sentence,  which   in  all  the   other 
cases   has   two  substantives   in   a  clause, 
seems  to  forbid  insulating  the  two  words 
and  forming  a  clause  out  of  each  :  besides 
which,  a  double  objection  arises  from  the 
words  themselves;   that  thus   the  plural 
/SaTTTtor^awv  would  not  be   accounted  for, 
and  that  thus  also  SiSax??  would  have  to 
bear  a  meaning  which  it  is  very  doubtful 
if  it  can  bear,     2.  The  two  substantives 
being  taken  together,  SiSaxns  is  made  the 
genitive  dependent  on  pa,7rTi<rp.a>v,  —  those 
baptisms  which   were  accompanied  with 
SiSaxh,  *n   distinction  from  those   other 
washings,  which  were  not  so  accompanied. 

This   view  is   taken  by   Bengel    (•*  0.   5. 
erant  baptismi  quos  qui  suscipiebant,  doe- 
trinse  sacrse  Judaaorum  sese  addieebant  ; 
itaque  adjecto  SiSaxr/s  distinguuntur  a  lo- 
tionibus  casterisleviticis"),  Winer  (making however  the  distinction  between  Christian 
and  Jewish  baptism,  §  30.  3,  Rein.  4,  edn. 
6),  Michaelis,  al.    Still  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  this  would  be  a  very  strange  expres- 

sion, and  that  thus  the  plur.  /fairrtayx&v 
would  be  more  unaccountable  than  ever, 
seeing  that  it  would  apply  to  one  kind  of 
baptism  only,  viz.  the  Christian.     As  re- 

gards the  plur.  jSaTTTKr/iojv,  it   has  been 
very  variously   taken:   by   some  as   put 
for   the  singular,  in  which   number  the 
Syr.  translates   it:    by  Chrys.  (to   whom 
Calv.  assents),  as  implying  the  repetition 
of  baptism   involved    in   the  irdX.iv,  —  rl 

TrctAti/  &€JJL..  Karafi.  peravoioLS,  ei  yap 
ij'  avrobs  eftaTiTiae,  Kal  avcaQev  Kar- 
jcre,  KOI  Tra\iv  e£  apX^)?  jScvTrTurOej/Tes 

o  ra  7rpa«re'a,  /cal  ra  ̂   Trpa/c- 

by  Thl.  and  (Ec.  as  pointing  to  a  practice 
among  the  Hebrews  of  frequently  repeating 
baptism   (ftrccs  fie  ovrot  &$  err  TOV  v6{j.ov 

avrextp-evoi   iroXXovs   paimcr/novs   'loi/Sai*- 
K&S  Kal   eV  rJ7   x^-piTi  eirpecrftevov,  Thl.)  : 
by  others,  as  referring  to  the   threefold 
immersion  in  baptism  :  by  Grot.,  al.,  "de 
duplice  baptismo,  interiore  et  exteriore :" 
by  Thdrt.  of  the  plurality  of  the  recipients, 

eireiS})  iroXXol  TTJS  rov  ftaTrria 'paras  Q.TTO- 
\avov<ri  x^piros :  so  Primas.,  Beza,  Erasm. 
Schmid.    But  none  of  these  seem  to  reach 
the  point  so  well  as  that  given  above, 
which  includes  in  the  idea  those  various 
washings    which    were    under    the    law, 
the  baptism  of  John  and  even  Christian 
baptism  also  perhaps  included,  the  nature 
of  which,  and  their  distinctions  from  one 
another,  would  naturally  be  one  of  the  fun- 

damental and  primai  y  objects  of  teaching 
to  Hebrew  converts.   This  meaning,  which 
is  that  of  Jac.  Cappellus,  Seb.  Schmidt, 
Schdttg,  Wolf,  al.,  and  Bohmc,  Kuinoel, 
Klee,  Bleek,  Tholuck,  al.,  is  strongly  com- 

bated by  Liinemann,  aud  the  insecurity 
of  the  consideration  arising  from  the  dif- 

ferent form  of  /3a7TTi<rp,6s  and  -JJLO.  is  urged 
on  the  ground  that  the  Writer  never  uses 
pd-rmo-na :  but  against  this  we  may  fairly 
allege  that  he  does  use  ̂ aTrritr^os  again 
(ch.  ix.  10),  and  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
Jewish  washings,  not  in  that  of  Christian 
baptism.    When  it  is  objected  to  the  view 
(as  e.  g.  by  Stuart)  that  the  doctrine  of 
Jewish  washings  would  have  had  nothing 
to    do   with   the   elements  of   Christian 

teaching,  we  may  fairly  say  that  such  ob- 
jection is  brought  in  mere  thoughtlessness. 

The  converts  being  Jews,  their  first  and 
most    obviously    elementary    instruction 
would  be,  the  teaching  them  the  typical 
significance  of  their  own  ceremonial  law 
in  its  Christian  fulfilment.     It  is  obvious 
from  what  has  been  above  said,  that  we 
must  not,  as  Erasm.,  Calv.,  Beza,  Schlich- 
ting,  al.,  understand  "  the  teaching  given 
as  introductory  to  baptism :"  Calvin  iden- 

tifying it  with  the  other  genitive  terms  of 
the  sentence  :  "  Quae  enim  baptismatis  est 
doctrina,  nisi  quam  hie  recenset  de  fide  in 
Deum,  de  poenitentia  et  de  judicio,  ac  simi- 
libus  ?  ")  and  of  laying1  on  of  hands  (first, 
it  is  almost  necessary,  on  account  of  the 
transposed  place  of  $a.Ttriap.tov,  and  the 
coupling  by  T€,  to  understand  eVifleVecfo 
T€  as  gen.  after   5t5a%^s,  and  not   after 
0efjL€\tov  (of  the  succeeding  genitives,  see 
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TOVTO 
edvirep 

a  ~  1  Cor.  x^i.  7.    Xen.  Cyr.  i.  1.2.  ̂   .  5.  9. 

<*.  m,  (6 

er.  18.  ch/i.  4.  xu  £ 

3.  *  Troi>r)<T(jOfJ,€V  ACD[P  47]  arm  Chr-ms  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt2  Damasc: 
BKLK  rel  latt  Chr-montfi  £Thl]  Ambrr 

below).  And  thus  the  doctrine  of  laying 
on  of  hands,  like  that  of  washings,  not 
being  confined  to  any  one  special  rite,  will 
mean,  the  reference  and  import  of  all  that 
imposition  of  hands  which  was  practised 
under  the  law,  and  found  in  some  cases  its 
continuance  under  the  gospel.  By  laying 
on  of  hands,  the  sick  were  healed,  Mark 
xvi.  18  :  Acts  ix.  12,  17  ;  xxviii.  8  :  cf. 
2  Kings  v.  11  :  Matt.  ix.  18  al.  ;  officers 
and  teachers  of  the  Church  were  admitted 
to  their  calling,  Acts  vi.  6  ;  idii.  3  ;  1  Tim. 
iv.  14;  v.  22  :  Num.  viii.  10;  xxviu  18,  23: 
Deut.  xxxiv.  9;  converts  were  fully  ad- 

mitted into  the  Christian  Church  after  bap- 
tism, Acts  viii.  17  ;  xix.  6  :  2  Tim.  i.  6. 

And  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  it  is 
mainly  to  this  last  that  the  attention  of 
the  readers  is  here  called,  as  the  Writer  is 
speaking  of  the  beginning  of  Christian 
teaching:  so  Chrys.,  ovru  y£p  rb  wev^a 

and  Thdrt.,  Sict,  TTJS  tepartK^s 

Some  have  thought  that  the  prin- 
cipal reference  is  to  the  laying  of  hands  on 

the  scapegoat  as  a  type  of  our  Lord's  taking 
our  sins  upon  Him  :  but  this  is  unlikely) 
and  of  resurrection  of  the  dead  and  eter- 

nal judgment  (these  words,  as  well  as  the 
foregoing  clause,  depend  on  St-Sax^s.  This 
would  be  evident,  were  it  merely  for  the 
sense,  seeing  that  it  is  not  the  facts  them- 

selves of  the  resurrection  and  the  judgment 
which  would  be  laid  as  the  foundation  of 

the  TOV  xpLarr°v  A<5*yos,  but  the  doctrine  of 
these,  that  apprehension  and  recognition  of 
them  consequent  on  their  being  taught*  as 

SiSax'fl  implies.  And  then  notice,  that 
these  also  were  points  of  Jewish  doctrine, 
confirmed  and  brought  into  clearer  light 
by  the  Gospel.  Some,  as  Est.,  Schlicht., 
Schottg.,  Michaelis,  Storr,  al.,  have  sup- 

posed avaorr.  v€ieptav  to  refer  only  to  the 
righteous,  as  in  John  vi.  39,  40,  44,  54,  — 
KpipaTos  awoviov  only  to  the  wicked.  But 
it  is  more  probable,  in  a  passage  of  such 
very  general  reference,  that  the  Writer 
speaks  generally,  without  any  such  distinc- 

tion here  in  view,  of  the  two  doctrines  :  of 
the  avaffratris  fays  and  the  avdcrra<ns 

Kpta-eccs  of  John  v.  29.  And  it  is  probable 
that  he  uses  KptjjLaros  in  the  same  indefi- 

nite meaning.  Cf.  ref.  Acts.  tepijjro, 
properly  the  result  of  /cp(cny,  gradually  be- 

came in  later  Greek,  as  other  substantives 
in  -fia,  confounded  with  the  process  in 
<m,  and  the  two  used  convertibly.  Our 
Writer  has  both  :  cf.  ch,  x,  27.  cuonaov, 

probably  as  part  of  the  proceedings  of 
eternity,  and  thus  bearing  the  character 
and  stamp  of  eternal :  or  perhaps  as  Thl., 
TOVT€(TTly  T?Js    Kpt(T€CaS  T7j$  W.&VLV.    5t5ot5o"»7$ 
^  ayadh  %  tcoXdcreis.  So  Erasm.  (par.)  and 
many  others),  3.]  And  tMs  (viz.  eVi 
r}]v  T€\€i6r7ira  <pep€cr8ait  see  below)  we 
will  do  (on  the  reading,  see  digest, 
7roiT]cro|jt€v  has  been  variously  interpreted. 
Schlichting,  Grot.,  Wetst.,  and  several 
others,  who  suppose  (see  above)  that  <pep^ 
fteda  expresses  the  determination  of  the 
Writer,  take  it  as  referring  to  the  partici- 

pial clause  ju,^  ird\.  Qe^wv  /cara#aAA<£- 
fievot,  and  as  meaning,  te  even  (Kai)  this 
(rb  7raA.£V  d€fj.4\tQv  K<zTaj8aAAe<r#cu)  we 
will  do"  But  surely  this  is  impossible : 
first,  we  have  to  refer  TOVTO  to  a  dependent 
clause,  not  to  the  whole  sentence  going 
before  :  and  even  if  this  could  be  got  over, 
the  |Ai]  attached  to  Kara,&oLK\6(j.evot  is  put 
aside,  and  the  clause  taken  as  if  it  were  a 
positive  one.  Besides  which,  no  convenient 
sense  would  be  yielded  by  such  a  reference. 
For  having-  asserted  on  this  hypothesis 
that  even  the  relaying  of  the  foundation 
should  be  done,  if  God  will,  he  goes  oa  to 
say  aSi>va,Tov  yctp  K.T.A.,  which  would  in 
no  way  (see  below)  fit  in  to  the  context. 
This  being  so,  others,  still  regarding 
<t>€pct>(j.€6a  as  the  first,  refer  the  future 
TrofficrofjLsv  to  the  Qep&fjLcBa.  So  Primasius, 
e(  Et  hoc  faciemus,  i.  e.  et  ad  majora  nos 
ducemus,  et  de  his  omnibus  quse  enume- 
ravimus  plenissime  docebimus  nos,  ut  non 
sit  iteium  necesse  ex  toto  et  a  capite 

ponere  fundamentum  :**  and  ThL,  TOVTO 
7roi^ffofJL€f.  irolov ;  T&  eirl  T^V  rcAct^rTjra 
<p4p€<r0cu.  And  doubtless  so  a  very  good 
sense  is  given.  In  favour  of  iroi,TJcrci>|jt,€v, 
it  may  be  said,  that  it  corresponds  better 
with  the  hortatory  tone  of  <j>€pet»jue#a,  and 
though  the  less  obvious  reading,  is  more 
in  accordance  with  the  style  of  the  Epistle) 
if,  that  is  (the  force  of  ircp  in  composition 
is  to  give  thoroughness  and  universal  re- 

ference to  the  particle  to  which  it  is  at- 
tached :  £&v,  &c. :  <foi/irep,  *  si  omnmo  :*  so 

Horn.  II.  ̂ .  97,  fJiivvvQd.  v€p  a,fji<pti3a\6i>TG 
aAX^Aouy,  "brevi  omnmo  amplexu  fru- 
entes/'  See  this  well  worked  out,  and  its 
relation  to  Trepi,  irepas,  &c.  established,  in 

Hartung*s  chapter  on  the  particle,  Parti- 
kellehre  i.  327—344.  The  effect  of  this 
meaning  in  hypothetical  sentences  like  the 
present,  is  to  assume  the  hypothesis  as 
altogether  requisite  to  the  previous  posi- 

tion :  so  Soph.  (Ed.  C.  999,  elf/rep  tf)V 
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cch.ix.7,26,    varov  'yap  TOU?  c  ajraE 
27,28    x.  2.  7      "  b xu  26.27 
2  Cor.  xu  25      Phil.  iv.  16     1  Thess  n   18      1  Pet,  in.  18, 20.    Jude  3, 5  only     Ps  IXXXMU.  35. 

9     Eph.  i  18,  m.  9    ch  x.  32     Judg,  xiu  8,  aad  23  A.  Aid.  compl     4  Kings  xu  2  al 
3.    Ps.  xxxm.S.    eyeuaaro  <xpx*fc>  Herod  iv.  147.    eA.ep0ep6}s  •yeuera/xei'ot,  ib  \i.  5 

re 
ABCDK 

^tXcty,  "  if,  that  is,  thou  lovest  life:"  JEsch. 
Ag.  28,  eiTrep  'lAiov  ir6\is  edKcDKtv,  ws1  6 
QpvKrbs  a.yy*\&>v  irpeirei),  God  permit 
(CKc.,  T^  tdvtrep  ov  irpbs  rovro  6?T€J/,  o>s 
rov  6eou  ov  irdvr&s  eirtrpsirovros  —  €7rt- 
rpeirei  yap  a«l  6  Beo?  ra  Ka\h  KCU  reAeza  — 

aA\*  ois  eQos  TIIMV  Xeyeiv"  —  deov  6e\ovro$ 
rovro  troi-fiffcc^v.  And  ThL,  better,  a/xa 

GKeivov  Qaprav  0€A^crecos,  Kal 
TUV  6fJLO\oyoupevws  KoXtav  rp  olicdy  0a/3- 
ftsiv  K.  Kptffet  K.  Swdfj.fi.  It  may  here 
again  be  said,  that  the  addition  after  the 
hortatory  Tcoi-fjo-QjfjLGv  is  as  delicate  and 
beautiful,  as  it  is  frigid  in  the  common 
acceptation  after  the  indicative  trot^crofj.cv. 
For  it  is  God  who  worketh  in  us  both  to 
will  and  to  do  of  his  good  pleasure,  Phil. 
ii.  13.  And  it  leads  the  way  beautifully 

to  what  follows  :  '  If/  I  say,  (  God  per- 
mit :  for  when  men  have  once  fallen  away, 

it  is  a  thing  impossible/  &c.).  4.] 
Por  (depends  on  the  whole  foregoing 
sentence,  including  the  reference  to  the 
divine  permission:  not  as  Whitby  and 
Do  Wette,  on  JUT?  ird\iv  &€{*..  KarafraX- 
\6fjt,€vot.  The  connexion  is  :  we  must 
go  on,  for  if  we  go  back,  it  will  be  to 
perdition—  a  thing  which  (ver.  9)  we  do 
not  think  of  yon,  and  therefore  expect 
your  advance)  it  is  impossible,  in  the 
case  of  (these  words  I  insert,  not  as 
belonging  to  the  Greek  construction,  but 
as  necessary  in  English,  to  prevent  the 
entire  inversion  of  the  Greek  order  of  the 

sentence)  those  who  have  "been  (or,  were  : but  the  English  perfect  here  represents 
idiomatically  the  Greek  aorist,  a?ra|  in 
this  clause  referring  pointedly  enough  to 
the  time  when  the  event  took  place.  And 
indeed  where  there  is  no  such  plain  refer- 

ence as  in  the  subsequent  clauses,  we  are 
in  the  habit  of  expressing  priority  more 
by  the  perfect,  the  Greeks  by  the  aorist. 
And  here  it  is  quite  necessary  to  take  our 

English  perfect:  fervour  indefinite  past, 
*who  were  enlightened  and  tasted  .  .  . 
and  were  made  .  .  .  and  tasted  .  .  /  would 
convey  to  the  mere  English  reader  the 
idea  that  all  this  took  place  at  one  and 
the  same  time,  viz.  baptism,  —  whereas  the 
participles  clearly  indicate  progressive 
steps  of  the  spiritual  life.  These  remarks 
do  not  apply  to  cases  like  that  of  Acts  xix. 
2  f  .,  but  only  to  those  where  an  aorist  par- 

ticiple indicates  priority  to  some  ^present 
action)  once  (for  all  :  indicating  that  the 
process  needs  not,  or  admits  not,  repetition  : 
cf.  ref?.  airo|  occurs  eight  times  in  our 

d  -  Johni      abed e  ch  u  9.    1  Pet.  11.  f  g  h  k  1 
mn  o 
17  47 

Epistle,  which  is  of  tener  than  in  all  the  rest 
of  the  N.  T.)  enlightened  (Bleek  gives  a 
good  resume  of  the  usage  -and  meanings  of 
4»om£eiv.  It  is  a  word  of  later  Greek, 
principally  found  in  the  N.  T.  and  LXX 
(refF.).  It  occurs  in  Polyb.  xxx.  8.  1,  r&v 

"  taken  and  brought  to  light :"  xxiii.  3. 10, 
!0c«mcre  rfyv  eKarepay  ctlptviv :  Arrian, 
Epict.  i.  4,  r<2  .  .  rijv  a^Bsiav  .  .  . 
0amcraj"n  Kal  els  airavras  O.V&P&ITOVS 

i :  Diog.  Laert.  i.  57,  fj,a\\ov 

^Qfjuripov  e<jt>dmo*6j'  fy  Heicrio'* 
rparos.  In  all  these  places  the  sense  is 
to  bring  to  light)  or  cast  light  upon.  The 
other  meaning,  to  enlighten,  applied  to  a 
person,  is  purely  Hellenistic.  So  in  ref. 
Judsr.,  d)W7"i(r(XTw  THCWS,  ri  TTOLTJO'C^U.SV  rco 
TfaiSapifp  rep  rLKrojAeva).  And  the  LXX 
usage  is  generally  simply  to  teach,  to  in- 

struct :  so  in  ref.  4  Kings,  and  ib.  xvii.  27, 
fycariQvow  ai/rovs  T&  KpljJLa,  rov  Beov  rifts 
yys.  Here  it  implies,  taught,  by  the 
preaching  of  the  word  of  God.  An  his- 

toric interest  belongs  to  the  occurrence  of 
this  word  here,  as  having  in  all  probability 
given  rise  to  a  meaning  of  Qartfetv  and 
$&m(rju,<5s,  as  denoting  baptism,  which  was 
current  throughout  the  Church  down  to 
the  Reformation.  Justin  Mart.  Apol.  i. 
61,  p.  80  says,  Ka\eirai  $e  rovro  ro  \ovrpov 
<b(i)Ti>QriJ<oS)  ws  d)6)riCou.cvcDV  rTiv  o"ia-voiav 
rcav  ravra  (jLavQav6vru>v.  Chrys.  has  two rovs 

i,  in  the  first  of  which  (vol.  ii.  p. 
228)  he  justifies  the  name  <|>c»TwrfJi,a  for 
baptism  by  reference  to  the  two  places 
in  this  Epistle.  Suicer  (sub  voce)  gives 
a  full  account  of  this  usage,  from  which 
it  appears  that  the  word  never  came 
simply  and  purely  to  signify  outward 
baptism,  but  always  included  that  illu- 

mination of  the  new  birth  which  is  the 
thing  signified  in  the  sacrament.  So 
Ps.-Chrys.,  Plom.  on  John  i.  1,  vol.  xii. 

p.  418,  (of  afperiKol)  fidirrto~jjLa  exovfftv, 
ov  <p£ncru.a.  Kal  fHaTrrtfovrat  (JLGV  trdpart, 
tyvxfi  5c  ov  (fxarl^ovraf  oSsirep  yap  Kal 

ovrta  Kal  avrol  aKoXovdas  evplcricovrai. 

The  Syr.  here  translates,  "qui  semel 
ad  baptismum  descenderunt."  And  so 
all  the  ancient  Commentators  here,  and 
some  of  the  moderns,  as  Justiniani,  Es- 
tius,  a-Lapide,  Calmet,  Hammond,  Pyle, 
Ernesti.  Erasmus  seems  the  first  who 

interpreted  the  word  aright  ("  qui  semel 
reliqnerint  tenebras  vitae  prioris,  ilium  i- 
nati  per  doetrmam  evangelicarn "),  and 
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:  eirovpaviov  Kai 

ajLov 
g  ch.  ni.  1  reff.  h  ch   in.  14  reff, 

John  11.  9.    Job  xii.  11.    1  Kings  xiv.  29  al. 
1  =  ch  11.  4  reff. 

4.  yfyvrjOevTay  A  f  k  m  o.   (simly  elsw.) 

almost  all  since  have  followed  him),  and 
(on  the  coupling  by  re  see  below)  have 
tasted  (personally  and  consciously  par- 

taken of :  see  reif.  1  Pet.  and  Ps. :  and 
on  the  general  expression  yev€<r6ai  TWOS, 
note  on  ch.  ii.  9)  of  the  heavenly  gift 
(what  is  more  especially  meant  ?  It  is 

very  variously  given :  Chrys.  (TOVTCO-TI, 
TTJS  a^eVecos),  (Ec.  (TTJS  atyecrecas 

TTJS  ev  Tcp  f5a.TrTLcrfjia.Ti),  remis* 
sion  of  sins:  and  so  Thl.,  Faber  Stap., 

Erasm.(par.)  ("jamque  per  baptismum 
condonatis  peccatis  "),  Hammond,  De 
Wette,  al. :  Schlichting  ("  anirni  cuni  pax 
et  tranquillitas  quas  oritur  ex  notitia 
plenissimse  remissiouis  omnium  peccato- 
rum,  turn  liquidissimum  illud  gaudiura  et 

spes  imnaortalis  vitae"),  Grot,  ("id  est, 
pacem  conscientiae  "),  Justhiiani,Joy  and 
peace  in  believing :  Primas.,  Estius  (only 

as  tc  probabilitatem  habens"),  Miehaelis, 
the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper: 
Owen,  Calmet,  Ernesti,  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  His  gifts  :  Seb.  Schmidt,  Bengel,  and 
many  more,  Christ  BLimself:  Kuinoel, 
Heinrichs,  al.,  the  religion  of  Christ, — the 
gospel:  Pareus,  faith :  Klee,  regeneration 
in  general  as  distinguished  from  the  special 
gifts  of  the  Spirit  in  Baptism  :  Bleek  and 
Tholuck,  on  account  of  the  close  coupling 
by  T€  to  what  has  preceded,  the  $S>s  itself 
conveyed  in  the  ̂ wTtcr/^s.  But  I  would 
rather,  considering  the  emphatic  position 
of  *y€v<ra/j(.€vovs,  take,  as  indeed  do  Liine- 
mann  and  Ebrard  virtually  (and  Delitzsch, 
referring  to  2  Cor.  ix.  15),  Sapea  to  have 

a  perfectly  general  reference,  q.  d.  *that 
which  was  bestowed  on  them  thereby/ 
This  heavenly  gift  the  persons  supposed 
have  tasted  for  themselves.  The  TC,  in  the 
style  of  this  Epistle  and  St.  Luke  in  the 
Acts,  cannot  be  pressed  so  securely  as  in 
ordinary  Greek  and  in  the  rest  of  the  N.  T.: 
and  indeed  on  this  last  rendering  is  fully 
justified)  and  have  been  made  (see  note  on 
ch.  iv.  3,  for  a  discussion  of  the  passive 
sense  of  eyeWjfl^f :  which,  however  true 
here,  must  not  be  too  much  pressed,  so  as 
to  emphasize  the  participle :  see  below) 
partakers  (see  on  ref .)  of  tne  Holy  Spirit 
(outwardly,  the  agency  would  be  the  laying 
on  of  hands  after  baptism  :  but  obviously 

the  emphatic  word  is  jju€T<$xotis — have  be- 
come real  sharers — ets  ev  wvevf&a  -jroTiar- 

&€VT€$:  so  that  the  proper  agent  is  He 
who  only  can  bestow  this  participation, 

Trvev-  f  J£jtns  ̂ Joo 

deov  lk  p?}fJ>a,  3  8v~    ai^wlsd.15 atvi.  25. 
i  Josh.  xxi.  43.  (xxiiu  15.)    Zech.  i.  13.  j  w.  ace., 

k  Rom.  x.  17.     Eph.  v.  26.  M.  17.  ch  xi.  3. 

viz.  God),  5.]  and  have  tasted  (see 
above :  yew.  is  not  emphatic  here,  as  be- 

fore, but  having  once  borne  its  emphatic 
meaning,  carries  it  again,  in  its  repetition. 
On  the  government,  see  below)  the  good 
word  of  God  and  the  powers  of  the  world 
to  come  (Bengel,  al.  wish  to  establish  a 
distinction  here  between  the  senses  of  the 
accus.  and  gen.  government  by  yeiWflcu, 
"  Alter  parfcem  denotat :  nam  gustum 
Chriati,  doni  ccolestis,  non  exhaurimus  in 
hac  vita :  alter  plus  dicit,  quatenus  verbi 
Dei  prajclicati  gustus  totus  ad  hanc  vitam 
pertinet,  qnanqtiam  eidem  verbo  futuri 
virtutes  sseculi  annectuntur."  But  thus 
even  BengeFs  own  account  of  the  dis- 

tinction halts  on  one  foot;  and  moreover 
the  distinction  itself  is  untenable,  witness 
&$  8e  4*y€V£TaTO  rb  vScop  olvov  yeyevTjfj.evov, 
ref.  John :  this  being  merely  as  it  would 
appear  a  Hellenistic  impropriety,  not 
found  in  good  Greek,  (Another  distinc- 

tion is  made  by  Delitzsch,  h.  1.,  from 
Kuhner,  §  526,  Anm.  3,  al. ;  that  words  of 
bodily  partaking  take  a  gen,  in  a  partitive 
sense,  but  an  ace.  where  the  object  par- 

taken is  either  considered  as  a  whole,  or  is 
designated  materially,  or  as  an  accustomed 
means  of  nourishment.  But  this  also  fails 
in  the  above  instance,  however  true  in 
general.)  Here,  as  Bleek,  after  Boh  me, 
suggests,  the  ace.  perhaps  was  adopted  to 
avoid  the  ambiguity  which  would  have 
arisen,  in  KO\OV  ycifcra^fyovs  Beov  jffifJM- 
ros,  as  to  whether  fca\ov  agreed  with  9eov 

or  with  fi'/ifiaTos.  But  now,  what  are  the 
things  spoken  of?  What  is  KaXov  0«ov 
p-qfj-a  ?  The  epithet  is  frequently  applied 
to  the  word  of  God :  see  reff. :  and  usually 
with  reference  to  its  quickening,  com- 

forting, strengthening  power,  as  sent  or 
spoken  by  God  to  men.  And  in  conse- 

quence it  has  been  taken  here  to  signify 
the  comforting  portion  of  the  gospel,  its 
promises:  so  Thilrt.,  rfyv  fnr6ff^cnv  TMV 
aya&&v:  Est.,  Schlicht.,  Grot.,  Kuinoel, 
ThoL,  and  many  others.  Others  under- 

stand it  more  generally,  as  Chrys.  (rfyv 
$i<5aa"Ka\tav  ^vrauQa  X€y€i),  Thl.  (irepi 
irdffTjs  TrtfevjjLaTiKjjs  5i5aovroA^a?  TQVT& 

</>7?<r<),  CEc.  (rfyv  irepl  rov  -^ptcrrov  5t- 
fiaffKa\lav)9  Primas.,  Faber  StapuL,  Corn, 
a- Lap.,  Bengel,  al*  This  latter,  or  that 
modification  of  it  which  understands  by 

ffifta  Beov  the  wholesome  and  soul-pre- 
serving utterance  of  God  in  the  gospel, 
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constr.,  ib  xxu,  4.    Wisd.  M.  9.  : 
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n  here  only.    =  Ezek,  xiv.  13.  xv.  8.  xviii.  24.  xx.  27,  all  with  Traparrrco/ia  j  ̂     ̂   ̂   j m  n  o 

5.  for  Swap,  re  p.  ai&vos,  occidente  jam  cevo  Tert(readg  as  some  conjecture  Svvai    17-47 
en  (j.e\Xovros  al&vos  or  Svvavros  aiwvos). 

6.  napaireo-ovros  (mechanical  repetri)  D![-gr]. 

seems  to  me  better  than  the  meaning  taken 
by  Bleek,  who  thinks  p%ia  to  be  a  per- 

sonified attribute  of  God,  as  X6yos  rov  8. 
ch.  iv.  12,  and  the  gospel,  with  its  comfort- 

ing message,  an  emanation  from  it,  on  which 
the  soul  feeds.  Certainly  the  passage  which 
he  cites  from  Philo  is  much  to  the  point  r  &- 
r^cravres  real  ri  rb  rp4<pov  io~rl  r^v  tj/wxV 
.  .  *  evpov  fj.aQ6vT€s  pTjjua  6€ov  Kal  X6yov 

Beovy  a<ff  ov  Tracrcu  7rcu5e?cu  Kal  O"o0(at 
fteovffiv  aevvcjiy  De  Profug.  §  25,  vol.  i.  p. 
666,  said  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness. 
See  also  Allegor.  iii.  §  60  f.  p.  121  f.,  where 
the  manna  is  said  to  be  designated  by  the 
ffifj.a  0eov  and  X6yos  fleoi),  with  reference 
to  Exod.  xvi.  16,  and  to  Dent.  viii.  3.  It 
certainly  is  not  improbable  that  in  using 

the  expression  TO  jeaXov  Y€<|J0"a.|i.€vo<u$  0€oi3 
pTJ|xa,  the  Writer  may  have  had  in  view 
this  latter  text,  exl  iravrl  ffifiari  r§  etc- 
TTopevofjieycf  5icc  crr6(JLaros  8eov  £f)(T€Tai  6 
&vQp<0Tros:  but  the  supposed  personifica- 

tion does  not  seem  to  suit  the  context. 
Then  it  is  a  far  more  debated  question, 

what  is  meant  by  Swa/xcts  (icAXovros 
aluvos.  Some  have  said,  those  powerful 
foretastes  of  glory  which  belong  indeed  to 
the  future  state  in  their  fulness,  but  are 
vouchsafed  to  believers  here :  so  Schlich- 
ting,  interpreting  yevcracrdcu  of  this  fore- 

taste ;  so  Primas.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  al.  But 
most  Commentators,  and  rightly,  take 
cu&v  iL€\\t0v  as  equivalent  to  OIKOV^VT) 

/ue'AAoucra  ch.  ii.  5  (where  see  note),  and 
as  designating  the  Christian  times,  agree- 

ably to  that  name  of  Christ  in  ref.  Isa., 
TTOTTJP  rov  fjc.4xXovros  al&vo$.  Then  the 

tiwdfjieis  of  this  'world  to  come3  will  be 
as  in  ch.  ii.  4,  where  we  have  iroaciXai 
Swdjjieis  enumerated  with  «r^€/oty  re  teal 
r4pa<rtv  and  irj/€^juaros  arylov  jueptor/xoTs, 

as  God's  testimonies  to  the  gospel.  Thus 
they  would  mean,  the  xaP*flrAtaTaJ  given 
by,  the  Spirit  in  measure  to  all  who  be- 

lieved, "distributing  severally  to  every 
man  as  He  will."  We  need  not  necessarily 
limit  these  to  external  miraculous  powers, 
or  even  wpo^Tfla  and  the  like;  but 
surely  may  include  in  them  spiritual 
powers  bestowed  in  virtue  of  the  indwell- 

ing Spirit  to  arm  the  Christian  for  his 
conflict  with  sin,  the  world,  and  the  devil. 

The  ancients  were  very  uncertain 
in  their  exegesis  of  the  words :  Chrys,, 
riva*  Aeyet  Simfyteis;  ̂   rb  Bavfiara 

^  rby  afyafijova  rov  vvet- 

And  some  way  on,  he  says, 

€X7rwv  5e  KaA.  •yeycr.  deov  /5.  fiuvdfA.  re 
al&vos  p-eAA.,  OVK  a7roKa\tirr€i  a.vr6y 

dAA1  aivirrerai,  Kal  fJiovovovxl  ravra 

airoXavaecos   irp6-' 
vio8€ffia  yiveraij  r)>   els  r& 

rov  TrvGv[jLar6s  ecrri  ravra,  fj.a.de'ty.  ri  ecrrtf 
T€  rov  peXXovros  alSovos  /  -f]  fa?1)/ 
st  f)  ayyeXiKfy  Siayvyf).  rovrwv 

tfSij  r'bv  afyafi&va,  eXdpo/uLfv  5x^  rrjs 
irio~r€<as  7rap&  rov  Trrev/aaros1.  Thdrt.,  5y- 
vdpeis  Se  ft.  at.  rb  jScwmcrjua  Trposriydpevcre 

ff.  rfyv  %dpLV  rov  Trvevfjt,aros"  5t^  rovrwv 
yct,p  fivvarbv  rS>v  £Trr)yytXfjiev(»v  Tu%e?v 
aya,85>v.  Photius,  avrl  TOW,  &  Svvarat 
6  /jLcXXtav  al&v  €Kfj.a&6vrasyl»j  cateches^s, 
for  so  he  interprets  yevo-aficvovs), 
6.]  and  have  fallen  away  (the  classical 
usage  of  irapcwriirTw  is  very  different,  as 
will  be  seen  from  the  following  examples  : 

Herod,  viii.  87,  mark  rvxyv  Trapcm-so-ovo-a 
vyvs,  i.  e.  impinging,  coming  into  collision; 

Plato,  Phileb.  p.  14  0,  r'bv  vvv  8e  Trapaire- 
vovra  (x6yov\  "  eum  sermonem  qui  nobis 
se  obtulit  :"  Legg.  iii.  p.  686,  €§o|€  /xot  0au- 
fiaffrbv  /cT77/ua  irapairea'fTjs  rots  ̂ EAATjcn*', **  Gra3cis  accidisse."  We  first  find  trace  of 
our  present  meaning  in  Xenophon,  Hell.  i. 

6.  4,  b'laOpoovvrcaj'  .  .  *  5n  AaKeSaLfjiSvioi 
fLeytcrra  irapaTriirroiev  ev  rip  StaXXdrreiv 
rovs  vavapxovs  K.r.X.  Polyb.  uses  it  fre- 

quently in  this  sense,  but  commonly  with 
a  gen.  of  that  from  which  :  so  iii.  54.  5, 
Tray  rb  -jrapaireffbv  rys  ofiov:  xii.  7*  2, 
Trapcnr'nrreiv  rrjs  aXyOetas  :  viii.  13.  8, 
rov  Ka8-f)Kovro$'<  and  xviii.  19.  6  abso- 

lutely, rots  %\oi$  irpdy/Aacrw  ayvosiv  €^77 
Kal  irapairiirrsiv  avr6v.  In  the  LXX  it 
occurs  often  (reff.)  in  the  ethical  sense, 
and  the  cognate  noun  irapdirrwfia  often  in 
the  N.  T.  It  is  used  here,  as  !/coucrfos 
dfjutprdveiv,  ch.  x.  26,  and  aTroffr^yai  airb 
6eov  fSvros,  ch.  iii.  12,  —  see  also  ch.  x. 
29,  and  ifapapvSbfjLGv  ch.  ii.  1,  —  as  pointing 
out  the  sin  of  apostasy  from  Christ  :  and 
the  case  supposed  is  very  similar  to  that 
of  the  Galatians,  to  whom  St.  Paul  says, 

cbrb  [rov]  xPlcrr°v  o^nv€S  ev 

Gal.  v.  4;  and  ib.  iii.  3, 
TTj/fu/tori  vvv  ffapK\  <bnTeAe?<r0e  /  The 
fear  was  (see  Prolegg.  §  iv.  1)  lest  these 
Hebrew  converts  should  cast  away  their 
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*.      v  ,  . 
al.    77]$  exvpas  ....  TraAtv  avaKeKaivt,crfjL£vir)<;,  Isocr  Areop.  3,  al.  In  Bleek.    (Paul,  dvaiccu.vfa,  2  Cor. 
iv.  16.     Col.  in.  10.  -vtocrt?,  Rom.  xu.  2.    Tit.  in.  5.)  p  «  Eph.  ii.  22.  q  here  only  t.  =  (see  note). 

confidence  in  Christ,  and  take  Tip  again 
that  system  of  types  and  shadows  which 
He  came  to  fulfil  and  abrogate :  and  nearly 
connected  with  this  peril  was  their  small 
progress  in  the  doctrine  of  Christ.  While 
speaking  therefore  of  that,  and  exhorting 
them  to  he  advancing  towards  maturity, 
he  puts  in  this  solemn  caution  against  the 
fearful  result  to  which  their  backwardness 
might  lead),  again  (iraXtv  does  not  belong 
to  Trapa-TreordfTas,  but  to  avaKctivifetv : 
the  usual  place  of  TT&XW,  and  the  unvary- 

ing place  in  this  Epistle,  being  before  the 
verb  to  which  it  belongs)  to  renew  (them) 
to  repentance  (there  is  no  pleonasm,  as 
Grotius  thought,  in  ird.\iv  avaKcuvi^iv. 
For  the  avaKcavC£€tv  would  be  the  regene- 

rating in  any  case,  and  the  iraXiv  aj/afc., 
the  renewal  of  it.  Even  in  the  first  case, 
man  avaKawiffrat :  in  the  second  case, 
iraXiv  cLvaKCLLvifsTcn.  As  to  the  word,  it 
is  found,  after  Isocr.  as  in  reff.,  in-  Appian, 
Lucian,  Josephus  (Antt.  ix.  8.  2,  ftaa-iXea 
*l<&acrov  6p/n,ij  TLS  eAajSe  T&J/  vabv  aj/a«rat- 
vicrai  rov  0eoO),  Philo  (Legat.  ad  Cai. 
§  11,  vol.  ii.  p.  558,  avurdryra,  r^v 

aSticias  apx-ffv,  aveKaivicrev  IO-^TTJTI.,  TJTLS 
€o-rl  TTT/yfy  diKaLoo-vrns),  and  freq.  in 
LXX.  Observe  St.  Paul's  usage  in  reif. 
The  usage  of  the  word,  as  Bleek  remarks, 
is  without  reference  to  any  previous  ex- 

istence of  the  state  into  which  the  renewal 
takes  place :  e.  g<  we  cannot  say  here  that 
the  perfect  state  of  man  before  the  fall  was 
in  the  Writers  mind.  The  verb  is  active, 
and  implies  a  subject.  This  by  some  is 
made  to  be  the  foregoing  accusatives,  and 
€avTov$  is  supplied  after  avaKatvl&tv :  so 
Origen  cites  it  (in  Joann.  torn.  xx.  12,  vol. 
iv.  p.  322,  avaKatvifetv  eawrAv  in  some 
mss.,  avaKcuvurnbv  Troieiv  eavr&vin  others): 

so  vulg.  ("renovari"),  and  Erasmus, Vatabl.,  al.  But  it  is  far  better,  as  in 
the  translation,  and  usually,  to  make  the 

subject  indefinite:  "it  is  impossible  to" 
•fee.  '*  Instead  of  els  fJieroivoLav,  one  would 
expect  IF  /xeTcu/ofa  or  dice,  /£fTcwo(as> 
inasmuch  as  ayaKaLififeo-Oat  in  full  mea- 

sure can  only  be  brought  about  by  /tera- 
*>om,  and  must  therefore  be  preceded  by 
it.  But  on  the  other  side,  ̂ ravoia  itself, 
the  change  of  disposition,  may  be  con- 

sidered as  the  result  of  the  renewal  of  the 
man  having  taken  place:  and  so  it  is  here: 
to  renew  to  ̂ rdvota,  i.  e.  so  to  form  anew, 

that  entire  change  of  disposition  precedes." 
Bleek.  On  the  very  general  ancient  re- 

ference of  this  to  renewal  of  baptism,  see 
below.  It  is  really  marvellous,  that 

such  a  note  as  this  of  Dr.  Burton's  could 
have  been  written  in  England  in  the  pre- 

sent century:  "  avaKatvtgeijf,  once  more 
to  make  them  new  creatures  oy  baptism, 
els  ficrdvoiav,  ̂ pon  their  repentance. 
Even  if  they  repent,  there  is  no  power  to 

readmit  them  by  baptism  "),  crucifying  as 
they  do  ("  seeing  they  crucify  "  as  E.  V. 
well.  The  ratiocinative  force  is  given  by 
the  omission  of  the  article  before  the  par- 

ticiple, as  the  demonstrative  would  be 
by  its  insertion.  Some  ancient  Commen- 

tators, especially  those  who  refer  the  fore- 
going clause  to  the  repetition  of  baptism, 

join  these  participles  closely  to  the  verb 
waKcuvifav,  as  epexegetical  of  it  ;  as  in- 

dicating, that  is,  what  such  a  vaXw  ava~ 
Kawifeiv  els  JUST,  would  be  :  that  it  would 
amount  to  a  new  crucifying  and  putting  to 
shame  the  Son  of  God  ;  and  they  refer  to 

St.  Paul's  declaration,  that  in  baptism  is 
symbolized  the  crucifixion  of  the  old  man 
with  Christ  (Rom.  vi.  3  IF.),  and  under- 

stand it  thus,  that  if  baptism  be  repeated, 
Christ  also  would  appear  to  be  crucified 
anew.  So  Chrys.,  Thdrt.,  Eulogius  (Phot. 
Bibl.  280,  ed.  Bekk.  p.  538  a),  Phot,  (in 
(Ec.),  <Ec.  (6  Toivvv,  tpijcriv,  ol6p.*vo? 

v,  &vu>6ev  <TTtt,vpcn   rbv  itvpiov*   ri  y&p 

€T€pOV      7T<U€?      6       $€l!T€pOJ'       aUT<£J     5iCl     TOV 

#rt  Kal  OLVT^V  TJfycXr 

Qai,  5i* avrlbv  Kal  Karatarx^^'  &ira£  y-p  crrav- 
pttiBetf,  a6dvar6s  ^<TTI  XoLir6v.  6  $€  ova- 

tfr  tyevfios  rovro  nrote?,  ftwep  alarx^- 
<pep€i  &>s  x^eucraft^^  rb  Sira^ 
p6vov)t  Schol.  Matthiso,  Thl., 

and  similarly  Paber  Stapulensis,  Ei-asm. 
(par.),  Clarius.  And  so  Calvin  takes  the 
connexion,  even  though  he  does  not  under- 

stand the  foregoing  of  the  repetition  of 
baptism  :  that  it  is  impossible  that  they 
should  again  be  renewed  to  repentance, 
and  their  fall  from  Christ  be  forgiven 
them,  for  that  tlms  God  would  be  again 
crucifying  His  Son  and  putting  Him  to 
shame.  This  Beza  also  mentions  as  an 
alternative  (giving  it  indeed  his  approval, 
uquam  sententiam  si  amplectamur,  uti 
sane  probabilis  et  commoda  mihi  videtur, 
turn  pro  *ut  qui  rursura  crucifigant/  scri- 
bendum  erit,  'rursum  crucifigendo,  et  ad 
ignominiam  exponendo  "*).  "  But  oesicles 
that  which  Seb.  Schmidt  adduces  against 
the  Greek  Commentators,  that  they 
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Matt.  i.  19  v.  r.  only.    Num.  xxv.  4.    Jer.  xm.  22.    Ezek. 

wrongly  assume  Christ  to  be  crucified  in 

baptism,  whereas  it  is  only  our  old  man 
that  is  crucified,— the  whole  construc- 

tion is,  grammatically  speaking,  very  un- 
natural; and  only  tolerable,  if  the  men 

spoken  of,  whose  renewal  is  said  to  be 
impossible,  were  not  the  object  but  ̂   the 
subject,  if,  that  is,  instead  of  waKaivi&tv 
we  had  a  passive,  or  it  could  be  taken 

intransitively.  And  since  this  cannot  be 

done,  it  is  only  possible,  grammatically, 

to  take  the  participles  as  a  close  specifica- 
tion of  the  foregoing  object,  an  emphatic 

setting  forth  of  the  grievous  offence  of 
which  they  have  become  guilty^  by ̂   their 
apostasy,  and  on  account  of  which  it  has 
become  impossible  to  renew  them  again  to 
repentance."  Bleek)  afresh  (it  has  been 
questioned  by  Lambert  Bos,  Exercifct., 

whether  avao-Ta-upow  can  bear  this  mean- 
ing. He,  and  others  who  have  taken  his 

view,  adduce  multitudes  of  instances  of  the 

use  of  the  word  in  the  simple  sense  of '  to 
crucify,'  the  dm  being  merely  'up,*  as 
in  awfcpcju.i&w,  dyaprcta,  dj/aa7coA07ri£a>, 
&c.  So  in  Herod,  vi.  30,  rb  tJikv  avrov 

<rcofj.a  ....  aveffraifpacrav,  and  thus  in 

Thucyd.,  Xen.,  Polyb.,  also  in  Plato,  Pint., 

Diod.  Sic.,  JElian,  Herodian,  Galen,  Lu- 
cian,  Josephus.  But  it  has  been  well 
answered  by  Bleek,  and  others,  1.  that  ava 
in  composition  is  not  unfrequently  found 
with  the  double  meaning  o? again,  or  lack, 
and  also  up  :  as  e.  g.  in  dya^AeVw,  which 
signifies  both  to  look  up,  and  to  recover 

sight;  so  of  avafiaivu,  fodyu,^  dyaSi/o- 
/uat,  dj/afleco,  warpex®,  curtucaBifa,  dva- 
Kou.iCut  awTre^Trw,  a.yojr\€e0j  &c. :  2.  con- 

sidering, a.  that  the  classical  writers  never 

had  any  occasion  for  the  idea  of  re- 
crucifying,  and,  £.  that  our  Writer  could 
have  nsed  the  word,  however  to  be  ren- 

dered, with  no  other  idea  here,  it  is  very 
probable  that  tbe  reiterative  force  of  avd, 
is  the  right  one  to  be  adopted:  3.  the 
consensus  of  the  Greek  interpreters  is  of 
great  weight,  in  a  question  simply  affecting 
the  meaning  of  a  Greek  compound.  Chrys., 
&vwf)€j>  ir&Xw  crraupovj/Tas :  Thdrt,,  (Ec., 

&vu6ev,  fynvi,  (TTavpovvTas :  Phot.,  eTrl 

Sewc'pap1  crrat5p«crii/  K.  SetJrepov  Traces 
Ka\ovvras  CCUT^  :  Thl.  and  Sehol.  Matth., 

o«&07?  K.T.A.  :  Syr.,  «•  denuo  crucifigunt :" 
vulg.,  "rur&um  cnidfyentes :"  D-lat.,  "re- 
crucientes :"  Tert.,  "r&jlg&ntes  crucL"  Je- 

rome's testimony  also  is 'remarkable :  *'Pro 
rw*m$  crucijigente&  melias  unum  verbum 
compositum  in  GKBCO  est 

TOV      060V      KCll      s 
,XMU.  17  only. 

quod  nos  interpretari  possumus  recrucifi- 
genies  " }  to  themselves  (lavrots  is  not,  as 
some  of  the  Fathers,  e.g.  (Ec.,  Thl.,  oa-ov 
rb  €0''  iauro?y,— nor  "by  their  meanst  as 
Schulz :  but  is  that  kind  of  *  dativus  corn- 
modi  '  which  approaches  very  nearly  to 
mere  reference,  though  there  never  is, 

properly  speaking,  a  dative  of  mere  refer- 
ence. So  in  ref.  Gal.,  5is  ou  l/xoi  K6fffjLo<s 

tcrTavpur&L  Kaycb  K6fffLa.  Christ  was 
their  possession  by  faith :  this  their  posses- 

sion they  took,  and  recrucified  to  them- 
selves :  deprived  themselves  of  all  benefit 

from  Him,  just  as  did  the  unbelieving  Jews 
who  nailed  Him  to  the  tree.  Vatablus's 
"  in  suorum  perniciem"  approved  by  Liine- 
mann,  is  too  strong.  The  '  dativus  incom- 
modi '  is  only  in  fact  a  fine  irony  on  the 
'dativus  commodi/  and  its  edge  must  not 

be  turned  by  too  rough  use.  Bengel's 
characteristic  antithesis,  "  eawroTy,  sibi, 
facit  antitheton  ad  vapa^eiyfjiarifovrasf 

osteiitantes/J  is  in  this  case  more  fanciful 
than  real)  the  Son  of  (rod  (for  solemnity,  to 
shew  the  magnitude  of  the  offence),  and 

putting1  (Him)  to  open  shame  (so  in  ref. 
Matt. :  in  ref.  Num.,  the  word  is  usied  of 

the  actual  hanging  up  on  a  tree :  "Take  all 
the  heads  of  the  people,  «al  7rapa8etyjj,d~ 
riffov  avrovs  r$  KVpitp  Karevavri  TOV 
j)\iov"  See  other  examples  in  Bleek,  Here 
the  word  continues  the  action  of  tbe  former 
participle:  they  crucify  Him  anew,  and 
as  at  Ms  former  crucifixion,  put  Him  to 
shame  before  all :  as  Bleek  strikingly  says, 
they  tear  Him  out  of  the  recesses  of  their 
hearts  where  He  had  fixed  his  abode,  and 
exhibit  Him  to  the  open  scoffs  and  reproach 
of  the  world,  as  something  powerless  and 
common  :  cf.  ch.  x.  29,  T^V  vlbv  9eov  /cara- 

TraTTja-ar,  teal  *rb  «T^  rps  SiaOJjKys  KOL- 
vbv  TifrjcraiJisvos  ev  $  yytdarOr),  /cat  rb 
7rf€u/xa  rris  x^PlTOS  *vv&pi(Ta.s).  It  would 
be  quite  beyond  the  limits  of  mere  annota- 
tion>  to  give  any  satisfactory  analysis  of  the 
history  of  interpretation  of  this  passage, 
and  of  the  conflicts  which  have  sprung  up 
around  it.  Such  accounts  will  be  found 

admirably  given  in  several  of  the  Commen- 
tators, among  whom  I  would  especially 

mention  Bleek  and  Tholuck ,-  and  for  the 
English  reader,  Owen,  who  treats  it  at 
great  length  and  very  perspicuously.  I 
will  only  mention  the  most  notable  points, 

and  set 'down  a  few  landmarks  of  the  exe- 
gesis. 1.  The  passage  was  used  by  the 

Montanists  and  the  Novatians,  in  ancient 

times,  to  justify  the  irrevocable  exclusion 
from  the  Church,  of  those  who  had  lapsed. 
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7  t mo0ra,    TO!'    u  671* 

vova-a.  TO  vScap,  Herod.  111.  117.  so  iv.  198. 
7TO"XXa/a9  t  Dent.  si.  11. 

u  gen  ,  Mark  iv.  26.    Rev.  ui.  10  al.  fr. 

7.  aurTjv  B2  213-92. 

[Chi*!  Euthal-ms   Cyi^  Thdrt  Damase  Orig-intJ  :  bef  <rov  b  :  txt  B 
copt)  Chrj. 

rec  TTO\A.  bef  *px°P»  with  ACKL  rel  vulg  [arm]  Epiph. 
D[P]K  m  (syrr 

Tertullian,  de  Pudicitia,  §  20,  vol.  ii.  p* 
1021,  cites  It  as  the  testimony  of  Barnabas, 
and  adds,  "  Hoc  qui  ab  apostolis  didicit  et 
cum  apostolis  docuit,  nunquam  moecho  et 
f  ornicatori  secundam  poenitentiam  proniis- 
sam  ab  apostolis  norat."  See  other  testi- 

monies in  Bleek  i.  §  53,  and  h.  1.  But, 
2.  in  the  Catholic  Church  this  view  was 
ever  resisted,  and  the  Fathers  found  in 
the  passage  simply  a  prohibition  against 
the  repetition  of  baptism.  So  Athauasius 
expressly,  Ep.  4,  ad  Serap.  §  13,  vol.  i.  (ii. 
Migne)  p.  563,  OVK  €KKXe?6v  €<TTL  T&V 

cti    T&    T7)S    KCtOoXlKTJS  €K 

pdTTTtcrfjLa  Kal  JJL^J  Setirepov.  And  so  all 
the  ancients  who  have  noticed  the  passage, 
and  some  of  the  moderns:  see  above  on 

Qcorifa.  3.  In  later  times,  the  great 
combat  over  our  passage  has  been  be- 

tween the  Calvinistic  and  the  Arminian 
expositors.  To  favour  th  eir  peculiar  views 
of  indefectibility,  the  former  have  endea- 

voured to  weaken  the  force  of  the  partici- 
pial clauses  as  implying  any  real  participa- 
tion in  the  spiritual  life.  So  Calvin  him- 
self ("  Hoc  (the  elect  only  being  truly  rege- 

nerate) obstare  nego  quominus  reprobos 
etiam  gustu  gratise  suse  adspergat,  irradiet 
eorum  mentes  aliquibus  lucis  suse  scintillis, 
afficiat  eos  bonitatis  suse  sensu,  verbumque 

suum  utrumque  aiiiims  eorum  insculpat  **), 
Beza  (**  Aliud  est  vere  credere  .  .  .  aliud 
vero  gustum  aliquem  habere  .  .  .**)  :  so 
Owen  ("  The  persons  here  intended  are  not 
true  and  sincere  believers  ;  .  .  .  .  for,  1)  in 
their  full  and  large  description  there  is  no 

mention  of  faith  or  believing,"  &c.),  and 
recently  Tait,  Exposition  of  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews.  But  all  this  is  clearly  wrong, 
and  contrary  to  the  plainest  sense  of  the 
terms  here  used.  The  Writer  even  heaps 
clause  upon  clause,  to  shew  that  no  such 

shallow  tasting,  no  "primoribus  tantum 
labris  gustasse"  is  intended  :  and  the  whole 
contextual  argument  is  against  the  view, 
for  it  is  the  very  fact  of  these  persons 
having  veritably  entered  the  spiritual  life> 
which  makes  it  impossible  to  renew  them 
afresh  if  they  fall  away.  If  they  have  never 
entered  it,  if  they  are  unregenerate,  what 
possible  logic  is  it,  or  even  common  sense 
at  all,  to  say,  that  their  shallow  taste  and 
partial  apprehension  makes  it  impossible  to 
renew  them  :  what  again  to  say,  that  it  Is 
impossible  TrdXtv  ayaKau/L&iv  persons  in 
whose  case  no  ia/tacaiyurft^s  has  ever  taken 

place  ?  If  they  have  never  believed,  never 
been  regenerated,  how  can  it  be  more 
difficult  to  renew  them  to  repentance,  than, 
the  heathen,  or  any  unconverted  persons  ? 
One  landmark  of  exegesis  then  must  be, 
to  hold  fast  the  simple  plain  sense  of  the 
passage,  and  recognize  the  fact  that  the 
persons  are  truly  the  partakers  of  the  spi- 

ritual life — regenerate  by  the  Holy  Spirit. 
JBlect  of  course  they  are  not,  or  they  could 
not  fall  away,  by  the  very  force  of  the 
term :  but  this  is  one  -among  many  pas- 

sages where  in  the  Scripture,  as  ever  from, 
the  teaching  of  the  Church,  we  learn  that 
*  elect 3  and  c  regenerate 3  are  not  con- 

vertible terms.  All  elect  are  regenerate : 
but  all  regenerate  are  not  elect.  The  rege  • 
nerate  may  fall  away,  the  elect  never  can, 

4.  Again,  the  word  aS-uvarov  has  been 
weakened  down  to  "  difficile  "  by  the  an- 

cient Latin  version  in  D,  and  thus  ex- 
plained by  a-Lapide,  Le  Clerc,  Limborch, 

Pyle,  and  many  others.  The  readers  of 
this  commentary  will  not  need  reminding* 
that  no  such  sense  can  be  for  a  moment 
tolerated.  And  this  is  our  second  landmark 
of  exegesis  :  dSwarov  stands  immaveable* 
But  let  us  see  where,  and  how,  it  stands. 
It  is  the  strongest  possible  case,  which  the 
Writer  is  putting.  First  there  is  consi- 

derable advance  in  the  spiritual  life,  care- 
fully and  specifically  indicated.  Then  there 

is  deliberate  apostasy  :  an  enmity  to  Him 
whom  they  before  loved,  a  going  over  to 
the  ranks  of  His  bitter  enemies  and  re- 
vilers,  and  an  exposing  Him  to  shame  in 
the  sight  of  the  world.  Of  such  persons, 
such  apostates  from  being  such  saints,  the 
Writer  simply  says  that  it  is  impossible  to 
bestow  on  them  a  fresh  renewal  to  repent- 

ance. There  remaineth  no  more  sacrifice 
for  sin  than  that  one  which  they  have  gone 
through  and  rejected :  they  are  in  the  state 
of  crucifying  the  Son  of  God :  the  putting 
Him  to  shame  is  their  enduring  condition. 
How  is  it  possible  then  to  renew  them  fy> 
repentance  ?  It  is  simply  impossible,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  case.  The  question 

is  not,  it  seems  to  me,  whether  man's 
ministry  or  God's  power  is  to  be  supplied 
as  the  agent,  nor  even  whether  the  verb  is 
active  or  passive:  the  impossibility  lies 
merely  within  the  limits  of  the  hypothesis 
itself.  Whether  God,  of  H  is  infinite  mercy 
and  almighty  power,  will  ever,  by  judg- 

ments or  the  strong  workings  of  His  Spirit, 
reclaim  the  obdurate  sinner,  so  that  even 
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iif"?17*   V  ̂€T^I;>  'caVl  w  Twcrouaa  x  Pordvyv  y  evderov  e .w.aes  v.  18. 

Kev.  xi,  6  only.    Job  v.  10.  w  =  here  only 
i,  p.  31.    17  y^  .  *  •  TMCTOVOU  r.otav,  Eur  Cjclop.  332 

Luke  ix.  62.  xiv.  35  only.    Ps  xxxi.  6.    Sus  15  [Theod  ] 

\  Acts 
xx^  iu.  2. 
James  v.  18. 

w  =  here  only    *y^?  T^S  -rravra  • 

]  only. 

VI. 
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iKTOuVrj?,  Philo,  Opif.  Mund.  §  45,  vol    fa  ̂  c.(* 
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&e  may  look  on  Him  whom  he  has  pierced, 
is,  thank  Him,  a  question  which  neither 
this,  nor  any  other  passage  of  Scripture, 
precludes  us  from  entertaining.     There  is 

no  barring-  here  of  God's  grace,  hut  just  as 
I  have  observed  above,  an  axiomatic  pre- 

clusion by  the  very  hypothesis  itself,  of  a 
renewal  to  repentance  of  those  who  have 
passed  through,  and  rejected  for  themselves, 

God's  appointed  means  of  renewal.     5. 
Another  dispute  over  our  passage  has  been, 
whether  the  sin  against  the  ]Ioly  Ghost 
is  in  any  way  brought  in  here.     Certainly 
we  may  say  that  the  fall  here  spoken  of 
cannot  be  identical  with  that  sin :  for  as 

Bleek  has  well  remarked,  that  sin  may 

he  predicated  of  persons  altogether  out- 
side the  Christian  Church,  as  were  those 

with  reference  to  whom  our  Lord  uttered 

His  awful  saying  on  it.    It  is  true,  the 
language  used  in  the  parallel  place,  ch. 
x.  29,  does  approach  that  sin,  where  he 
says,  T)>   Tirevjua   rys  x<ipiTQ$  svvfrpiaras : 
but  it  is  also  clear  that  the  impossibility 
here  spoken  of  cannot  depend  on  the  fact 
of  such  sin  having  been  committed,  by 
the  very  construction  of  the  participles, 
avctcrTcivpovvra!*   and    TrapaSeiyfj-arl^ovraSt 
which  themselves  render  the  reason  for 

that  impossibility.         7,  8.]  Illustration 
oft&e  last  position,^  a  contrast  between 
profitable  and  unprofitable  land.    Por  land 

wMch  has  drunk  in  ("  777,  indefinite :  77 
Tnovcra,   defined   as  to  the   kind  of   777 
meant.     So  Gal.  ii.  20;  iii.  21;  iv.  27: 

Xen,  Hell.  i.  10.  1,  cbroTe'ju^Tcu  X6ty>  V 
5e£m,  *  a  hand,  namely,  the  right/  "    De- 
litzsch)  the  rain  frequently  coming  on  it 
(so  far,  is  the  subject  of  both  sides  of  the 
hypothesis:  and  not  the  word  77?  only.  This 
is  necessitated  by  the  omission  of  the  article 

at  3K<p*povffa.     The  E.  V.,   "But  that 
which  beareth  thorns  "  &c.,  would  require 
TJ  5e  €K<f)€poua-a,     Besides  which,  the  E.  V* 
has  neglected  the  aorist  part,  here,  in  ren- 

dering, "the  earth  which  drinkeih  in." 
The  drinking  in  the  rain  is  an  act  prior  to 
both  the  hypotheses :  the  participles  which 
convey  the  hypothesis  itself  being  present. 

The  verb  irtvetv  is  not  uncommonly 
used  of  land  receiving  rain,  both  in  LXX 
(ref.),  and  classical  writers :  as,  besides 
Herod,  in  reff.,  Anacreon  xix.  1,  77  77?  pe- 

Aowo  Trivet :  Virg,  Eel.  iii.  Ill,  "  sat  prata 
biberunt :"  Georg.  iv.  32.    Here  it  implies 
not  only  that  the  earth  has  received  the 
rain,  but  that  it  has  taken  it  in,  sucked  it 

in,   ''being  no  impenetrable  rocky  soil, 

from  which  the  rain  runs  off  without 

sinking  in.  And  thus  it  is  an  appro- 
priate figure  for  men  who  have  really 

taken  into  themselves  the  word  of  God, 

and  experienced  its  power"  (Bl.),  and  so- 
furnishes  an  explanation  of  vv.  4,  5,  as 
well  as  being  explained  by  them.  In  the 
interpretation,  VCTOS  must  not  be  too 

strictly  confined  to  "  teaching/*  as  Chrys., 
ThL,  OEc.,  but  taken  as  widely  as  the  par- 

ticipial clauses  before  extend,  as  importing 
all  spiritual  influences  whatever.  Notice  eV 

cwT-ijs,  not  CTT*  atmjv,  as  we  should  expect 
of  the  falling  rain  :  the  gen.  being  used  to 
indicate  that  the  rain  lies  and  abides  over  it, 
not  running  off,  nor  merely  falling  towards, 
but  covering,  ready  to  be  sucked  in)  and 
(K<U  serves,  after  the  general  clause,  777  .  .  . 
ver6v,  common  to  both  alternatives,  to 
introduce  the  first  of  them.  We  should 

more  naturally  expect  rlKrovcra  nev  to  an- 
swer to  cKtyepovcra  Se)  brings  forth  (see 

reff.  and  Wetst.)  plants  (J3oTavt],  from 
&6<rKc0>  properly  fodder,  provender,  for  man. 

"or  beast :  generally  used  for  grass,  or  corn, 
or  any  kind  of  green  herb :  so  in  reff.  Bl. 
quotes  from  an  Hexaplar  transl.  of  Hab. 
iii.  17  (LXX,  TO  ircSfa  ov  iroiiiffei  ftpacriv), 
77  &€  777  /t^  &C0C&T?  pordvyv]  fit  (cvSeTOS, 
a  word  peculiar  to  St.  Luke  elsewhere  in 
N.  T.,  is  found  in  the  later  classics  in  this 

sense  of  *  aptns/  convenient.  So  Diod.  Sic. 
ii.  57,  trnyas  ,  .  .  «  els  Aourpa  /c.  Kdwuv 
a(paip€<nv  ev0€T0i;s:  Dion.  HaL  i.  p.  10, 
X&p*  &  voju.a$  e&derog :  Polyb.  xxvi.  5.  6, 
?rpb$  iratrav  fftopariitfyp  xpeitw   €#- 
0eros)  for  those  (it  is  a  question  whether 
etceivois  depends  on  stiQeros  or  on  rl/crovcra. 
It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  instances  above 

quoted  eftOeros  is  followed  by  e«-  or  irp6s 
and  not  by  a  dative.  But  the  construction 
with  a  dative  is  not  altogether  unprece- 

dented :  e.  g.  besides  Luke  ix.  62,  Nicolaus 

in  Stob.  Florileg.  xiv.  7,  ol^at  S1  efjLavrbv 
et/6eTov  rtp  irp6.yjj.a.rit  Traffics,  ytyovevat : 
and  the  dative,  whether  after  one  or  the 
other,  is  a  dativus  commodi,  not  equivalent, 

if  taken  after  e&Qerov,  to  Ti-pbs  e/cek/ous,  but 
to  irpbs  pp&ffiv  l/cetjfots.  To  the  sense,  it  is 
quite  indifferent  which  connexion  we  take. 
The  sentence  is  perhaps  better  balanced 

by  joining  efcetvots  with  Tf/croucra,  T(K- 

Toucra  fiordvTjv  evQeTov  \  &K.dvois  5*'  o$$ 

iced  yecapye'iTcu  flowing  more  evenly  than 
Tltcrovcra  ̂ QT^an\v  \  eftOerov  e«e(wtj  5t*  ots 
nal  yfO}pye7rai.  The  absolute  use  of  ei/0e- 
TOV  need  make  no  difficulty :  cf.  ref.  Ps., 

t  irpfo  ore  was  ftffios  ev 



8,9. HPOS   EBPAIOT2. 115 

Se ef 

TO 
teal  eg 

69 CLTTO  rov  0eov'  z 

h  /col  * 
Im 

b  ch.  xii.  10.    Acts  ii,  46.  xxiv.  25.  xx%ii.  33,  34.    2  Tun.  u.  6  only.    LXX  only  in  Apocr.,  Wisd.  xvui.  9  & 
2  Mace.  iv.  21  a!6.  (-A^i/as,  i  Tim  iv.  3  )  c  =  ch.  xu.  17.  1  Pet.  m.  9.  Gen.  xlix.  25. 

d  as  here  (Mark  \m  23.  Luke  xv  22.  Acts  v.  6,  &c.  1  Tim.  vi.  7)  only  Gen.  i.  12.  Cant  11  13.  Hags.  i.ll. 
e  Matt.  TU.  16  al.  Gen.  in.  18,  Hos.  x.  8.  f  as  above  (e).  Matt  xiii.  7  &c,  IU  xx\ii.  29.  fmke  vi. 

44.    John  xix.  2  only.  g  as  abcn  e  (e)  and  Prov.  xxn.  5  (2  Kings  xii.  31}  only.  h  Rom. 
i.  28.  1  Cor.  ix.  27.  2  Cor.  xui.  5,  6,  7.  2  Tim.  iii.  8.  Tit.  i.  16  only.  Prov.  xxv,4.  Tsa.  i.  22  only, 

i  Gal.  ni  10, 13  bis.  James  in.  10  2  Pet.  ii.  14  only.  Gen.  xxvii.  12,  13.  j  ch,  viii.  13.  d^Xavov 
/cat  Ka.To.pas  eyy?$>  Anstid.  Orat.  in  Eom.  212  (Bleek).  k  =  Rom.  vi.  21.    2  Cor.  xi.  15.    Phil. 
in.  19.  1  Pet.  iv.  17.  Wisd.  iii.  9.  see  James. v.  11.  1  Isa,  xl.  16,  xliv.  15.  m  here  only. 

n  Rom.  xv.  14.  plur.,  ch.  v.  11  reff. 

om  rov  D1  d om  Kai  (bef  yeapy.)  B1  c  d  latfc  [Syr  copt  seta  arm  Orig-intJ. Damasc  Thl. 

Diod.  Sic.  v,  37, 
r^]v  Trpbs  ras  epyaatas 

reiav  :  also  ref.  Susan.),  OIL  whose  ac- 
count (the  E.  V.  following  the  vulg,  ("  a 

quibus  ")>  an£l  T^uther,  Beza  ((  '  per  quos  "), 
Calv.  ("quorum  opera  "),  Erasm.  (par.), 
al.,  render  ungrammatically,  "  by  whom/' 
5t"  &v  or  v<f>y  &V.  It  is  a  curious  sign  of  the 
scholarship  of  Owen's  days,  that  he  says, 
"did  with  an  accusative  case  is  not  un- 
frequently  put  for  the  genitive  ....  un- 

questionable instances  of  this  may  be  given, 
and  amongst  them  that  of  Demosth. 
Olynth.  i.  is  eminent  :  teal  Oeapei  rbv 

Tb  rear'  apx^s  ̂ i\iiriros  :"  as  if  this  were 
not  a  strictly  normal  use  of  Sid  with  the 
accusative.  Tert.  and  the  old  Latin  ver- 

sion in  D,  have  it  right,  "propter  guos  .•** 
and  GEc.  says,  •yewpye'iTai  5e  SijXovoTi €is  (TfaTTtpiav  /c.  Kepdos  avrwv  tKslvwv 
T&V  KapirocpopoijvTcajs*  On  the  sense,  see 
below)  also  (this  KCU  is  common  in  cases 
where  some  special  reference  of  an  already 
patent  fact  is  adduced  :  so  in  ref.,  TOLOVTOS 

yap  rjfAijs  Kal  ̂ -rrpcTrev  ctp%i€p€t$s  :  q.  d.  *  an- 
other consideration  is3  &c.  Schlichting, 

al.  have  mistaken  its  sense,  and  regarded 

it  as  introducing  yecopye'iraL  as  an  addi- 
tional particular  over  and  above  the  Tric'tv 

T^P  ver6y  :  "  Ait  autem  et  colitur,  ut  ad 
Imbriura  irrigationem  etiani  terras  Istius 

diligentem  accedere  culturam  ostendat") 
it  is  tilled  (who  are  e/ce2Voi  Si*  ots  Kocl 
7ecwp7€?ra/,  in  the  interpretation?  Thl. 
mentions  two  references  :  1.  to  the  men 

themselves  :  Kal  yap  aural  etcetyot  oi  nap- 
7ro^>opovvT6s  rtyv  apcT^/jf  aTraAaucroi/oTi 
ravry?  :  2.  to  their  teachers  :  Kal  yap 

Kal  5t"  avrovs  yetopye'irai  TJ  apta-r^  TroXt- reia,  o>s  Kal  avr&v  jueTex^'^wr  rrjs  r&v 

fjLae-rjr&js  apery*.  But  both  these  fall 
short  of  the  mark  :  and  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  if,  as  is  probable,  the  features 
of  the  parable  are  to  be  traced  in  the  in- 

terpretation, we  must  understand  GOD  as 
the  owner  of  the  land  which  is  tilled,  and 
the  tillers  are  the  teachers  and  preachers 

of  the  gospel.  So  1  Cor.  iii.  9,  fleou  yt&p- 

yiov  ....  <t(TT€),  partakes  of  (the  verb  is 
often  used  without  any  necessary  reference 
to  others  also  being  sharers :  see  reffl) 

"blessing  (Schlichting's  remark  is  good : that  the  Writer  has  not  so  much  the 
figure  in  mind,  as  the  thing  figured,  viz. 
the  men  to  whom,  already  having,  more  is 
given :  and  lie  refers  to  John  xv.  2,  WG.V 

rb  KapTrbv  <pepov,  Kadatpei  avrb  *[va  leap- 
irbv  irXeiova  <pfpy)  from  God  (airo  TOV 
6eot)  may  be  joined  either  with  eu\oy(as 
or  with  iii€raXafj.&avei.  It  is  no  objection 
to  the  former  construction  that  it  is  not 
TTJS  cbrb  rov  Oeov;  the  insertion  of  the 
art.  would  in  fact  encumber  the  sentence. 
And  this  is  the  connexion  which  seems  to 
me  the  more  probable ;  it  has  a  share  in 
evXoyta  a-jri  rov  6eov.  So  also  Delitzsch  : 
Bleek  and  Limemann  support  the  other) : 
hut  if  it  bear  (Chrys.,  (Ec.y  Thl.,  and  some 
of  the  moderns,  a-Lapide,  Grot.,  al.>  have 
drawn  a  distinction  between  cK<()6po-uora 
and  TtKTOvcra :  5pa  7ra>s  eirl  r&v  aKavSSjv 
OVK  elTre  rticrovara  aftdvBas,  ouSe 
rovr<4>  oj/6/jc.art  ̂ xp^craro,  aAAa  r 
povaa  aKdv8aft  &$  av  eiiroi  ri$ 
ffovcra,  €Kfid\\ovara.  But  it  has  been  ob- 

served by  JBlsner,  Haphel,  Wetst.,  aL  that 
%K<p€petv  is  a  general  word  for  to  bring 
forth  fruit :  e.  g.  Herod,  i.  193,  &TTI  $€ 
^cwpcojj/  avrff  awaffe&tv  j&aKp$  dpiffry  .... 
A'fj^.rjrpos  KapTrbv  <$K<p<lp€iv.  And  see  reif. 
LXX  and  other  examples  in  Bleek  and 
Wetst.)  thoms  and  thistles  (see  reff.), 

is  accounted  worthless  (freproba?  *re~ 
jectanea?  tried  and  found  wanting.  It 
occurs  in  the  N.  T.  elsewhere  only  in  St. 
Paul,  7  times :  see  reff.  Being  thus  re- 

jected, it  gets  no  share  of  God's  blessing) 
and  nigh  unto  cursing  (see  reff. :  and 
compare  Acts  ix.  38;  xxvii.  8,  for  the 
dative  usage  of  IYYVS-  There  appears 
here  to  be  an  allusion  to  Gen.  iii.  17,  18, 
— eTTLKardparos  ̂   y%  ev  rois  %pyoi$  crov 
....  andvQas  Kal  rpt&6\ovs  dvareXet 
croi.  Chrys.  has  noticed  that  in  ̂ 77*$ y 
there  is  a  softening  of  the  severity  of  the 
declaration :  @afial,  Tttcnriv  e^e*  Trapctftv- 
Biav  6  \6yos.  Kardpas  fj&v  clTrey  lyyi/y,  ou 
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ny"'paui 
Rom.  xu.  19, 
&  fr. 

TO, -  ABCDK 

om.  xu.  19, 

&  fr.    James  (w.  a"SeA<£.)  t.  16,  19.  u  5.    1  Pet.  h  11  air.    1  John  u.  7  aU>.    Ju 
=  here  only.    Ezek.  t.  15,  19,    acre/Eteiac  eYOfieva.,  JChan.  Frag.(  Eisner.) 

vol.  i.  p.  316.  see  Luke  xui.  33.    Acts  nil  44  al. 
de  3,^17,  2(X apexes  e^oj 

p  =  ch.  i.  4  reff. Philo  de  Agric.  §  22, 

9.  for  aycnrv,  aScA^oi 
[P]Nbflnol7[47]. 

aAA"  ̂ yyws  yev6(i€t>o$  Kal  fjLaKpav  yevearBai 
JJvWjtrGTcu),  of  which.  the  end  is  unto 
burning.  There  is  considerable  doubt  both 
as  to  the  connexion,  and  as  to  the  inter- 

pretation of  the  sense  when  obtained.  To 
what  does  irjs  belong  ?  to  JTJS,  or  to  Kar- 
dpas  ?  The  latter  is  taken  by  (not  Erasm. 

(par.),  as  so  cited  by  Bleek  :  for  it  runs,  <cex- 
secrationi  divinse  :  cujus  exitus  hue  tendit, 
non  ut  demetatur,  sed  ut  exuratur  :"  where 
the  passives  make  it  almost  necessary  to 

apply  "  cujus  "  not  to  the  curse,  but  to  the 
land),  Camerarius,  Bleek,  al.  :  the  end,  re- 

sult, of  which  curse  is  that  it  tends  to  burn- 
ing. But  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  this 

would  have  been  thus  expressed.  Kardpas 
holds  a  very  subordinate  predicatory  place  : 
and  it  is  hardly  likely  that  it  should  be 
taken  up  again  and  made  the  subject  of  a 
relative  :  especially  in  the  presence  of  such 
phrases  as  reff.  2  Cor.,  Phil.,  and  1  Pet., 
in  all  of  which  the  gen.  aft.  T^AOS  is  of 
the  finished,  not  of  the  finishing.  I  would 
therefore,  with  Chrys.  (fojAwi/  frn  €&v  /uexpt 
T^A01/S      0$TCiJ$      €TTlfJLflv7)t     Tofa"Cp     ("TOUTO  ?) 

TrcicreTcu),  Thl.  (au/c  elir€V  ̂   Kara/cau^- 

fferat,  aAA"  ̂ 5  rb  WA.  els  K,.sTom€ffTiv>  eaf 
K.T.A.  as  Chrys.),  Luth.,  Bengel,  and  most 
Commentators  (including  DeHtzsch),  refer 
^s  to  7^^.  But  then,  with  what  view  will 
this  ultimate  burning  take  place  ?  Some 
have  said,  with  a  salutary  end,  as  in  Virg. 

Georg.  i.  84—93  ("Saepe  etiam  steriles  iu- 
cendere  profuit  agros,  Atque  levem  stipu- 
lam  crepitantibus  urere  flarnmis:  Siveinde 
occultas  vires  et  pabula  terrse  Pinguia  con- 
cipiunt,  sive  illis  orane  per  ignem  Excoqui- 
tur  vitiurn  atque  exsudat  inutilis  humor." 
See  also  PHn.  H.jNT.  xviii.  39  (72)).  Strange 
to  say,  this  meaning  is  adopted,  not  by 
Roman-Catholic  Commentators,  but  by 
such  as  Schlichting,  Stuart  (apparently  : 
"to  have  all  its  worthless  productions  con- 

sumed w),  Dr.  Bloomfield,  al.  :  not  seeing, 
except  Schlichting,  who  attempts  to  repu- 

diate it  (*'  nam  quod  terra  sterilis  per  in- 
cendimn  non  corrunipatur  sed  con'igatur, 
hoc  in  siuiilitudine  hac  non  atfcenditur  '*), that  the  inevitable  conclusion  from  such  an 

acceptation  would  be,  the  existence  of  pur- 
gatorial fire.  The  reference  clearly  is,  as 

the  whole  context  and  the  words  ?i  r£\os 

«ls  shew,  not  to  purifying,  but  to  con- 
suming fire  :  as  in  ch.  x.  2$,  27,  where  the 

same  ultimate  fear  is  described  us  issuing 

1  [syrr].  rec  Kpeirrova,  with  D1K  [rel]  :  txt  ABCD3L 

OS  foBtetv  IJ,€\\OVTOS  Tubs 
So  in  Dent.  xxix.  22,  23, 

the  curse  of  the  apostate  land  is  described 
as  consisting  in  "brimstone,  and  salt,  and 
burning;  that  it  is  not  sown,  nor  beareth, 
nor  any  grass  groweth  therein,  like  the 

overthrow  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah/''  &c» 
And  this  destruction  by  burning  is  quite 
according  to  N.  T.  analogy  :  e.  g.  John  xv. 
6  i  Matt.  iii.  10,  12  ;  vii.  19;  xiii.  30,  40  if. 

clg  KaiScriv  is  said  by  Kuin.,  Ebrard, 
al.  to  be  a  Hebraism  for  Kav<ns.  But 
this  has  been  satisfactorily  disproved  by 
Winer,  Gramm.  §  29.  3  Remark.  Chrys., 
continuing  the  same  strain  as  above  on 
Kardpas  iyyvs>  beautifully  concludes, 

Sf  8vvr)cr6fj.€da  T&V  fj-vptcuv  airo- 
Aaucrat  dyaQuiv,  K.  ysvccrQat  ̂ KL/JLOI,  K. 
evXoyias  jueTacr%6«'.  And  so  (Ec.,  Thl., 
Primas.  The  stronger  Calvinistic  inter- 

preters regard  677^5  as  betokening  the 
near  approach  of  the  judgment  ;  as  in, 
fftyiKev  %  jSacr.  T&V  ovp.  ;  and  some  refer 
the  whole  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  : 

so  Bengel  :  "  Strictura  prophetica,  per 
paucis  annis  ante  combustam  urbem  Hiero- 
soly  morum.  Perditissimi  Judseorum  erant, 
qui  in  urbe,  et  circurn  earn,  fidei  repug- 
nabant."  9  —  20.]  ̂ Encouragement 
to  perseverance  :  and  first  (9  —  12),  from 

God's  faithfulness  :  see  summary  at  ch. 
V.  11.  KoBatydfJLevos  Toivvv  avrfav  iKav&s 

/c,  (pofi-fjcras  K.  TrA^^ay,  Bepawetiei  7rc£Am, 
&SVG  fity  TrXeov  AraTa^aAcrj/,  n.  TUTTTIOVS 

fpydcracrBai"  rbv  yap  vtadpbv  6  w^rrav 

/coAa/cevet  &sr€  ̂   Hirapatj  ot^re 
Tr\i)TT€i3  &sre  /u,}j  vvTitareov^  T 
aAA'  b\iyov 

€7T- 

Chrys.  9.]  But  we  are  persuaded 
(stronger  than  7re7ro/0ajuei>,  which  woull 
express  only  a  subjective  confidence, 
whereas  ireir€ur|ji,e0a  gives  the  result  of 
actual  conviction  by  proof.  Kotice  the 
almost  verbal  correspondence  of  ref.  Roin.) 

concerning  you,  beloved  ("  Apposite  eos 
sic  vocat  (see  reff.)  ne  putarent  eum  aliquo 
ipsorum  odio  laborare,  sed  ut  scirent  eum 
amore  Christiano  erga  ipsos  flagrare  :  qui 
amor  facit  ut  semper  meliora  omineniur  iis 
quo?  aniamus,  et  si  quid  severius  dicimus, 
animo  corrigendi,  non  nocendi  (inpido, 

dicamus."  Schlichting),  tlie  things  which 

m  n  o 17.47 
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el  xal  QVTO><Z  \a\ovfj,ev. 

o  $609  *  eiTL\,a9ea-9ai  rov  s  epjov  v^ 

*  779  u  eve$ei%acr6e  v  6^9  TO  ovopa  avrov, 

10  ov  <yap  aSi/co?  r 

/cal   7-979 " 

II  Mk.    Phil.  hi.  14. 
17.     Rex.xxii   12. 
2.     Winer,  g  21  1 

•v  (see  note.)     Horn.  v.  8. 

James  i.  24  only,  inf  ,  as  ch.  v.  5  reff.  s  .=  1  Thess.  v  13*.    1  Pet  i. t  attr.,  Watt.  xxiv.  50     Mark  vh.  13.     Acts  i.  1.  ch.  x   lal.fr.    Gen   xxn. 
u  —•  Rom.  is.  22  al.    Heb  here  (bis)  only.  elsw.  PaulS  only.     Gen.  1.  15,  17. 

2  Cor.  li.  4,  8  al.  fr.  w  ',}  Rom.  xv.  25  al  t 

,  rec  ins  row  KOTTOV  bef  TTJS  ay.  {gloss  from  1  Thess  i.  3),  with  I)3KpCT]  rel  copt 
[Thdrt  Damasc  CEc]  :  om  ABCDi[P]K  17(appy)  [47  m1-marg]  latt  syrr  [basm] 

10. Chr2[ 

seth  arm  Chr^  [Euthal-ms]  Antchj  Thl  Jerr       v  *  for  -Jjs,  TJI/  B2. 
are  better  (the  better  course  as  regards 
your  moral  state  :  or,  the  better  fate,  as 
regards  your  ultimate  end.  So  Chrys., 
drawing  the  same  distinction,  tfroi  Trepl 

TToXirefas  (&n  OVK.  la-re  v/J.e'ts  roiovroi 
atcavBcaSeis,  added  by  Thl.)  fy  Trepl  avn- 
<56crect>s  (tin  OVK  ecrre  Kardpas  eyyi)$,  O&TG 
vrpbs  KavcTLV)  a\\d  ns  &\\ij  avrt/Aicrdia, 
vfjuv  ccTnJ/cezrcu,  added  by  Thl.)  ravrd 
<pr)<ru'.  The  latter  is  most  probably  the 
reference,  seeing  that  what  follows  rests  on 

God's  ultimate  faithfulness  and  justice  in 
the  day  of  retribution.  The  former  is  of 
course  involved  in  it,  as  conditioning  it. 

The  art.  is  used,  because  it  is  not 

merely  *  better  things/  of  some  sort,  that 
he  is  persuaded,  but,  of  two  opposite 
courses,  that  one  which  is  the  more  ex- 

cellent), and  (things)  akin  to  salvation 

(the  formula  cxccrdaC  TWOS,  *to  be  next 
to,'  'bordering  on/  has  occasioned  the  par- 

ticiple €%<£/*€  i/os  to  be  used  in  the  sense  of 
akin  to  partaking  of  the  nature  of.  This 
use  is  frequent  in  Herodotus,  e.  g.  v.  49, 

apyvpov  :  i.  120,  T&  r&v  bveipdrav 
:  cf.  also  ii.  77  ;  iii.  25,  66  ;  viii. 

142.  So  that  Augustine's,  Erasmus's,  and 
Beza's  rendering,  "  saluti  adhserentia,"  is 
better  than  vulg.,  *fviciniora  saluti/*  or 
D-lat.,  "proximiora  saluti/'  There  may 
certainly  be  a  reminiscence,  in  the  expres- 

sion, of  Kardpas  4yy6s  above,  as  Schlicht- 
ing,  "  saluti  non  maledictioni  vicina:"  but 
it  seems  hardly  probable,  for  as  Bleek  re- 

marks, had  this  been  meant,  the  Writer 
would,  considering  his  love  for  irapovo- 
ftacrla,  have  used  some  more  cognate  ex- 

pression. On  o-omipMx,  in  the  highest 
sense,  eternal  salvation,  see  note,  ch*  i.  14), 
if  even  we  do  thus  speak  (ei  tcoC  differs 
from  Kal  ei,  in  that  the  force  of  the  €t 
extends  over  the  whole  of  the  addition  or 

climax  expressed  by  the  iced,  *if  even;' 
whereas  in  wol  el,  the  hypothesis  itself  is 

included  in  the  climax,  'even  if.*  See 
Hartung,  Partikellehre  i.  139  f.  The  pre- 

sent enlarges  the  speaking,  so  that  it  refers 
not  merely  to  what  has  just  been  said, 
but  to  a  habit  of  thus  speaking:  ft*\riov 

ya,p  upas  ffifjuauri  <f>oftrjcrat3  *Lva  fxdj  rots Chrys.). 

10.]  For  God  is  not  unjust,  (so  as)  to  for- 
get (first,  of  the  construction,  aSiicas 

€7riXa0eor9ai.  Cf.  oi>x  caurby  eS^acrey 
y€vr)07Jvai  dp%t€/>ea,  ch.  v.  5  ;  it  is  epexe- 
getic,  and  designates  the  act  whereby  or 
wherein  the  quality  just  predicated  would 
be  shewn.  The  aor.  ImXaOccrdai  must 

not  be  rendered  "ut  oblitus  sit,"  "so 
that  He  should  have  forgotten/'  as  Seb. 
Schmidt:  neither  can  we  say  with  Koihner, 
§  445.  2,  that  there  are  infinitives  in 
which  all  relation  of  time  is  lost,  and  the 
aor. = the  pres. :  but  the  distinction  seems 
to  be  as  in  other  cases  where  aorists  and 
presents  appear  to  be  convertibly  put, 
that  whenever  the  act  is  one  admitting  of 
being  treated  as  a  momentary  one,  or  of 
being  grasped  as  a  whole,  the  aor.  is  used: 
when,  on  the  other  hand,  habit,  or  endur- 

ance is  indicated,  the  present.  This  is 

strikingly  shewn  in  one  of  Runner's  own 
examples:  Xen.  Cyr.  v.  1.  2,  icaXecras  6 

Kvpos  *Apd0"JT7]v  MT}&OJ/,  rovrov  e/ceXevcrc 
SiacfxuXdica  avr$  r-fiv  re  yvvcuKa  K.  T%V 
cncriv^v — here  is  the  whole  act :  as  we  say 
*  to  Tceep  safe,9  and  avrejp  binds  the  office 
as  one  solemn  duty  on  Araspes  ;  but  below, 
ib.  3,  we  have,  ravrijy  <&v  fceXeture?  & 

Kvpos  8ta<j>vX<£crcr€iv  T&J/  'Apd&WTiv,  ecus 
&i/  avrbs  Aa^?7,  where  by  l^s-  ̂ ,  the duration  of  time  is  introduced,  and  the 
habitual  present  rendered  necessary.  Here, 
the  whole  forgetfnlness  would  be  one  act 
of  oblivion,  which  the  aor.  expresses. 
There  are  many  places  in  the  O.  T.  where 
forgetfuluess  on  the  part  of  God  is  thus 
denied :  cf.  Ps.  ix.  12,  18 ;  x.  12 :  Amos 
viiL  7 :  or  deprecated,  cf.  1  Sam.  i.  11 : 
Ps.  xiii.  1;  xlii.  9;  xliv,  24;  Ixxiv.  19,23: 
Isa.  xlix.  14  if. :  Lam.  v.  20  al.)  your  work 
(i.  e.  your  whole  Christian  life  of  active 
obedience:  so  Ipyov  absolutely  in  the 
passage  1  Cor.  iii.  13 — 15;  so  besides 
reff.,  in  Gal.  vi.  4,  rb  $e  %pyov  eavrov 
ScMctjaa^era  eKacrroy.  See  this  work  some- 

what specified  in  ch.  x.  32 — 34.  It  is  a 
general  term,  including  the  labours  of  love 
mentioned  below)  and  the  love  (the  ex- 

pressions nearly  resemble  those  in  1  Thess. 
i.  3,  from  which  the  rov  K&TTOV  of  the  rec. 
seems  to  have  come)  wMclL  ye  shewed 

(see  reff.)  is  used  in  classical 
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KOI 
avrr]v 

x  =  Rom  xii. 
13.    2  Cor. 
ix  12 

y  =  Matt  XIH. 
17.    Luke  xv. 
16  al.    Gen. 
xxxi.  30. 

z  =  Kom.  xii.  8,11.    2  Cor  vn  12  al     Ezra  iv  23. 
2.    1  Thess.  i  5.  ch.  x.  22  only  t. 
ch.  in.  14  reff. 

for  tiiotKoyovyres,  SiaKovovres  D1;  et  audimus  D-lat. 

a  =  Acts  in  10    ch.  v.  14.  ix.  13 
c  vcr.  18   ch.  in,  6    \u.  19.  x  23. 

bCol  i 

d  Rev.  ii.  28   si 

ABCDK 
LP« 

abed 

fg  hk  1 m  n  o 17.47 

Greek  in  this  same  sense,  of  exhibiting  a 
quality  or  attribute  of  character  :  Aristoph. 
Plut.  785,  evSeiKvufjisvos  eifrotcw  :  Plut. 

Cicero,  p.  877,  iracrav  &$SIKVVIJ.$VOI  <j>t\o- 
typoffdvyv*  See  more  examples  in  Bleek: 
and  note  on  Eph.  ii.  7-  Here,  as  there, 
the  dynamic  middle  gives  the  personal 
reference  :  but  not  here,  as  there,  con- 

scious and  predetermined)  towards  His 

name  (%s  !ve&.  cprja-Lj/  oi>x  ebrAws  eh  robs 
ayiovs,  aAA*  ets  rbv  6c6v  rovro  ydp 
IffTLV  els  rb  ̂ vofJLa  avrov}  &$el  e\eye'  SLO, 
T^  #y<tyta  avrov  Travra  TreiroffiKare.  6 

roivvv  roa'avrfjs  nap*  v^,S>v  airohavcav 
<r7T0i/5?5$  K.  ayaTr^s,  ov  KaTa<ppoyf}cr€L 

ou5e  e-jnA^treraz.  Chrys.  and 
similarly  (Ec.  and  ThL,  Erasm.,  Calv., 
Luther,  Justiniani,  Seb.  Schmidt,  De  W., 
al.  And  tins  seems  better  than  with  D-lat. 

and  the  vulg.  ("in  nomine  ejus  cvipsius"), 
and  most  Commentators,  to  suppose  eh 
r<>  (jv.  our.  a  Hebraism  for  &>,  or  ITTI,  T$ 
ov6fj.ari  aur.  :  see  JMatt.  x.  41,  42;  xviii.  20. 
The  aytoi  were  those  who  were  called 
by  His  name,  so  that  beneficence  towards 
them  was  in  fact  shewn  towards  His  name. 
avTov  refers  to  God,  as  the  antecedent 
expressed  above  :  not  to  Christ,  as  Ernesti, 
Stuart  (alt.),  al.)  in  having  ministered 
(probably,  see  ref.  and  2  Cor.  viii.  4,  19, 
20;  ix.  1  :  Acts  xi.  29,  if  not  exclusively, 
yet  principally,  in  eleemosynary  bestowals. 
It  may  hence  perhaps  be  surmised  that 
these  Hebrews  did  not  live  in  Judaea  :  see 

Frolegg-.  §  ii.  15)  to  the  saints,  and  still 
ministering1  (%pa  fie  7r<a$  depctirevet  avrovs" 
ov  yap  e?7re  Sta.Koyfjcraj'Tes  Kai  ear?;,  aAAcfc 
irpos€Oi)K€  Kal  SiaKovovvreSj  rovreffTi,  real 
CTL  aurb  woLovvres.  Thl.  There  is  a  fine 
touch  here  of  that  delicate  compliment, 
which  is  also  characteristic  of  St.  Paul. 

"Necdum  hsec  pietas  in  vobis  cessavit,  licet 
forte  remiserit/*  as  Schlichting  :  but  the Writer  leaves  the  defect  to  be  understood 
and  states  the  excellency  at  its  utmost.  On 
the  Christian  doctrine  of  reward,  as  de- 

clared in  this  passage,  see  note  in  De- 

litzsch,  p,  242).  11.]  But  (the  8e' 
carries  a  slight  reproof,  contrasting  your 
need  of  exhortation  to  constancy  with  your 
past  and  partially  remaining  present  prac- 

tice) we  earnestly  desire  (OVK  eTrre*  64\a>, 
SiSacricaXiKTJs  avBevrias,  aXA.'  ̂  
fiv  ipt^offropyias  K.  irXzov  rov 

K&V  <f>opTtit6v  rt 
Chrys.:  and  Thl.,  ov  yap  fj.4xpt 

TOVTO  jSouA-Ojitai,  dAA.'  TJ  ̂u%^?  Mou  «aierat 
virep  vfj.£>v)  that  every  one  of  you  (TTOAA^ 

7)  tyiXoffropyia'  K.  fjieydXwv  K.  jjiiKp&v 
djjLoitos  /dj^ercu,  /cal  Travra,^  oT5e,  /c.  ov- 

SeVa  irapop^,  aAAa  -rty  avr^v  7r€pl  €/ca<r- 
TOV  KTjSefJLOvlctv  eTrrSei/cvuTctt,  K.  T^V  tuo- 

Tifjitav  irpbs  Trdvras'  ftQsv  Kal 
€iT€t6e  5e|acr^ai  rb  <popriKbv 
Chrys.)  do  shew  (see  above)  the  same 
diligence  (TTJV  axiTTJv,  not  as  Peirce  and 
Sykes,  the  same  which  some  have  already 
shewn :  nor,  the  same  as  ye  have  already 

shewn,  as  Chrys.  (oTos  3js  •7rp6T€pof,  TOIQV- 
TOV  efyai  K.  vvv  K.  eh  rb  /AeAAo*-),  (Ec., 
Thdrt.,  ThL,  Grot.,  Limb.,  al.,  which 
would  imply  that  the  Writer  was  satisfied 
with  their  state  hitherto,  and  only  desired 
its  continuance  :  an  inference  at  variance 
with  the  facts  of  the  Epistle:  but,  the 
same,  with  a  view  to  the  irXfipotp.  TTJS 
IATT.  #%p:  reXovs,  as  they  had  already 
shewn  with  regard  to  the  necessities  of 
the  saints.  So  Bengel,  Cramer,  Bohme, 
Bleek,  Lunem.,  Ebrard,  Delitzsch  (doubt- 

fully), al.)  with  regard  to  (the  employ- 
ment which  this  diligence  is  to  find :  the 

object  with  reference  to  which  it  is  to 
energize)  the  full  assurance  (so,  taking 
ir\ijpo4>opta  subjectively  as  in  the  other 
places  of  the  N.  T.  (reff.),  Erasm.,  VatabL, 
Calvin,  Beza,  Estius,  Jac.Cappell.,  Schlieht., 
Calov.,  Wolf,  Tholuck,  Ebrard,  Lunem., 
Delitzsch, — and  many  others.  And  so  in 
fact  Thl. :  tva,  itK^pf}  K.  reXetav  rty  €A- 
triSa  ej'Se^ff'fle  K.  ̂   CTKvXOTJre.  But 
Corn.  a-Lap.,  Grot.,  Schulz,  De  W.,  Bleek, 
al.,  take  the  word  objectively,  the  full  for- 

mation, in  the  sense,  to  lie  <Hligenty  ever- 
more to  form  hope  more  completely  within 

you,  so  that  you  be  not  moved,  but  sted- 
fast,  until  the  great  object  of  hope  appear. 
This  latter  no  doubt  is  excellent  sense,  but 

IN".  T.  usage  must  prevail)  of  your  hope  un- til the  end  (cf.  ch.  iii.  14.  The  words  axpt 
TeXo-us  belong  to  the  whole  sentence,  not 
to  the  verb  nor  to  7rAt?/x  TTJS  eATrtSos  only. 
*  The  end  *  is  the  coining  of  the  Lord, 
looked  for  as  close  at  hand,  see  note  as 

above) :  12.]  that  ye  become  not  ("  be 
not"  misses  the  fine  delicacy  of  the  Writer : 
as  Chrys.,  Iva,  fjfij  vuQpol  ywrirQe,  a/cjufyp 

Kdl  pfyv  av&jTcpw  eAc7€v,  eirel 

yeydvare  rats  aicoms.  aAA*  ftpa 
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Se 

/ca 

*  A./3paa[ju  k  eT 6  060$,  lirel  l  tear   ovSevo?  m 

' 

n  o/juoaai,  n  aS^ocrev  !  /ca#*  eaurou  14j  Xeycoi/  °  E£  /w?i>  g  jlSes  v  10" 2  Tim.  ni. 
10.  iv.  2.    Isa.  Ivii.  15.  h  ch.  i.  4,  U    see  ver.  17.  ch.  xi.  9.  i  plur.,  Heb..,  ch.  >u.  6.  nii. 
6.  xi.  13,  17,  33.     Rom.  ix.  4.  xv  8      2  Cor.  i.  20.  %u.  1.     Gal.  hi.  16.  TtMarkxiv.il.     Acts  vu. 
5  al.  fr    abs  ,  Heb.  only,  ch   x.  23.  xi.  11.  xii.  26.     Sir.  xx.  23.  1  =  Matt.  XXM.  63.     GEN.  xxii. 
16.    2  Chron.  xxxvi   13.  m  =  Luke  vii.  42.  xii.  4.     Acts  iv.  14.  (xxv.  26.)     Prov.  m.  27. 

n  w.  Kara,,  heie  bis  and  ier  16  only.    Gen.  xxxu  53.    Isa.  xl-v.  23.    Amos  M.  8  al.    Philo  (see  note)  al.  (in  Bleek) 
later  authors.  o  GEN.  xxu.  17.    Num.  xiv.  23,  35.    Job  i   11. 

12.  aft  5m  ins  r-qs  D1  108.  jj.aicpo6vp.OMvr as  ̂   -\_-Q*  j. 

14.  rec  TJ  fjLT) v  (see  note),  with  K  rel  [Chr1  Euthal-ms  Cyr0  Thdrt  r. 
,1  o  :  ez  JW7  CD^L2,  nisi  latt  Ambrj  [Primas]  :  txt  ABD^PjN  17  [471] 

QBc],  ̂ tuV JDainasc. 

evravdd    T€     teal     avrb     TOVTO 

ycip  TQV  ciTcetv,  [* 
6u[j,ia,  frit]  v&Opol 
O.VTQVS  els  rbv  (j. 

ij^jTe    rrf    $a.~ 
elwe.      ird\iv 

'  ttcelvov  yap  TOV  JU^TTW  7rap6vroy 
ovfc  &v  f%7]fj,€if  VTreddvvot.  5  jj&v  yap  els  i"b 
irapbv  irctpaKa\o{>fJievos  cnrovSd&LV,  ws 

fyQviJ.£>v,  Varcas  /cat  oKvypdrepos  ecrrat* 
6  $€  els-  rb  (JLG^\OV,  oi>x  OVT&S)  slllggifill 
(see  oil  ref.  Lunemanu  observes  that  this 
p,T|  vci>0.  ylvTicrQe  is  in  no  contradiction 
to  vcoQ.  yeyfoare  there,  the  one  being  of 
sluggishness  in  hearing,  the  other  in  Chris- 

tian practice.  See  Chrys.  above),  hut  (this 
again  is  a  8e  bringing  in  a  strong  contrast 

—  *  nay,  but  rather  :*  passing  to  another 
subject  altogether,  as  it  were.  See  on  ch. 
ii.  6)  imitators  (a  favourite  word  with  St. 
Paul,  see  reff.  :  Xen.  Mem.  i.  6.  3,  ol  fo~ 
Sd(TKa\ot  TOVS  padrjras  /Ltf^ray  eayraJj/ 

LK  j/vovcrt.  Herodian  vi.  8.  5,  &$  fjt^j 

CLS  etvai  fj,6vov,  d\\^  (7]\(0<rc(.s  /cal 
^y  €K€ivov  avSpetas)  of  them 

•who  through  faith  and  endurance  (see 
ref.  Col.,  also  ver.  15:  James  v.  7,  8. 
Both  the  noun  and  the  verb  belong  to  later 
Greek.  They  form  a  contrast  to  o£u-0yjuos, 
-€<w,  earlier  and  classical  words.  Here,  that 
constant  and  patient  waiting  is  implied, 
without  which  faith  would  be  made  void  : 

of  which  it  is  said,  "  It  is  good  that  a  man 
should  both  hope  and  wait  for  the  salvation 
of  the  Lord."  But  there  is  no  Hendiadys: 
faith  is  one  thing,  endurance  another, 
superadded  upon  it)  inherit  the  promises 
(what  is  meant  by  KXjipovopovvratv  TOSS 
£<irayy€\ta$y  and  who  are  indicated  by  the 
expression  ?  The  two  questions  are  very 
closely  connected  together.  First  observe 
that  the  participle  is  not  K\ripovo[ji.Tf<roiif~ 
T&V,  but  present  :  said  not  of  any  one  act 
by  which  these  persons  entered  on  the  in- 

heritance of  the  promises,  but  of  either,  1. 

a  state  now  going  on,  'who  are  inheriting' 
or,  2.  in  mere  predication,  *wko  are  in- 

heritors of/  That  the  first  cannot  be 

meant,  is  clear :  for  in  ch.  xi.  where  he 
enumerates  the  examples  of  faith  and  pa- 

tience, he  says,  ovrot  irdvTfs  .  .  .  ovtc  e/co- 
fjt.iffa.VTa  TV  lirayye\ia.v.  This  same  con- 

sideration will  prevent  the  reference  very 
commonly  here  supposed,  to  Abraham  and 
the  patriarchs.  Taking  then  (2),  we  may 
regard  the  participle  as-  o  ireipdfav  and  the 
like,  used  without  reference  to  time,  but  as 
indicative  of  office,  or  standing,  or  privilege. 
Thus  the  reference  of  the  words  will  be  per- 

fectly general :  not,  who  have  inherited,  nor 
who  shall  inherit,  nor  who  are  inheriting* 
but  e  who  are  inheritors  of?  who  inherit, 
in  all  times  and  under  all  circumstances. 
Of  these,  Abraham  is  chosen  as  the  most 

illustrious  example).  13--20.]  The 
encouragement  to  perseverance  is  further 
confirmed  by  God's  express  oath  made  to 
Abraham,  the  first  inheritor  of  the  pro- 

mise. 13J  For  ("  His  verbis  non  red- 
dit  rationem  cur  irnitari  deheant  eos,  qui 
per  fidem  et  longanimitatem  divinarum. 
promissionum  hseredes  sunt  facti,  sed  cur 
mentionem  faciat  talium,  Poterat  enim 

aliquis  quserere,  an  tales  aliqui  sint,  et 
quinam  shit  ?  his  ergo  verbis  in  exemplum 
istius  rei  adducit  patrem  omnium  creden- 
tium  Abrahamum,  qui  et  in  fide  fuit  con- 
stantissimus,  et  istius  fidei  f  ructum  tulit 
maximum/'*  Schlichting)  God  when  He 
promised  (not,  as  De  W.,  Lun.,  al,  having 
promised :  for  in  matter  of  fact  the  oath 
preceded  the  statement  of  the  promise,  cf. 
ver.  14  below :  but  the  aor.  participle,  as 
so  often,  is  contemporaneous  with  the  aor. 
verb,  as  in  aTrotcptBels  clTre,  &c.  Bleek 
well  remarks,  that  eircKyyGiXdpevos  is  to 

be  taken  not  only  as  "made  a  promise," 
but  in  the  Messianic  sense,  "gave  the  pro- 
mise9'*  as  ras  €7rayyeA/as  above,  and  77  &r- 

ayye\ta  vv.  15, 17  al.,  al  £jr<ry7€?Jcu  ch.  vii. 
6  al. :  Bom.  ix.  4:  Gal.  iii;  16)  to  Abraham, 

since  He  could  (cxciv  with  an  infin.,  *  to 
have  the  power,  or  the  means,  or  the  op- 

portunity, to  .  .  /  is  good  Greek,  e.  g.  OVK 
ex<«»  €liretvt  common  in  Herod.  See  reff.) 
swear  by  (the  classical  construction  of 

is  with  an  accus.  of  the  person 
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p  =•  Acts  iii. 26.    Gal.  iii. 
ere 

al  EGPen".1  3     15  #«*    *  OVTW 16  n.ijflnmirm.   fv 

rrjs 

Gen. 

q  "plt^s  in     iD  avttptoTroi  I v  jaeiM  7<zp  w  Kara  rov cit  ,  Acts  rii.  ' 
34  (from  Exod.  m.  7}  al.  r  =  Acts  \i  1, 7.  vn.  17  al.    Exod.  8  =  Acts  vii.  8   xvii  33.    Rom. 

v.  12  al.  tMatt.  xwii  26,29.     fcuke  XMH.  7.    1  Cor  xm.4     1  Thess. -v    14.    James  v  7  (bis),  8.    2  Pet. 
iii.  9  only.    Prov.  xis.  11.  u  ch.  xi  33    (there  also  w  gTray.)    Rom  xi.  7  bis     James  iv  2  only.    Gen. 
xxxtx.  2.    Prov.  xu.  27  only.  y  Gain.  24.    Col  u  23  al     Winer,  g  63  u  2.  e.  TV  ver.  13  reff. 

16.  om  ̂   ABD]K[P  47  syr  arm  Euthal-ms]  Cyr :  ins  CD^KL  rel  Chr  Thdrt  Damasc. 

1  ABCDK 

,    at)  c  d 

fghk  I 

,     mn  o 
17,47 

sworn  by,  ̂ ^.vv^i  TOI/S  deo6s :  but  (ecvra 
with  a  gen.  Is  found  when  a  thing  is  used 

as  binding  the  oath,  as  tifuwfu  /car*  es£o- 
Aefas,  Demosfch.  p.  553.  17  al. ;  /ca#*  lep&j/, 
p.  1306.  21  al.  And  this  construction, 
applied  to  persons,  appears  to  have  arisen 

from  that  other.  See  Bleek's  note)  none 
(masc.)  greater,  swore  by  Himself  (a  sin- 

gularly coincident  passage  occurs,  of  the 
same  promise,  in  Philo,  Legg.  Allegor.  iii. 
72,  vol.  i.  p.  127  :  €tJ  /ceil  T<£  $pK(p  jSejSai- 

wacLs  r^v  vv^ff^ffiv^  /cat  Sp/cijj  BeoTrpeire't. 
dp%$  ykp  Sri^ov  /ca^'  erepov  ojjLVvei  Qeos, 
oitSev  jap  avrov  Kpe'irroy,  aAA.a  /ca^1 eavrov,  8s  earn  irdvrcav  frpurros),  14.] 
saying,  Surely  (in  reff.,  the  editions  vary 
between  €t  ̂ \v  and  ̂   p^v^  but  the  greater 
MSS.  have  *l  \d\v :  in  fact,  et  and  TJ  are 
constantly  interchanged  by  the  copyists. 
The  expression  occurs  in  formulae  jurandi 
in  several  places  in  the  LXX  (as  e.  g.  Ezek. 
xxxiii.  27,  £w  67c&,  c2  ̂ v  ol  ev  rcuy  ̂ PTJ- 
jAU/Aevats  /ua%a/pou^  Treffovvrai :  see  also 
ib.  xxxiv.  8 ;  xxxv.  6 ;  xxxvi  5 ;  xxxviii. 
19),  so  that  it  could  not  be  an  unmeaning 
expression  to  the  Hellenistic  ear.  Bleek 
thinks  it  came  from  the  Hebraistic  for- 

mula el  ̂ 4  which  has  sometimes  been 
written  and  edited  for  it)  blessing  I  will 
bless  (thus  frequently  the  LXX,  for  the 
Heb.  idiomatic  conjunction  of  the  absolute 
infinitive  with  the  finite  verb :  bat  some- 

times they  have  it  where  the  Heb.  has  no 
such  COBJ unction,  as  in  1  Kings  ii.  25 :  and 
something  like  it  is  found  even  in  Greek 
writers,  as  e.  g.  Herod,  v.  95,  <j>ev-yu>j> 
$K<j>efryei:  Xen.  Cyr.  Yin.  4.  9,  viratcovuv 
trxo\y  inr'fjKovcra;  Lucian,  Parasit.  43, 
<j>evytov  .  ,  .  /carc^vye  (none  of  which 
however  are  quite  analogous,  the  second 
verb  in  all  being  coupled  with  some  addi- 

tional predicate,  as  in  tyevycav  eiupetiyet — 

*  flying,  he  escapes,  gets  clear  off').  See 
Winer,  §  45. 8,  edn.  6.  At  first  the  parti- 
ciple  seems  to  have  had  a  certain  empha- 

sis :  but  afterwards  this  was  lost,  and  the 
expression  became  a  mere  formula)  thee, 
and  multiplying  I  will  multiply  thee  (the 
LXX  has  for  <T€,  rb  cnrepfjun  <rov.  This  the 
Writer  alters,  not  from  a  wish  to  abbre- 

viate (Jac.  Cappell.)  nor  because  he  quoted 
from  memory  (Abresch),  nor  because  he 

was  unwilling  to  introduce  Abraham's 

bodily  descendants,  but  wished  to  direct 

his  readers*  thoughts  to  his  spiritual  seed 
(Bohme,  Bisping,  al.),  but,  as  Bleek,  De 
W.,  Liinern.,  al.,  because  his  concern  here 
was  with  Abraham  alone,  and  his  spiritual 
example :  or  perhaps,  as  Delitzsch,  seeing 
that  7rA7?0.  ere  could  only  be  understood  of 
posterity,  because  he  wished  to  concentrate 
the  promise  as  much  as  possible) :  15.] 
and  thus  (OVTWS  belongs  to  eTrervx**  not  to 
juaK-po0ujU7j<ms,as  Tholuck,and  Hofiu.  Enst. 
p.  311,  for  then  some  particular  instance  or 
kind  of  patience  would  be  most  naturally 
pointed  out.  It  then  signifies,  when  he 
had  received  this  jprom&e— -being  in  this 
state  of  dependence  on  the  divine  promise : 
see  below,  and  reff.)  having  endured  with 
patience  (viz.  in  his  waiting  so  long  for 

God's  promise  to  be  fulfilled — in  having, 
when  it  was  partially  fulfilled,  again  shewn 
noble  endurance  in  the  will  of  God  by 
offering  up  Isaac), he  obtained  the  promise 
(i.  e.  not  as  Bleek,  he  had  made  to  him  the 
promise  above  related :  this  would  nearly 
stultify  the  sentence,  which  proceeds  on 
the  faithfulness  of  God,  confirming  Ms 
promise  with  an  oath  by  Himself,  and  the 
faith  and  endurance  of  Abraham,  waiting 
for  that  promise  to  be  fulfilled :  but  as 
Liin.,  he  obtained,  got  fulfilled  to  him, 
the  promise,  the  thing  promised,  to  wit, 
the  birth  of  Isaac,  as  the  commencement 
of  the  fulfilment — as  much  of  it  as  he 
could  see.  And  thus  Abraham  became  a 
K\7}povd[jLO$  rS)v  faayyiEXtcov.  That  there 
is  here  no  inconsistency  with  ch.  xi.  39, 
see  shewn  there.  ImTUYx^w  is  always 
used  of  the  actual  getting  in  possession : 
6\Kd8os  avayopLevys  Hirsrvxav,  Thuc.  iii. 
3:  el  ayaBov  wvrjrov  e7riTvxo^f>  Xen. 
(Ec.  2.  3 :  tfnrov  ̂ irirvx^v  ayaOov,  ib. 
12.  20 :  al.  in  Bleek.  And  the  above  is 

the  explanation,  I  believe,  of  every  ex- 
positor ancient  and  modern,  except  Schulz 

and  Bleek.  Ebrard  indeed  varies  thus  far, 

as  to  understand  cTr^ru^ej/  of  Abraham's 
final  and  heavenly  enjoyment  of  the  ful- 

filment of  the  Messianic  promises :  but 
I  believe  the  aorist  will  be  generally  con- 

sidered to  preclude  this).  16—20,] 
Security  of  this  promise,  as  being  part  of 

God's  great  promise,  which  He  has  fulfilled 
in  Christ.  These  verses  are  transitional, 
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fcai *  *•  (see  note) 

rot? f 
TO  g  a^erdderov 

t        ,    _,  - 

Ao-ytav  avtorravTO  TroAAou  ^  y  sing.,  here  only.    Nah.  iii  9.    Pa.  cxriii.  96.  (plur.  Matt. 
xu.  42  i|  L.    Rom.  x.  18  only.)    Tre'pa?  airaaLV  ai/dpcoirot?  «rr  i  ToO  Stow  6  flavaTDS.  Dem.  p.  258.  10. 

Z  PluL  iv7  only-     Lev-  XSA-  23'    Wisd'  V1'  18  only-  see  ch-  "•  2'  3-  a  her«  bls-    Matt.  v.  33.  xiv.  7f 
9  H  Mk.  xx\i.  72     Luke  i  73.    Acts  u.  30.    James  v.  12  only.    Gen  xxvi.  3.  b  adv.,  Mark  MI. 
36.     1  Cor.  xv.  10.  ch.  -VU   15.  c  of  God,  James  i.  18  reff.  d  —  Acts  xvm  28  ±.    {Isa. 
xxxvii.  26.)  e  ch.  i.  2  reff.  f  so  ch.  xi  9,  39.  g  here  (bis)  only.    3  Mace.  r. 

1,  12.    Polyb.  ii.  32.  5,  Beotpovvre*;  afJiSTaderov  o$crav  vyv  en  if$o\r}v  ru>v  *Pa>fiaauj>,  and  al,  constr,, 
Xenoph  Fragm.  Ep.  i.  2,  TO  afj.eTa.K\acn6v  o~ov  TW? 

avnX.  bef  CLUTCH?  D1*3  [syrr]. 
17.  for  a>,  TO?  D1.  7repi<r<roTep«s  B,  primum  D-lat,  abundantius  vulg. 

bef  ̂ ov^ojjLevos  D  F-lat.  €7rr5ei|acr0ai  A  47.  115  Thl. 

and  lead  us  to  the  consideration  of  the 

Melchisedek-priesthood  of  our  Lord  in  the 
next  chapter.  16.  For  [indeed]  (see 
var.  readd.  This  p.cv  solitarium  or  ellip- 
ticum  is  common  with  ~ydp,  in  the  sense  of 
the  German  §tr>at  or  freiltd),  and  our  c  of 
a  truth/  'verily:'  so  Eurip.  Med.  698, 
^vyyyaxrr^,  fj.ev  yap  ̂ v  ere  Xv-rrt'icrdai, 
yvvcLL'.  Xen.  Mem.  iii.  10.  1,  elssXO&v 
fj.ev  yap  TTore  irpbs  ttapfida-Loy.  See  the 
elliptic  fteV  well  discussed  in  Hartung-,  Par- 
tikellehre  ii.  411  ff.)  men  (emphatic)  swear 
(Bleek  observes  that  it  is  a  mistake  to  call 
the  form  djj.vvovortv  Hellenistic  (oXAtJa- 
ffW}  ojj.vva.ffiv,  'Arri/ctos*  b\.\vov(riv3  bfj.vv- 
ovcriVj  'JLhXTjviK&s.  Moeris),  for  we  have 
it  in  Xen.  Mem.  iv.  4.  16  (Travraxov 

ojjLvtova-i  r^v  opKov  TOVTOV)  and  Demosth. 
p.  622.  22)  by  the  greater  (one)  (TOV  fxct- 
IQVOS  is  undoubtedly  masculine  :  it  could 
not  be  predicated  of  any  thing  neuter,  that 
it  was  greater  than  the  men  who  swear. 
And  by  the  expression  here,  generally 
taken,  must  be  meant  God  Himself :  that 
greater  One,  who  is  above  all  men.  And 
so  Primas.,  Grot.,  Bengel,  al.),  and  an  (the 
in  the  case  supposed :  the  art.  is  generic : 
cf.  Matt.  xiii.  3,  6  cnreipoov :  John  xii.  24, 
d  /co/c/co?)  oath  is  to  them  an  end  (see 
reff.  and  more  examples  in  Bleek)  of  all 
gainsaying  (E.  V.  with  very  many  others, 

tf  strife,"  which  is  a  legitimate  meaning 
of  avriXoyla  (cf.  Exod.  xviii.  16:  Deut. 
xix.  17  ;  xxi.  5:2  Kings  xv,  4:  Prov.  xviii. 
18  :  Xen.  Hell.  vi.  3.  20,  *lpjivr\v  r&v  #A- 
Xwv  ireiroitjfJL€Vtii)V,  irpbs  8e  ©lyftaiovs  ju.6- 
vovs  avriXoytas  oijcrys),  but  not  borne 
out  here  by  the  context,  seeing  that  there 
is  no  allusion  to  any  instance  in  which  God 
and  men  were  at  strife.  And  besides,  in 
the  only  places  where  avriXoyia  occurs  in 
the  N.  T.  (see  reff.)  it  has  the  meaning 

6 gainsaying :'  e.  g.  ch.  vii.  7,  xwP^5  '3r*~ 
crys  avriXoylas,  without  possibility  of  gain- 

saying. So  that  it  is  best  to  take  this 
meaning  here,  and  understand  that  an  oath 
puts  an  end  to  all  gainsaying  by  confirm- 

ing the  matter  one  way,  in  which  all  par- 

ties consent),  for  confirmation  (the  E.  Y. 
with  Beza,  Erasm.,  al.,  ungrammatically 
joins  these  words  with  6  #p/coy,  —  **  an  oath 
for  confirmation"  It  is  obvious  to  every 
one,  that  they  can  only  be  joined,  and  that 
closely,  with  Trepas.  The  only  reason  why 
in  the  translation  I  have  separated  them 
from  it,  is  for  fear  of  introducing,  in  Eng- 

lish, the  ambiguity,  '  for  confirmation  of  all 
gainsaying/  Calvin's  remark  on  this  verse 
is  pertinent  :  "  Prseterea  hie  locus  docet 
aliquem  inter  Christianos  jurisjurandi 
usum  esse  legitimum.  Quod  observandum 
est  contra  homines  fanaticos  qui  regulam 
sancte  jurandi,  quam  Deus  lege  sua  prse- 
scripsit,  libenter  abrogarent.  Nam  Aposto- 
lus  certe  hie  de  ratione  jurandi  tanquam  de 
re  pia  et  Deo  probata  disserit.  Porro  non 
dicit  olim  fuisse  in  usu,  sed  adhuc  vigere 

pronuntiat  w).  17,]  In  wMch  behalf 
(nearly  equivalent  to  *  wherefore/  This 
seems  the  best  rendering,  and  not,  with 
some,  to  take  Iv  <5,  as  agreeing  with  8pK<p 
ft  in  which"  or  "  by  which  oath  :"  cf. 
Thl.  (alt,),  Primas.,  al.  It  belongs,  not  ex- 

clusively to  4ue<r/T€u<rejfs  nor  to  fiovX^juLevos, 
but  to  the  whole  sentence,  as  Delitzsch) 

Crod,  willing  (**  £ovA<fyt6*/0s  .  .  .  QovXys, 
conjugata.  Summa  hie  exprimitur  benig- 
nitas,"  Bengel)  to  shew  more  abundantly 
("  quam  sine  juramento  factum  videretur," 
Beng.  The  word  can  hardly  mean  as  Thl., 

IK  wfpiovcrias,  —  Beza,  <c  amplius  etiam 
quam  necesse  esset/*  The  Commentators 
cite  a  very  apposite  passage  of  Philo,  de 
Abr.  §  46,  vol.  ii.  p.  39  :  Oebs  «^  ovpavtp, 

TTJS  vpbs  ai»Tbv  iciffretas  aydjj.fi/os  rbv 
-  * 

CTI  pdvQv  &$  av8p(£irqp  Beds,  aAAa  ical  &s 

(plXos  yv<0pifJL<p  SiaXeydfJievos.  <pTjcrl  yap" 
**  /car*  ii/jt,auTOv  £5/x.00*a,"  Trap*  ̂   ̂   X6yos 
8pKOs  €<rriv9  eveKa  rov  TJJV  Suivotav  a/cAt- 
F&isr  K.  Trayi&s  ert  /xaAAoi'  ̂   fcpdrepov 
€pr)p€?tr0ai)  to  the  neirs  of  tne  promise 
(from  ch.  xi.  9,  Isaac  and  Jacob  were 
(rvyKXTjpovdfJioi  TTJS  €ir<xyy*Xla$  TTJS  avr^y 
with  Abraham.  But  there  is  no  need 
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hLufce  vn  30. 
Acts  n.  23. 
Eph.  i  11 
Isa.xhi  10. 

i  here  only  t. 

avrov St,a ABCDK 

k  Trpay/MaTcov  g  a/jLeradercoVy  ev  ol?  l  a&vvarov  m  ̂ revcraadai  abed /\    /  >  \  r  it  r  it  fshkl 

17.  47 

efjiea-Lrevcre  wpbs  TOJ>  jSacriAe'a,  but  commonly  trans  ,  see  Bleek.     (-T7J?,  ch  \iu.  6  ) 16    xx  24     Luke  xiu  6     Phil.  i.  23  al.    Gen  xxxi,  33  k  so  ch  x   1    xi.  1. 
m  Horn  ix.  1  al.    Ps.  Ixxxvm  35.  n  sec  2  Cor  x   10  al.  o  =  (see  note)  Acts  xui.  15.    Rom,  xu. 

8.  ch.  xn  5    xni  22     1  Mace.  x.  24.  p  Acts  xiv  6  only.    Gen.  xix  20.    Zech  n  11 

j  gen.,  Matt  x\m. 
1  ver  4  reff. 

el  5e  arTTfpjUa,  Kal  KX.T]pov6iJ.oi)  the  Tlll- 
changeableness  (see  re£F.  Beware  of  sup- 

posing the  words  equivalent  to  TT/X  fiovXTjv 
avrov  TTIV  a^GTaderov.  It  was  not  **  His 
unchangeable  counsel"  that  He  would 
shew,  but  the  fact  that  His  counsel  was 
unchangeable)  of  His  counsel,  interposed 
(jx£crt.Tevw,  like  ftecriTTjs,  belongs  to  later 
Greek  :  and  in  its  usage  it  is  generally 
transitive.  Thus  Biod.  Sic.  xix.  71, 

Polyb.  ix.  34.  3,  peffirtvcraL  T^ 

fvvoi"Kca$,  and  other  examples  in  Bleek  : and  thus  some  have  rendered  it  here: 

ejjLeorirevcrev  '6pK<#  T^V  v^ar^ffLV,  (Ec.  : 
sciL,  TTJV  fiov\'fiv)  Bohme  :  Thdrt.  Eran. 
Dial.  i.  vol.  iii.  p.  34,  d  y&p  rots-  &\\oi$ 

evfav  ojuLvvvat,  rJ>  a^erdd  erov  TTjy 
aurov,  Kadd  <pr)ffL  Kal  d  a,v6ffro\.os9 

€V(r€v  opKcii.  But  it  is  also  found 
with  an  intransitive  sense,  as  in  ref,  ;  and 
thus  we  may  best  interpret  it  here  :  God 
came  in  as  a  middle  person  between  Him- 

self and  Abraham.  Men  swear  by  God, 
as  greater  than  themselves.  So  God  be- 

comes for  men,  when  swearing,  the  third 
and  higher  person  concerned,  the  Mediator 
between  them  :  cf.  Jos.  Antt.  iv.  6.  7, 

ravra  5e  6fj.vvot/T€S  cAeyoy  Kal  debv  fieo-t- 
*njv  &v  viricrxvovvTo  TTotov/jievoi.  And 
thus  when  He  Himself  swears,  having  no 
greater  to  swear  by,  He  swears  by  Himself, 
so  making  Himself  as  it  were  a  third  person 
between  the  parties  to  tbue  oath  :  so,  in  the 

intransitive  sense,  /-teem-evau'.  It  is  strange 
that  Bleek  quotes  the  E.  V.  as  having 

here  "interposed  himself  ly  an  oath" 
whereas  it  has  "  confirmed  it  by  an  oat7i" 
taking  the  transitive  sense.  We  may 
note,  that  this  word  IfjiecrtTe-ucrcv  has  led 
the  Greek  expositors,  Chrys.,  (Ec.,  Thl.,  to 
fancy  that  the  Son  was  the  person  swear- 

ing and  sworn  by.  Thus  (Ec.  :  KaAws  5c 
exet  7}  evvoia  rys  ep^sta.*,  Iva  ofrrws 
y  6  Qebs  rovrecmv  6  \6yos,  e7n&e?£ai 
&QvX6iL*vos  T^>  a.fjt^rdBeroy  reav  TC£  irarpl 

V,  e/A€(rfTei/(T6  T^J  irarpl  K,  Ttf 
y,  roureVri  pee  fays  Iv  r$ 

18.  for  5t«,  /iera  B*[-gr].  ins  roz/  bef  flee*/  AC[PW  17  Eus2  Cyi^  Bid2  Ch^ 
Thdrt1  Chronj :  om  BDKLN3  rei  Eus2Cyr-jer,  Photj  [Euthal-ms  Thdrt3  Bamasc  Thl]. 

to  confine  the  title  to  them :  as  (Ec.  opKcp  yiyovs'  Si*  avrov  yap  &$  \6yov 
(Chrys.),  ifA0e  5e  Kal  els  y^as.  yfj.s'is  yap  &p,vvst>  6  6eds)  with  an  oath  (dat.  of  the 
01  K\ripov6(ji.oi  T??S  €7ray7€Atas,  ol  /car1  instrument :  it  was  by  means  of  the  oath 

that  He  exercised  the  office  of  ̂ tecnV^s), 
18.]  that  by  means  of  two  (Svo  is 

here  undeclinable,  but  not,  as  Belitzsch 
states,  always  in  N.  T.  We  have  Svcrtv  in 
ch.  x.  28:  Matt.  vi.  24;  xxii.  40:  Acts 
xii,  6  al.)  unchangeable  things  (iroiou  Kal 
TTQIOV  ;  TOV  T€  cnre/Ty  Kal  yTrocr^ecrSat,  rov 

re  opKov  irpoade-LVQU.  Ty  vTroo'^ecrfi.  Chrys., 
Thl. :  5uo  Trpdyfjiara  rbv  \6yoy  Kal  r^v 
ftpKOv  ttprjKe*  Kal  fj.6vcp  yap  \6y<p  XP^" 

5e  fJLa\\ov  $pKOv  ffwdirrow  Ttp 
Thdrt.  Similarly  (Ec.,  SchoL 

Matth.,  Primas.,  Erasm.,  Calov.,  Beza, 
Schlichtiug,  and  almost  all  recent  exposi- 

tors. Primasius  mentions  an  idea  that 
one  is  the  promise  accompanied  by  the 
oath,  the  other  the  completion  of  the  pro- 

mise. Stuart  thinks  that  the  two  oaths 
are  meant,  that  to  Abraham,  and  that  to 
Christ  by  which  He  is  constituted  a  priest 
after  the  order  of  Melchisedek,  and  refers 
to  Storr  as  agreeing  in  substance  with  him. 
But  this  cannot  be  the  meaning.  For  the 

Writer  is  not  recounting  God's  promises 
made  by  oath,  on  which  our  Christian  hope 
is  founded  :  for  thus  he  might  say  not  two 

but  many  (e.g.  "  The  Lord  hath  sworn  unto 
Bavid  and  will  not  repent :  Of  the  fruit 

of  thy  body  will  I  set  upon  thy  seat ") :  but 
he  is  impressing  on  us  the  strength  of  that 
method  of  assurance  which  God  has  been 
pleased  to  give  us,  in  that  He  has  not  only 
promised  (in  both  cases  in  question)  but 
also  confirmed  it  by  an  oath),  in  which 

("  quse  quurn.  adsint,"  as  Bohme  in  Bl. : 
bet  benetK  much  as  eV  $  above  [as  the 
material  of  the  lie,  if  it  were  possible])  it  is 

impossible  for  God  ever  (this'force  is  given 
by  the  aor.  which  distributes  the  proposi- 

tion into  separate  incidents)  to  lie  (in 
each  and  either  o£  them,  it  is  out  of  all 

question  that  falsehood  should  be  sus- 
pected in  Him.  The  stress  is  on  TJ/EIJ- 

crcurOai,  not  on  6e6v)  we  may  have  strong 
encouragement  (see  below),  who  have  fled 
for  refuge  to  lay  hold  on  the  hope  set 

"before  us  (so  (except  "consolation,"  for 
'encouragement')  E.  V.  and  in  my  opi- 
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/cparfjcrai, 
7% 

u  acr<pa\fj  re  teal  uv 

ay/cvpav 
fca  . 

only     Num.  iv.  7.  see  exx.  in  BL  &  Wetst.  s  =  Gal.  v  5.    Col  L  5.    Tit.  n  13.         '    "      t  Acts xxviu  29,  30,  40  only  t.  u  Wisd.  vii.  23.    Cebet,  Tab.  9.  31  al.  in  Bl.  v  ch.  n.  2  reff. 

19. D. 

nion  rightly.  The  construction,  and  with 
it  the  meaning  of  irapaKXtjorts,  is  much 
controverted.  The  above  view  is  that  of 
Primas.,  Erasm.,  Beza,  Schlicht.,  Grot., 

"Wolf,  Schulz,  Bohme,  Kninoel,  De  Wette, Ebrard,  Bisping,  Tholuck,  Delitzsch,  and 
many  others.  On  the  other  hand  (Ec.  (ol '  -  * 

^  pay  7rapdK\7j<riv ets  r 

t   Thl.  (napd- 

K.      irpo- 

TrpoTpOTri]v  ;  els  rb  KparTJcrai  «.r.A.), 
(Chrys.  gives  no  exposition),  Cainerarius, 
Camero,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Heinrichs,  Bleek, 
Lunein.,  Conybeare,  Stuart,  al.  make 

icpaTTJcrai  dependent  on  irapaicXtjo-iv, 
which  they  render  "exhortation,"  "en- 

couragement" This  necessitates  making 
KaTcujwYovTes  absolute,  "  we  who  have 
fled  for  refuge:39  but  from  what,  or  to 
what?  There  is  nothing  in  the  context 
here,  which  could  lead  to  this  absolute  use 
of  such  an  expression.  But  if  it  be  joined 
with  eis  rb  tcparriarat,  the  idea  of  flying  to 
an  asylum  is  at  once  given,  and  the  figure 
easily  and  naturally  introduced.  Besides 

which,  had  TrapaKX^cris^  meaning  *  ex- 
hortation 9  or  e  encouragement/  been  fol- 

lowed by  a  verb,  *  to  holdfast,'  this  could 
hardly  have  been  expressed  by  an  aorist  : 
being  aa  abiding  condition,  it  mustbepre- 
sent.  Whereas  now,  we  have  fled  to  re- 

fuge in  order  to  lay  hold  of  —  the  whole 
Christian  state  in  one  act,  which  justifies 
the  aorist.  As  regards  the  separate  words, 

nrapa,KXTf]<ri.s  need  not  mean  (t  consolation  •" 
but  may  here  also  be  taken  in  the  same 
sense  as  in  the  other  two  passages  of  our 

Epistle  (reff.),  viz.  *  encouragement  *  or 
*  exhortation/  without  an  infinitive  fol- 

lowing. Of  these,  the  former  is  that  which 
best  bears  absolute  use  in.  English,  and  I 
have  therefore  adopted  it.  KaTtt^cv-yw 
(see  reff.  and  Jer.  xxvii.  (L)  5  :  Ps.  cxliL  9) 
is  generally  used  in  the  sense  of  flying  for 
refuge  :  so  Herod.  iL  113,  of  Paris,  when 
shipwrecked  in  Egypt,  and  a  suppliant  in 
the  temple  of  Hercules  :  vi.  75,  of  the 
Argives  who  had  fled  for  sanctuary  to  the 
temple  of  Argos.  See  especially  RaphePs 
note  here.  For  Kpareiv,  see  on  ref  .  :  where 

observe  the  present,  giving  the  sense  'hold 
fast/  TTJS  irpOK€tfJi€VTr|S  IXiriSos  is 
not  an   easy  expression.     The  verb  irpo- 
«e?cr0cu  is  often  used  of  a  prize  proposed 

:  txt  BD2KLK  rel. 

for  a  contest, — irpo  giving  the  sense  of 
coram,  as  in  *  propono  :*  so  Herod,  ix.  101, 
&s  cr<pL  KOI  al  JSTJOTOL  ical  6  'EAA^crTrovToir 
£e0Aa  TrpoeKciTo,  and  in  numerous  exam- 

ples in  BL  from  Xen.,  Polyb.,  -Elian,  Jos., 
Philo.  So  in  ch.  xii.  2,  rrjs  irpoKEip,€V7]s 
avrtp  xaP&s*  Hence  it  seems  most  natu- 

ral to  take  €\.Trls  here  objectively,  or  very 
nearly  so ;—  hope,  as  embodying  the  thing 
hoped  for.  And  especially  is  this  so, 
when  we  compare  Col.  i.  5,  T^V  eXirlSa 
rfyv  aTro/cet/xevTjK  v^uv  ft?  TOLS  ovpavol^, 
and  Titus  ii.  13,  irposSexd^vot  T\V  /iaica- 
piav  eX-rrida.  Those  who  take  icpar^trat 
for  "  to  holdfast,39  are  obliged  here  to  re- 

gard TTJS  TrpoKeijuej/Tjs  eAir£5os  as  equivalent 
to  ry$  ̂ATTiSosr  r&v  irpoK€iiJ.€vuv :  so  Bleek: 
which  is  very  forced :  or,  as  Liinem.,  to 
regard  e\irls  itself  as  a  subjective  quality 
made  objective,  which,  as  a  privilege  or  a 
possession,  is  ready  for  and  proposed  to  us 
in  the  Christian  covenant.  Calvin  gives 
a  curious  explanation  :  "  In  vocabulo  spei 
est  metonymia :  effectus  enim  pro  causa 
accipitur :  nam  ego  promissionem  intelligo 

cui  spes  nostra  innititur  ")  :  19.]  which 
(viz.  the  hope  ;  in  its  subjective  resting  on 
objective  grounds  now  to  be  set  forth  :  not 
the  7ra/>a/cA7]<m,  as  Grot.,  Seb.  Schmidt, 

al.)  we  have  (not,  "we  hold  fast,"  as 
Bretschn.,  Wahl,  aL,  =  Kar€x°fJL€y '  this  is 
forbidden  by  the  unemphatic  position  of 
the  word,  as  well  as  by  the  context)  as  an 
anchor  of  our  soul  (the  similitude  is  a  very 
common  one  in  Greek  and  Boman  writers ; 
and  on  coins  and  medals,  where  hope  is 
represented  by  an  anchor.  See  Wetst.  A 
saying  is  attributed  to  Socrates,  o#re  vavv 
4]~  evbs  ayKVpiov  ovre  &tov  £K  /uas  eXirtSos 
dp/Ato-T€ov :  see  Kypke.  Suieer  gives  some 
interesting  remarks  from  the  Fathers  on 
the  similitude)  safe  and  firm,  (the  adjectives 
belong  to  ayewpo-Vj  not  to  <iAir(5a.  oi>x 

T€  K.  fiefialav.  %<TTI  yap  ayicvpa  fj,3j 

<puXdrrovara  TO  ffKafyos  cta-aAeurov,  if)  orav 
araQpOv  fy  ftrav  4Xa<ppoT€pa.  Thl.)  and 
entering  into  the  part  within  the  veil 
(first,  to  what  is  elscpxoiJucvqv  to  be  re- 

ferred ?  to  aytcvpav,  or  to  (V)  eATrfSa  ? 
The  former  is  the  more  obvious  construc- 

tion: and  has  been  accepted  by  Beza, 

Estius  ("  Sicut  ancora  navalis  non  in  aquis 
hseret,  sed  terrain  intrat  sub  aquis  laten- 
tem,  eique  infigitur:  ita  ancora  animso 
spes  nostra  non  satis  habat  in  vestibulum 
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xxvi.  33. 
ych.  ix  3   x 

is.  57     Jo 
bch.v.  6reff. 

e     TO wx  ecr&repov  rov 

uTreo  ̂ /AWI^  efcrfkOev  ' 20.    Matt 

hn  -viu  »l. 
51  1|  only.    =  Exod.  xxn.  31—  35.    Lev.  xxi  23  al 

20.  aft  MJO-. 

. 
22  al.    Ruthi.  16. 

D1. 

oou  ABCDK 

/caret  r^v  b  rd^tv  abed 
fgllkl z  =  Matt.  -nai.  19     Luke     mno .  .  .       . 

a  here  only.    Num.  xm.  21.    Isa.  xxvm.  4.    Wisd.  su.  8  only.      17   47 

pervenisse,  id  est  noil  est  contenta  bonis 

terrenia  et  visi"bilibus  :  sed  penetrat  usque ad  ea,  qu£e  sunt  intra  velum,  videlicet  in 
Ipsa  sancta  sanctorum  :  id  est,  Deum 
ipsum  et  ceelestia  bona  apprehendit,  atque 

in  iis  figitur"),  Schlichting,  Limborch, 
Pe  Wette,  Ebrard,  Liinem.,  Delitzsch,  al. 
This  is  said  by  Bleek  to  be  too  artificial, 
and  be,  with  Abresch,  Storr,  Bohrne, 

Kninoel,  a!M  takes  "hope  as  that  which enters  within  the  veil,  simply,  the  figure 

"being  dropped.  He  refers  for  this  to the  Greek  expositors  also:  but  Chrys. 

says,  ayKvpav  5e  ov%  airbus  elirev,  dAA* 
ao*$aA77  re  teal  {Befiaiav  'iva,  SyXcacrr]  rb 
dfyevfies  rfav  airy  eTrepeiSojUe^ojv  els  ffta- 

rov  /caraTrer.  ri  lorrt  rovro  ;  dvrl  rov 
$uKVQvp.evr]v  els  rbv  ovpavov  :  by  which 
be  clearly  seems  to  refer  it  to  the  anchor. 
Thl.  says  beautifully  on  the  other  side, 

avri)  yap  (f]  eXiris)  €i$€\6ovffa  evlSov  rov 
rev  y^as  ¥I§T\  elvai.  Ijf  rots 

K&J'     €TL      /CttTW    &[J.€Vt     K&V 

*  roffavryy  ex.€t  rfy 
robs  eiriyeiovs  ovpavlovs 

woiGtv.  And  similarly  (Ec.  But  I  must 
say  that  I  prefer  the  other,  being  as  it  seems 
to  me  the  simpler  view.  "  Two  figures  are 
here  not  so  much  mixed,  as  wonderfully 
combined.  The  Writer  might  have  com- 

pared the  world  to  a  sea,  the  soul  to  a  ship, 
the  future  yet  hidden  glory  to  the  con- 

cealed bottom  of  the  deep,  the  far  off  terra 
firina,  stretching  away  under  the  water  and 
covered  by  it.  Or,  he  might  have  com- 

pared the  present  earthly  life  with  the 
forecourt,  and  the  future  blessedness  with 
the  heavenly  sanctuary  which  is  concealed 
from  us  by  a  veil.  But  he  has  combined 
both  these.  The  Soul  clings,  as  one  in 
fear  of  shipwreck,  to  an  anchor,  and  sees 
not  whither  the  cable  of  the  anchor  runs,  — 
where  it  is  fastened  :  but  she  knows  that 
it  is  fastened  behind  the  veil  which  hides 
the  future  glory,  and  that  she,  if  she  only 
holds  on  to  the  anchor,  shall  in  her  time  be 
drawn  in  where  it  is,  into  the  holiest  place, 

by  the  hand  of  the  Deliverer."  Ebrard. 
This  is  very  beautiful,  and  in  the  main, 
simple  and  natural  :  only  going  off  into 
fancy  at  the  end,  which  is  not  required  for 
the  interpretation.  The  word  KOTO,- 
weraurpaL  is,  as  far  as  Blcek  knows,  Alex- 
andrine  :  the  classical  form  being  irapa- 

See  reff.  It  was  the  name  for 

the  second  veil  or  curtain  (ch.  ix.  3),  which 
shut  in  the  holy  of  holies;  the  first  or 
outer  one  being  called  /cc^Ai/^jua,  Philo,  Vita 
Mos.  iii.  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  150,  eV  5e  r$  neOopitp 
r&v  rerr&pav  K.  TreVre  KL&VWV>  #7rep  ecrrl 

't,  rb  fj.lv  %v$ov  §v  /caAerrcu  /cara- 
T^>  S*  e/cr&s  Trposayopsverai, 

Kd\ufjLfj.a.  See  further  on  ch.  ix.  3.  For 
the  whole  expression,  see  reff.),  20.] 
where  (oiro-u  is  found  in  places  where  &rot 
ought  rightly  to  stand,  as  in  our  own 

common  phrase,  *  Where  are  you  going  ?  * 
It  is  in  fact  a  constructio  prasgnans,  become 
a  familiar  idiom.  So  Xen.  Ages.  vi.  6, 

&SriX.os  yiyvfyevos,  "owovrs  efy  Kal  tiirov  Vox. 
See  also  reff.)  as  forerunner  (not  "the 
forerunner  3}  as  E.  V.  :  the  omission  of  the 
art.  necessarily  places  -rrp68poy,os  in  the 
situation  of  predicate)  oa  our  behalf  (it  is 
disputed  whether  uir^p  -qfxcav  is  to  be  joined 
with  irp63pofjios  or  with  elsTJhdev.  (Ec. 
and  Thl.  adopt  the  former  :  Thl.  explaining 

very  fully  :  OVK  ijpKea-Qrj  5e  GITT&V  irpo- 
Spofxos,  clAAoi  TTpose6r)Ke  Kal  rb  vrr^p  -qjxwv, 
eis  TrAetcw  7rtcTT£u<7zy,  &$avel  rovro  Keyav' 
OVK  avrbs  e'SeTro  rov  l/ceare  ̂ Xdelif  1rro>s 

ydp}  debs  &v  ;  oAA*  &sirep  o~dpKa  5i*  y  pas 

repov  rov  ovpcafQv,  faa   TJ/JUV   dvoij-7) 

avroL  TI  rb  virlp  rificey  avrl  rov  'iva 
%vrvy%&vr}  vvcp  fjju.S)!'  r<y  irarpi,  cbs  Kal 
6  dpxtepevs  et$77€t  els  rb  ayiov  aira£  rov 
eviavroVf  €J-L\ao"K6[A€VOs  virep  rov  Aaoy. 
And  so  Thdrt.,  referring  to  John  xiv.  1  ff. 
And  similarly  many  moderns  also.  But 
Bleek,  De  Wette,  Liinem.,  Delitzsch,  al. 
prefer  joining  farep  r\^<av  with  the  verb,  as 
more  simple.  One  objection  to  this  they 
do  not  seem  to  have  seen:  the  emphatic 
position  which  it  gives  to  virep  ̂ /AWV,  a 
position  certainly  uncalled  for  here.  Be- 

sides which,  the  predicate  vp6$pofj.os  stand- 
ing" alone  is  bald  and  unexpected,  whereas 

7rp6^pofjios  virep  TI^V  fully  justifies  itself. 
And  the  subsequent  words,  Kara  rtyv  rd^iv 
M.  dp%J6peb$  yev.  els  r.  al.,  are  no  con- 

firmation of  the  other  view,  as  Del.  main- 

tains. The  Lord's  entrance  is  sacerdotal, 
whether  He  is  forerunner  for  us,  or  has 
entered  for  us.  w€p  is  not  pleonastic,  as 
(Ec.  :  but  He  is  forerunner  on  our  behalf, 
as  representing,  and  introducing,  us,  who 
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<yei/a/c6€z/o9     €£9     TOV    i <yap 

are  to  come  after.  irpoSpojxos  is  a  good 
classical  word,  signifying  ordinarily  the 
scouts  who  were  sent  before  an  array, 
Herod,  i.  60;  iv.  121-2;  and  see  many 
examples  in  Bleek:  but  also  any  others 
sent  before,  reff.  ;  and  Herod,  ix.  14,  $\6e 
ayyeXirj  7rp6$pofjfos.  It  is  a  figure  analo- 

gous, in  its  propriety,  to  a-rrapxfy  T£>V 
K€KOifJ,rn^va>v9  irparSroKos  UK  rcav  veKp&v, 
in  theirs.  And  it  is  one  full  of  comfort  to 

us  :  as  Thl«,  6  yap  irp6Spop.os,  rtvStv  corny 
a,K,Q\ov6ouvr(at/  IT  p  6$  polos'  Kal  ouSe  iravv 
-TTOA.I;  rb  Hf&ov  rov  irpo^p6jnov  Kal  rcav 

€iroju.€vcav,  &sir€p  ov&e  "Icadvvov  Kal  xp/cr- 

VII. TOV 

entered  Jesus,  having  hecome  (see  on  ch. 
ii.  17)  a  High  Priest  for  ever  after  the 
order  of  Melchisedek  (the  stress  is  on  the 

words  /caret  rfyv  Ta£iv  MeA%to"e5eK:,  which 
on  that  account  are  taken  out  of  their 
order  (see  ch.  v.  10)  and  put  first.  And 
this  is  so,  because  it  is  this  particular  point 
to  which  the  Writer  wishes  to  return  in 
what  follows.  He  assumes  for  the  present 
apx-  7€V'  €*s  rbv  al&va  as  conceded,  and 
takes  up  the  mysterious  point  which  he  left 
at  ch.  v.  10,  for  elucidation.  And  thus 
ends  the  digression  which  began  there). 

CHAP.  VII.  1  —  X.  18.]  THE  HIGH 
PRIESTHOOD  OF  CHRIST  APTEB  THE 
OBDEB  O:F  MELCHISEDEK,  SET  POBTH  IN 
ITS  DISTINCTION"  PBOM  THE  I/EVITICAI* 
PBIESTHOOD  :  —  THE  NEW  COVENANT 

BBOTTG-HT  IN  BY  CHBIST,  IN  ITS  DIS- 
TINCTION FBOM  THE  OLD  :  —  AND  THE 

PTJLL  PBOPITIATION  WBOTJGHT  BY  HlM, 

IN  DISTINCTION  PBOM  THE  PBOPITIATOBY 

SACBIEICES  EOBMEBLY  OPFEBED.  And 

herein,  VII.  1  —  10.]  The  priesthood, 

of  Melchisedek:  its  nature,  as  eternal 
(1  —  3)  ;  as  superior  to  the  Lewtical  (4  — 
10).  1  —  3.]  This  forms  grammatically 
but  one  sentence,  /*«/€!  being  the  only  verb, 
and  the  adjectives  airdrap  &c.  being  only 
epithets,  not  predicates.  This  has  been 
mistaken  by  Erasmus,  Luther,  Calvin, 
Beza,  al.,  who  supply  ICTT*  to  J3acri\€b$ 
Sa^ju  and  the  following  clauses.  The 
epithetal  clauses  themselves  however  have 
some  distinction  from  one  another.  As  far 

as  'Afipadp,  they  are  merely  axiomatic,  or 
historical,  referring  to  matters  of  fact  :  after 
that  they  are  predicatory,  introduced  and 
taken  for  granted  by  the  Writer.  Tor 
this  Melchisedek,  King-  of  Salem  (D^  ̂ So, 
Gen.  xiv.  18.  It  is  doubtful  whether  this 
Salem  is  a  short  form  of  Jerusalem,  or 
some  other  place.  Epiphan.  Hser.  Iv.  2, 
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vol.  i.  p.  469,  says,  irepl  ̂ ?  &\\os  a\\&$ 
e^eS&Ke  Kal  a\Xo$  &AAo?5*  ol  /j,ey  y&p  Ae- 

&\^f\v  rtva  2a- ztVCLl  €f  Tft?  7T€5t&>  ̂ itClLLC&J/   KOff  OLVTIK.OVS 

rtjs  vui/l  NeaTrjAea)?  KOAou/xi^Tjs.  Jose- 
phus, Antt.  5.  10.  2,  understands  it  of 

Jerusalem:  6  r^y  2J^Av/m  WAewsr  jSaorz- 
Ae^s  M.  ....  T^jf  p.4vTOL  ZStJAu^ua  vcfTfpov 

€Ka\€(rav  *Ie/?ocrJAu/x.ot.  So  also  the  Tar- 
gumists  and  most  of  the  Fathers,  from 
Theophilus  ad  Autolicum  ii.  31,  p,  372, 
and  Greek  expositors  (e.  g.  CEc., 
J?e  YP^  ̂ Ti  Kal 

j3a(TtAet5s,    tfris    gffrlv   'icpavaaX'fifjL)  :    and most  modern  Commentators  :  among  them 
being  Grot.,  Drusius,  Michaelis,  Kuinoel, 
Gesenius,  Hitzig  on  Isa.  i.  1,  Von  Kaumer, 
Winer  (Realw.),  Liinemann,  Delitzsch,  al. 
But  many  others,  as  Primasius,  Jac.  Cap- 
pelL,   Whitby,  Cellarius,  Eeland,  Rosen- 
muller,  Bleek,  Ewald,  al.,   contend  that 
Jerusalem  cannot  be  meant,  because  Jebus, 
and  not  Salem,  was  its   old  name,   and 
Salem  for  Jerusalem  occurs  only  in    Ps. 
Ixxvi.  2,  a  song  of  late  date  (entitled  in 
the  LXX,  who  however  render  the  word 

by  tip'?]??},   $5^?  irpbs  rbv  'Acrcrv/uoj'),  and 
there  as  a  poetical  form,  for  the  rhythm's 
sake.     A  prose  writer  of  the  primitive  date 
of  Genesis  would  nofc  be  likely  to  use  such 
a  form.     They  therefore  suppose  that  this 
Salem  was  that  mentioned  John  iii.  23  as 

near  to  JEnon,  where  John  baptized :  pro- 
bably also  in  Gen.  xxxiii.  18,  where  LXX, 

vulg.,  and  E.  V.  all  recognize  D^tD  as  the 
name  of  a  place,  though  the  Targumists, 
Josephus,  al.  regard  it  as  an  adjective. 
The  same  place  seems  to  be  mentioned  in 
Judith  iv.  4,  rbv  auAwva  SaA^ju.      And 
for  this  view,  there  is  very  ancient  and 
weighty  authority.     Jerome,  Ep.  73  (126), 
ad  Evagr.,  vol.  i.  p.  445,  says  that   he 
had  learned  "  ex  eruditissimis  gentis  illhis,, 
Salem,  non,  ut  Josephus  et  nostri  omnes 
arbitrantur,  esse  Hierusalem  nomen  .  .  . 
sed    oppidum    juxta    Scytbopolim,    quod 

usque  hodie  appellatur  Salem."     And  he 
goes  on  to  say,  **  et  ostenditur  ibi  palatium 
Melchisedec    ex    magnitudine     ruinarum 

veteris  operis   ostendens  nmgnitudinem." And  Bleek,  from  whom  this  notice  is  mainly 
taken,  argues  with  some  probability  that 
the  Writer  of  our  Epistle  can  hardly  have 
thought  of  Jerusalem  as  indicated  by  Sa- 

lem, or  he  would  have  pressed,  not  merely 
the  etymology  of  the  name,  but  all  those 
sacerdotal  associations  which  belonged  to 
the  holy    city.      Similarly   Pbilo,   Legg. 
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d  Mark  v.  7  !].      ' Acts  xvi.  17 
only    1  c  Ps, 

Ixxvu.  35,         ' 56.    see  Acts    , 
vn.48.    Job 
xxxi.  28  al 

'Afipaafi,  VTrocrrpe-  ABCDK TOV    d  VTJTL(TTOV,  O?    e 

ITTO  T??9  f  fcoirris  Ttov  /3ao"L\,60)V  fcal  s  ei)Xo<yr]cra5  avrov,  abed 
\    -h   ̂           /  »>  /  s     5       r  'A/")  /  *  fghkl 

A:at  n  beKarriv  airo  Trawrcdv  l  epepiaev  AppaajA,  Trpairov   m  n  o 
67ret,ra  Se 

10.    Acts  x. 
25.  xx  22  only. 

xv.  7  only. 
20     Gen.  XXMH  22  al. 
(39^.r.)43.  ix.  7  only. 

Num.  xxui  16. 
g 

lm 
GEV.  nv.  17     Dent,  xxvm.  25     Josh.  x.  20.    Judith 

.  GEN.  xn    19  h  •vv.  4,  8,  9  only.    GEN.  xiv. i  —  1  Cor.  vn.  17     2  Cor.  x   13.    Pro*    six  14.    Sir.  xlv  20  k  John  i. 
Ezra  iv.7  only.  1  see  Zech.  ix.  9.    Jer.  xxm  5.  m  Rom  xiv.  17. 

17.  47 

.  f  here  only 
Luke  ii.  34.  vv.  6,  7   ch  xi  20,  21 

CHAP.  VII.  1.  elz  om  2nd  rov  :  ins  A  B(Tischdf  expr)  CDKL[P]N  rel  Clen^  Eus, 
[ed  Gaisfd].         rec  (for  os)  o,  with  C1L[P]  rel  [Euthal-rns]  :  txt  ABC3DKX  17. 
at  end  ins  KAL  (afipaafj)  €v\oy?i6eLs  vir  aurov  D1  o.  (o  has  a/3p.  below:  D1  omits  it  there.) 

S.  for  |,  o  I)1.  ejuep-  kef  CCTO  TT.  K  [47  Chr^and  msj  Thdrt(not  h.  1.)].  om 
euro  D1  latt.  -Traz'ros  B.  oin  8e  /cai  l)-lat  :  om  5e  c  d  [Thdrt]  :  om  KO.L  K 
vulg-niss  F-lat  [copt  arm], 

Alleg.  iii.  25,  vol.  i.  p.  102 
TTJS  elp4\vrist  iSaX'^/x.,  rovro  yp  eprivev- 
crat),  though  elsewhere  (De  Somn.  ii.  38, 
p.  691)  he  urges  the  sanctity  of  Jeru- 

salem, and  its  etymological  significance 
as  8pa<ri$  elf>T}vf)s.  And  this  latter  view 
seems  to  me  the  more  prohahle.  As  to 
the  further  question,  whether  SaX^  is 
here,  or  by  Philo,  meant  as  ike  name  of  a 
place  at  all,  see  on  ver.  2),  priest  of  God 
the  most  high  (so  Genesis  1.  c.,  j^bs?  ̂   |rp. 
The  appellation,  here  and  in  the  O.  T.,  be- 

longs to  the  true  and  only  God  :  cf.  Gen. 
xiv.  19,  22,  where  in  this  same  history  both 
Melchisedek  and  Abraham  speak  of  "  the 
most  high  God,  possessor  of  heaven  and 

earth/'  Philo,  in  explaining  this  same 
office,  Legg.  Alleg.  iii.  §  26,  p.  103,  says, 
0eou  yap  v^ficTTov  ecrrlv  tepeus1,  owx  ̂ Tt  €CTT£ 
TIS  &AAos  ov%  U\I/ICTTOS'  6  yap  de6s,  els  £v, 
"  ev  T(p  ovpavcp  &va)  ecrrl  Kal  eVi  yr^s  /carcu, 
Kal  OVK  ecrnv  eri  irKty  aurov"  a\\a  T$ 
fi^}  raireiv&s  K. 
Sc  /c.  VTT€pav\u$  K.  vtyy^Sts  vosiv  irepl 
6eov,  €fji(pa<riv  rov  fyiarrov  K/j/e?.  Prom 
the  above  passages  it  will  appear,  that  the 
fact  of  the  Phcenicians  in  their  polytheism 
having  had  one  god  called  fvS:?,  Elion,  or 
S^Ltrrof,  see  Bl.,  De  Wette  :  Philo  Byblius 
in  Euseb.  Praepar.  Ev.  i.  10,  p.  36,  can- 

not be  any  further  apposite  here,  than 
in  so  far  as  that  one  may  have  been 
the  true  God,  whose  worship  still  lin- 

gered up  and  down  in  heathen  countries. 
The  union  of  the  kingly  and  priestly 
offices  in  one  belonged  to  the  simplicity 
of  patriarchal  times,  and  is  found  in  Abra- 

ham Mmself,  who  offers  sacrifice:  cf. 
Gen.  xv.  and  xxiL  Bleek  cites  Serv.  ad 

^3n.  iii.  80,  "  Sane  majorum  haec  erat  con- 
suetudo,  ut  rex  etiam  esset  sacerdos  vel 

pontifex  :"  and  Arist.  Pol.  iii.  14,  says  of  the 
heroic  age,  ffTparyybs  tfv  K.  SiKacrr})?  o 
pacri\ev$  K.  rwv  irphs  robs  Qsovs  Kupios* 
Remember  the  prophetic  announcement 
Zech.  vL  13,  so  familiar  to  every  Christian. 
Our  beloved  Saviour,  as  the  ira 

Xovros  ai&vos,  restores  again  that  first 
blessed  family  relation,  which  sin  had  dis- 

turbed), who  met  (d  crvvavr.  would  be  by 
far  the  simpler  construction,  and  in  8s 
crw.  we  must  assume  an  anacoluthon.  It 
is  curious  to  find,  even  in  De  Wette,  such  a 
remark  as  this  :  "6s,  Lachm.  after  ADE  2 
minuscc.,  requires  no  notice,  as  it  mars  the 

construction")  Abraham  (it  was,  as  the 
narrative  in  Gen.  literally  stands,  the  king 
of  Sodom,  who  effiXBev  els  ffvpdvrrjcrtv  to 
Abraham  :  but  Melchisedek  is  mentioned  in 
the  same  sentence  as  having  brought  forth 
bread  and  wine,  and  must  be  included  in 
the  category  of  those  who  came  out  to  meet 
him  also)  returning  from  the  defeat  of 
the  kings  (all  this  from  the  LXX,  which 
only  differs  in  having,  KOTTTJS  rov  Xo5oA- 

Xoyofibp  /cal  r&v  £a<r.  r<av  jaer*  auroD. KOTTTJ  in  this  sense  is  Hellenistic,  as  also  is 
K^Trreiv  used  of  'defeating/  'cutting 
up  '  in  war.  See  Palm  and  Bost's  Lex.) 
and  blessed  Mm  (Gen.  ver.  19  :  see  the 
argument  below,  vv.  6,  7),  to  whom  also 
Abraham  apportioned  a  tenth  of  all 

(Gen.  :  Kal  cScoKev  a.vrq  "Appa/j.  (om.  "'AjSp. 
A)  SeKaryv  cbrb  ir&vrwv  :  "  of  all"  viz. the  booty  which  he  had  taken  from  the 
kings  :  so  Jos.  Antt.  i.  10.  2,  rfyv  fteKar^;/ 
T7?s  \ftas  :  and  ver.  4  below.  In  the  nar- 

rative, the  whole  has  the  solemnity  of  a 
formal  act;  of  sacerdotal  blessing  on  the 
part  of  Melchisedek,  and  recognition  of 
him  as  High  Priest  of  God  on  the  part  of 
Abraham.  And  so  the  Jews  :  the  Tar- 
gum  of  Pseudo-Jonathan,  as  cited  in 
Bleek,  and  Philo,  de  Abr.  §  40,  vol.  ii. 
p.  34,  o  fjieyas  apxteptbs  rov  peylcrrov 
6eov  .  .  .  ra  GirivtKLa  s6ve.  The  custom  of 
setting  apart  the  tenth  to  divine  uses, 
was  heathen  as  well  as  Jewish  :  see  nume- 

rous examples  in  Wetstein.  So  far 
(see  the  summary  above)  is  purely  his- 

torical :  now  follow  the  inductions  from 
the  history  :  as  Chrys.,  Oels  r^y 

Kal  Trpurov  JJ.GV  airb  TOV 



2,  3. HPOS   EBPAIOTS. 
127 

o  € 

arrrcop 

o  here  onlyt, 
see  note. 

first  indeed  being  interpreted  (i.  e.  as 

E.  V., "  being  by  interpretation :"  his  name 
bearing  this  meaning  when  translated  into 
Greek)  king  of  righteousness 
So  also  Josephus,  Antt.  i.  10.  2, 
fiefcrjs,  (Tr)(jiaii'Gt  Se  TOVTO  /JacnAev? 
And  again,  B.  J.  vi.  10,  6  Se  irp&ros 

Kricras  ((Iepo<r6\viu,a)  3\v  ~yLa.va.va.iwv  Sv- 
vdcrTTi^,  6  T7J  Trarpiu)  y\&(ro"r)  K\7j6els  ftacri- 
A€t>s  5t/ccuos*  %v  yap  5^  TOIOUTOS.  And 
Philo,  Leg.  Alleg.  iii.  25,  vol.  i.  p.  103. 
Bleek  remarks,  that  jBacrt\.  SiiccuocnSviqs 
not  only  comes  nearer  to  the  Semitic  form, 
but  is  no  doubt  purposely  chosen,  inasmuch 
as  Melchisedek  is  a  prophetic  symbol  of 
Him  who  is  not  only  righteous,  but  the 
fount  and  ground  of  all  righteousness 
before  God.  Zech.  ix.  9  :  Isa.  ix.  7  :  Jer. 
xxiii.  5,  6  :  Dan.  ix.  24  :  Mai.  iv.  2  :  1  Cor, 

i.  30),  and  next  also  (*  being,'  not  *  being 
interpreted*  must  be  supplied.  This  is 
plain  from  the  position  of  €pjjL7iv€v6u€vo$ 
after  irp&rov,  and  from  jBacr.  SaA^u  repre- 

senting a  matter  of  fact,  and  the  inter- 
pretation following)  Zing  of  Salem,  which 

is,  King  of  peace  (it  has  been  much  dis- 
puted, whether  2a.Xii]fx  is  regarded  by  the 

Writer  as  the  name  of  a  town  at  all,  and 
is  not  rather  a  portion  of  the  personal 
appellation  of  Melchisedek.  This  latter 
has  been  held  by  Bleek,  after  Bohme,  and 
Pet.  Cunseus  de  Rep.  Hebrasorum,  iii.  3, 
mainly  from,  the  consideration  that  no 
distinction  here  is  made  between  the  two 

expressions,  *  King  of  righteousness/  and 
c  King  of  peace/  But,  as  Bl.  himself  con- 

fesses, we  may  well  imagine  that  the 
Writer  may  wish  to  point  out  as  a  remark- 

able fact,  that  the  city  over  which  Mel- 
chisedek reigned,  as  well  as  his  own  name, 

was  of  typical  significance;  and  in  that 
case,  does  not  eirei/ra  8e  icat  draw  sufficient 
distinction  between  his  personal  appella- 

tion and  that  of  his  city  ?  As  regards 
the  word  itself,  it  appears  that  obtp  is  the 

adjective,  peaceful,  belonging  to  the  sub- 
stantive Dibt?,  peace.  But  Philo  takes  it 

as  here,  Legg.  Alleg.  iii.  25,  vol.  i.  pp.  102 
£,  real  MeAxitreSeK  ̂ aa-iXea  re  rr)$  eip-fivi)*, 
2aA^,u,  TOVTO  yap  Ip/w^ct/era*,  i€pea 
eavrov  veirotTjKey  6  6ebs  ....  Ka\ei<r6a> 
Q§V  6  /x€3/  T^payyos  &px&v  TroAcyuoi/,  6  8e 

j8a<n Aeuy  7}y€^i>jv  elp^v^s,  SaA^tt.  *  Peace 3 
is  here  used  in  that  pregnant  and  blessed 
sense  in  which  Christ  is  said  to  be  "  Prince 
of  peace,"  Isa.  ix.  6 :  see  also  Rom.  v.  1 : 
Eph.  ii.  14,  15,  17 :  Col.  i.  20 :  oSros  y&p 

%  pas  StKalovs  €Troifj(r€,  real  eipijvoTrolrjo-G Kal  ra  ̂ rl  TTJS  yijs. 

Chrys.  It  is  peace  as  the  fruit  of  righte- 
ousness, cf.  Isa.  xxxii.  17  :  notice  the  order 

here,  irpoiTov  .....  fiaar.  Sticaiocruvtjs, 

erreiTa  5e  /cal  elvrjvqs.  "  Righteousness 
and  peace/'  says  Delitzsch,  "form  in  (XT. 
prophecy,  the  characteristic  of  the  times 

of  the  Messiah  "),  without  father,  with.- 
out  motaer,  without  genealogy  (it  is  very 
difficult  to  assign  the  true  meaning  to  these 
predicates.  The  latter  of  them  seems  in- 

deed to  represent  a  simple  matter  of  fact : 
viz.  that  Melchisedek  has  not  in  Genesis 

any  genealogy  recorded,  by  which  his  de- 
scent is  shewn  (see  below).  But  as  to  the 

two  former,  it  cannot  well  be  denied  that, 
while  they  also  may  bear  a  similar  sense, 
viz.  that  no  father  and  mother  of  his  are 
recorded  in  thfe  sacred  narrative,  it  is  very 
possible  on  the  other  hand  to  feel  that  the 
Writer  would  hardly  have  introduced  them 
so  solemnly,  hardly  have  followed  them  up 
by  such  a  clause  as  ja^re  apx^v  7}j*€p£>v 

fjL'fire  Cw^y  Te'Aos  €%cai/,  unless  he  had. 
coupled  with  them  far  higher  ideas  than 
the  former  supposition  implies.  I  confess 
this  feeling  to  he  present  in  my  own  mind  : 
— indeed  I  feel,  that  such  solemn  words  as 
p.'ffTe  apx^  K.T.\.  seem  to  me  to  decide 
against  that  other  supposition.  So  far  I 
think  all  is  clear :  but  when  we  come  to 

enquire,  what  high  and  mysterious  emi- 
nence is  here  allotted  to  Melchisedek,  I  own 

I  have  no  data  whereon  to  decide :  nor, 
I  think,  is  a  decision  required  of  us.  The 
Writer  assigns  to  him  this  mysterious  and 
insulated  position,  simply  as  a  type  of 
Christ :  and  this  type  he  is  merely  by  vir- 

tue of  negations,  as  far  as  these  epithets  are 
concerned :  in  what  he  was  not,  he  surpasses 
earthly  priests,  and  represents  Christ : 
what  he  was,  is  not  in  the  record.  I  would 
regard  the  epithets  then  as  designedly  used 
in  this  mysterious  way,  and  meant  to  re- 

present to  us,  that  Melehisedek  was  a  per- 
son differing  from  common  men.  It  re- 

mains to  give,  1*  an  account  of  each  word 
used:  2.  a  summary  of  the  opinions  re- 

specting the  passage.  1.  airarcop,  ap,iqTa>p 
occur  in  two  senses:  a.  of  those  who  have 
lostfather  or  mother :  so  Pollux,  Onomast. 
iii.  2.  4 ;  see  Herod,  iv.  154 :  Soph.  Trach. 
300 :  Eur.  Orest.  304 :  Here.  Fur.  114  f. 

This  clearly  has  no  place  here.  jB.  Of  those 
who,  with  whatever  meaning,  can  be  said 
not  to  have  hadfather  or  mother  :  whether 
it  be  meant  liter alty,&&  where  Plato,  Symp. 
8,  calls  the  heavenly  Aphrodite  dju^Tcwp, 

Qvpavov  Bvydrjjp:  so  Alas  afj.dropos  TIoA- 
Ac£5os,  Eur.  Phoen.  676  :  and  in  Pollux, 
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*A$r]va,  Kol  airdrap  6  /JL^J  %-^v  Trarepa, 
ws  "H^cucrros-  (according  to  a  legend  that 
he  was  the  son  of  Juno  alone)  :  see  many 
other  examples  in  Bleek  : — or  improperly., 
one  whose  father  or  mother  is  unknown, 
or  ignoble— so  Ion,  Eur.  Ion  850,  is  said 
to  be  ap'fiTap,  a.vapldp.'rjTos,  as  being  sup- 

posed to  be  the  son  of  a  humble  slave :  and 

in  Horace's  "  viros  nullis  majoribus  ortos," 
Sat.  i.  6. 10  :  Cic.  de  Orat.  ii.  64  "  quibus 
nee  mater  nee  pater,  tanta  confidentia 

estis  ? "  (Bl.  observes  that  neither  the 
**  patre  nullo  "  of  Livy  iv.  3,  nor  the  &s 
afjrflTup  ccTrarap  re  yey&s  of  Ion  109  can 
be  adduced  here,  because  in  the  former 
case  there  was  a  myth  according  to  wTiich 
the  word  might  be  literally  used  of  Servius 
Tullius,  and  in  the  latter  the  as  deprives 
the  words  of  their  true  meaning.  De- 
litzsch  has  quoted  a^rcap  as  used  of  Sarah 
by  Philo,  de  Ebriet.  14,  vol.  i.  365  f. : 

Quis  Eer.  Div,  Hser.  12,  p.  481,  "quoniam 
ejus  mater  in  sacris  literis  non  meinoratur" 
(Mangey)  :  but  this  is  not  correct,  for  in 
both  places  Philo  states  the  reason  to  be  a 
mystical  one,  because  she  was  related  to 

Abraham  by  the  father's,  not  by  the  mo- 
ther's side.)  d-ycvcaXoyrrros  occurs  only 

here  in  all  Greek  literature.  It  can  only 

mean,  *  without  genealogy.3  But  this  has 
been  variously  understood.  Corn.  a-Lapide 
says,  "  Per  genealogiam  accipe  prosapiam 
non  tarn  parentum  quarn  filiorum  Mel- 
chisedech :  nam  de  patre  et  matre  ejus 

jam  dixerat."  "  Dicet  aliquis,"  says  Estius, 
"  Quorsum  addidit, '  sine  genealogia/  cum 
jam  dixisset  *  sine  patre,  sine  matre  :'  quse 
pars  genealogiam  satis  videbatur  exclu- 
sisse.  Responderi  potest,  ea  parte  renio- 
veri  genus,  a  quo  Melchisedech  descendit, 
id  est,  majores,  non  autem  genus  cujusipse 
princeps  fuit,  id  est,  posteros  ac  nepotes. 
Proinde  hujus  generis  gratia  additum  esse : 

'sine  genealogia.*  JNam  utroque  modo 
genus  accipi  constat,  etiam  apud  Grsecos, 
ut  et  generationem  apud  Hebraeos.  Unde 

est  illud  Gen.  v.,  *  Hie  est  liber  generationis 
Adam,'  et  cap.  x,,  c  Hae  genera tiones  filio- 

rum KoeV  et  cap.  xi.,  'Use  generationes 
Tharse/  cum  posteros  eorum  vellet  re- 
censere.  Sic  quidem  Hieronyraus  hanc 
partem  intellexit,  quando  earn  interpreta- 
tur,  sine  nuptiis,  lib.  i.  contra  Jovinianum. 
Per  nuptias  enim  genus  in  posteros  pro- 
pagatur.  Unde  et  Martyr  Ignatius  in 
Epistola  ad  Philadeiphios  Melchisedech. 
recenset  inter  sanctos  qui  coelibem  vitam 
duxerunt."  But  this,  which  would  be  at 
the  best  but  a  doubtful  deduction  from  the 

use  of  "  generatio/'  is  precluded  by  ver.  6, 

abed 

in  which  6  /XT?  yeveaXoyovn-evos  l|  OUTWV  f  £  h  ̂  1 
clearly  shews  that  it  was  ancestry,  and  not  ̂ 7^47 
posterity,  which  was  in  the  view  of  the 
Writer.  2.  In  giving  a  summary  of  the 
exegesis  of  the  passage,  I  have  made  free 
use  of  the  abundant  materials  at  hand  in 

the  commentary  of  Bleek.  The  circum- 
stance that  Melchisedek  is  here  stated  to 

be  ct(t>Q}Lioici)ij>€jso5  T(O  vlctj  TOT)  0Gov,  lias  led 
many  of  the  older  expositors  to  regard 
these  epithets  as  belonging  to  Melchisedek 
only  in  so  far  as  he  is  a  type  of  the  Sou  of 
God,  and  as  properly  true  of  Him  alone, 
not  of  Melchisedek,  or  only  in  an  improper 
sense,  and  a  subordinate  manner.  So 
(Ec.,  6  yap  TVTTOS  ov  Kara  irdvra  tcro$  etrrl 
T77  a\T)deia :  SchoL  Matth.,  ael  yap  7) 
eiK&v  afjLvftpoTepa.  TOV  irpo?TOTwrou  Trpbs 
eptyepfiav.  Accordingly,  they  understand 
airarwp  of  Christ  in  reference  to  his  Hu- 

manity (cbrarojp  .  .  o>s  av6pwrros,  &c  fiSyrjs 

Thdrt.),  dfttJTop,  in  reference  to  his  Di- 
vinity (<&<?  6e6s,  e/c  jt6isov  yap 

Trarp6s,  id.),  and  so  also 

(ov  yap  XptfC€l  'yeveoA.o'yia TOV  yey€vv7){A€VO$  7raTp6s,  id.).  And  SO 
Chrys.,  (Ec.,  Thl.,  Marcus  Eremita  de 
Melchisedec,  §  4  (Migne,  Patr.  Gr.  vol. 
IXY.  p.  1121),  Cosmas  Indicopleustes  (de 
Mundo  v.  in  Galland.  Bibl.  Patr.  xi.  p. 
478),  Lactantius,  Inst.  iv.  13,  vol.  i.  p.  482: 
Ambros.  de  Fide  iii.  11  (88),  vol.  ii.  p.  513 
al.  And  so  Corn.  a-Lap.,  Jac.  Cappell., 
Gerhard,  Bisping,  al.  But,  however  the 
word  iirdrwp  might  perhaps  be  conceded 
to  be  not  unnaturally  applied  to  Christ  in 
virtue  of  his  Humanity,  the  words  a^rcap 
and  ay€vea\6yT]Tos  lie  so  far  off  any  ob- 

vious application  to  his  Divinity,  that  we 
may  safely  say  this  view  could  not  well 
have  been  in  the  Writer's  mind.  See  fur- 

ther reasons,  on  the  words  a^w.u.  8£  r§  vL 
r.  0eo u  below,  for  applying  these  epithets 
to  Melchisedek,  and  not  to  Christ.  But 
when  they  are  so  applied,  we  are  met  by 
two  widely  divergent  streams  of  opinion, 
partly  hinted  at  in  the  explanation  of  the 
rendering  given  above.  The  one  of  these 
regards  Melchisedek  as  a  superhuman 
being :  the  other  finds  nothing  in  this 
description  which  need  point  him  out  as 
any  thing  beyond  a  man.  Jerome  (see  Ep. 
ad  Evagr.,  vol.  i.  p.  440  ff.)  had  received 
from  Evagrius  an  anonymous  work  (which 

in  all  probability  was  the  et  Qusestiones  in 

V.  et  1ST.  Test.," %  by  Hilarius  the  deacon), 
in  which  the  te  quaestio  famosissima  super 
Pontifice  Melchisedec"  was  treated,  and 
the  writer  tried  to  prove  him  "  divinioris 
naturae  fuisse,  nee  de  hominibus  sestiman- 
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dum  :  et  ad  extremum  ausus  est  dicere, 
Spiritum  Sanctum,  occurrisse  Abrahse,  et 

ipsuni  esse  qui  sub  bominis  -figura  visus 
sit."  This  strange  opinion  moved  Jerome 
"revolvere  veterum  libros,  ut  videret  quid 
singuli  dicerent."  And  he  found  that 
Origen,  in  his  1st  Horn,  on  Genesis  (now 
lost),  maintained  him  to  have  been  an 
angel,  as  did  Didymus  the  follower  of 
Origen.  Then  he  examined  Hippolytus, 
Eusebius  of  Csesarea,  and  Eus.  of  Emesa, 
Apollinarius,  Eustathius  of  Antioch,  and 
found  that  all  these  held  him  to  have  been 
a  man  of  Canaan,  King  of  Jerusalem, 
and  endeavoured  to  prove  it  in  different 
ways.  He  then  mentions  the  opinion 
of  the  Jews,  that  Melehisedek  was  Shem, 
the  eldest  son  of  Noahf  and  gives  their 
calculation  that  this  may  well  have  been, 
for  Shem  survived  Abraham  forty  years. 
On  this  he  pronounces  no  opinion.  The 
view,  that  Melehisedek  was  the  Holy 
Ghost,  was  also  entertained  by  Hieracas 
the  Egyptian,  and  by  a  branch  of  the 
Theodotian  heretics,  founded  by  a  younger 
Theodotus  (Epiphan.  Hser.  Iv.  vol.  i. 
pp.  468  ff.  :  Aug.  de  Hser.  c.  34,  vol. 
viii.),  and  called  Melchisedekites :  and 
Marcus  Eremita  (cir.  4-00),  who  wrote 
a  treatise  on  M.,  mentions  heretics  ivho 
believed  him  to  be  6  6eb$  \6yos,  irpiv  <rap~ 
K(i>6rivai  3)  e/c  Maptas  y€vvfj&T}va.L.  This 
opinion  Epiphanius,  Hser.  Iv.  7,  mentions 
as  held  by  some  within  the  Church :  and 
Ambrose,  from  his  remarks,  De  Mysteriis 
eh.  8  (46),  vol.  ii.  p.  337  :  Be  Sacram.  iv.  3 
(12),  p.  368  f.:  De  Abrahamo  i.  3  (16),  vol. 
i.  p.  288,  seems  to  have  held  this :  though, 
De  Fide  as  above,  he  expressly  states  him 
to  have  been  merely  a  holy  man,  a  type 
of  Christ.  This  last  view  was  ever  the 

prevalent  one  in  the  Church.  Cyr.-alex., 
Glaphyr.  ii.  vol.  ii.  pp.  46  ff.,  combats  the 
two  opinions  that  Melehisedek  was  a  vision 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  he  was  a  great 
angel.  In  later  times  the  idea  that 
he  was  the  Son  of  God  was  revived  by 
Molinaeus  (Vates,  iv.  11  f.),  by  Cunseus 
(cited  above),  by  Hottinger  (De  Decimis 
Judseorum,  p.  15),  Gaillard  (M.  Christus 
Unicus  Rex  Pads,  Ludg.  Bat.  1686),  and 
others.  The  theory  that  he  was  Shem  has 
found  many  advocates:  Lyra,  Cajetan, 
Luther  (on  Gen.  xv.),  Melanchthon,  Chem- 

nitz, Gerhard,  Seldeu  (De  Decirnis,  §  1), 
al.  Jurieu  (Histoire  Crit.  i,  10)  believes 
him  to  have  been  Ham;  Hulse  (M.  una 
cum  Pa  rente  e  Tenebris  emergens,  Lugcl. 
Bat.  1706)  and  Cnlmet  (Dissert,  ii,  pp.  271 
f,),  to  have  been  lEnocJi  reappearing  on 

earth.  Bleek  refers,  besides  the  above,  for 
the  general  subject,  to  Deyling,  Observv. 
Sacrse  p.  ii.  pp.  71—87  (edn.  3,  Lips.  1733)  : 
Fabricii  Cod.  Pseudepig.  O.  T.  pp.  311  — 
314  (edn.  2,  1722)  :  Calmet,  Bibl.  Biblioth. 
pt.  iv,,  where  many  dissertations  are  men- 

tioned. A  theory  which  identified  Mel- 
ehisedek with  Job  is  mentioned  by  Wolf, 

Curse  Phil,  in  loc.,  and  has  recently  been 
revived  by  Mr.  Galloway,  in  his  work, 

Egypt's  Record  of  Time),  having  neither 
beginning  of  days  nor  end  of  life 
(these  words  are  again  taken  by  most 
Commentators  to  mean,  that  of  Melehi- 

sedek, neither  beginning  of  days  nor  end 
of  life  are  related  in  Scripture.  Some, 
e.  g.  Beza  (as  a  deduction,  from  the  other  : 
"  sevi  ac  proinde  sacerdotii  "),  Camero, 
Schlicht.,  Wittich,  al.,  take  apx-qv  for  the 
beginning  of  his  sacerdotal  life  :  others  as 
Camero,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Limborch,  Schleus- 
ner,  Kuinoel,  take  T€\OS  also  for  the  end 

of  his  priestly  life  :  «*  Nullus  ante  eum 
defunctus  est  sacerdotio  cui  ipse  deinde 
snccessit  .  .  .  .  nullus  commemoratur  ei 
successisse  in  sacerdotio  :  qua  in  re  typus 

fait  Christi,"  Camero.  But  however  £o>t)$ 
TcXos  may  be  legitimately  thus  referred, 
seeing  that  his  priesthood  and  his  life 
would  expire  together,  apxirjv  iq|ji,€f>«ov 
can  hardly  be  understood  of  any  thing 
but  his  natural  life,  especially  as  following 
cbrcSrajp,  &c.,  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
general  biblical  usage  of  al  jj/tepcu  TLV&S 
as  a  man's  lifetime.  Accordingly  most 
expositors  take  the  words  in  this  their 
natural  sense  and  interpret  them  as  above. 
So  Chrys.  on  Ps.  ex.  §  8,  vol.  v.  p.  277, 6    M., 

clvcu    lir     auroi 

xp°vi-t<%v  W^  reAos*  r2>  per  y&p 
$v  a-tcid,  rb  8e  aX^0€ta.  Similarly  Thdrt: 
Eranistes,  Dial.  ii.  voL  i.  p.  88  f.  :  Cyr.- 
alex.  Glaph,  ii.  p.  63:  Primasius,  who 

ends,  "neque  enim  sub  quo  natus  est 
Melehisedek  legitur,  neque  quando  mor- 
tuus  est  nnrratur,  sed  subito  introducitur 

sicut  et  Elias/-*  Again  however  no  one, 
I  think,  can  help  feeling  that  such  an 
interpretation  is  in  fact  no  worthy  ac- 

ceptation of  these  solemn  words  of  the 
sacred  Writer.  The  expressions  become 
incomparably  more  natural,  as  Bleek 
says,  if  the  Writer  really  meant  that  M. 
had  not,  as  mortal  men,  a  definite  begin- 

ning and  end  of  his  life.  It  really  would 
seem  to  me  almost  childish,  to  say  thus 
solemnly  of  any  whose  acts  were  related 
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t  ch.  m.  3   x.  12 

om  our  as  D![-gr]  672. 

HI  n  o 17.  4T 

in  the  O.  T.,  but  whose  birth  and  death 
were  not  related,  that  they  had  neither 
beginning  of  days  nor  end  of  Iff  e.  Sup- 

pose e.  g.  such  a  thing  were  said  of  Ho- 
bab,  father-in-law  of  Moses.  Here  again 
Delitzsch,  who  takes  strongly  the  other 
view,  quotes  from  Philo  an  expression 
respecting  Cain  which  he  supposes  analo- 

gous :  6  Koh/  OVK  a-Troflavetrcu,  T&  Kafcfas 

y€V€t  nap*  avBpc&irovs.  But  surely  it  is 
hardly  legitimate  to  conclude  that,  because 
Philo  means  only  thus  much,  the  Writer  of 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  means  no  more), 
but  (yea,  rather)  likened  to  the  Son  of  God 
(a<f>opLOLoo>  (reff.)  is  a  classical  word.  Plato, 

I£ep.  ii.  382  D,  a$>ofJLO LQVVTGS  rf}  akyde't rb  (p€t/56S :  al.  in  Bl.  Aristot.  Polifc.  i.,  ra 
fffiT)  riatf  Qs&v  eavrois  a(j)0fj,otovvrai  oi 
&i>0puwoif  This  clause  stands  alone  and 
pendent,  like  the  preceding,  and  must  not 
be  taken  with  jucVei  hpevs  eb  r&  St^reices, 

as  Syr.  ("sed  in  similitudinem  filii  Dei 
manet  sacerdos  in  seternum  :"  "  but  in  the 
likeness  of  the  Son  of  Aloha  standeth  his 

priesthood  for  ever."  Ether  id  ge's  version), 
Schliehting  ("  assimilatus  filio  Dei,  i.  e.  illic 
ubi  coinparatus  est  cum  Christo.  Non  enim 
usquam  ScripturadeMelchisedeco  seorsim 
et  expresse  dixit,  eum  manere  sacerclotem 
in  perpetuum  :  sed  tantum  in  comparatione 
cum  Christo,  in  illis  nempe  verbis  de  Christo 

positis,  Tu  es  Sacerdos  "  &c.).  To  this  there 
are  three  objections:  1.  it  would  be  ex- 

tremely unnatural  to  say  that  from  a  text 
where  it  is  said  that  the  Son  of  God  is  a 

priest  for  ever  after  the  order  of  Melchise- 
dek, Melchisedek  himself  derives  the  cha- 

racter of  remaining  a  priest  for  ever :  2.  it 
would  be  but  a  poor  way  of  proving  the 
eternal  priesthood  of  Christ,  to  shew  that 
He  is  a  priest  after  the  order  of  one  who 
only  appeared  to  have,  but  really  had  not, 
such  eternal  priesthood  :  and  3.  it  is  clearly 
not  in  respect  of  priesthood  that  the  d^- 
oju,ot<0<ns  is  here  meant,  but  in  respect  of  the 
foregoing  predicates :  for  it  is  as  to  these 
only  that  the  Son  of  God  would  be  an  arche- 

type for  Melchisedek,  seeing  that,  in  re- 
spect of  priesthood,  Melchisedek  was  chro- 

nologically prior  to  our  Lord.  So  Thclrt., 
rovrov  xdpw  (in  reference  to  the  afSws- 
yevvna-ts  and  the  aQavaros  Averts  of  the 
Son  of  God)  ov  T^V  $€(nr6Ti)v  Yp/trrbz'  T^J 
MeA^tcrcSe/c  ctc^&tytofaxrej',  aAAci  T^V  M.  TUS 

XplQ"r(f>'  etceivos  yap  TO&TOV  r^Tros,  oSro? 
8c  rov  Tiiirov  ?/  dA^^eia*  ev  fjievroi  rij 

$ecnr6T7)v  xpi(TT6v, 

tepevs  et?  r~bv  ai&ya  Kara  TTJV  Ta^iv  MeA- Xt(T€$€K,  in  loc.  :  so  also  Eranistes,  Dial.  ii. 
vol.  i.  p.  88.  These  very  words  shew 
that  the  Writer  does  not  regard  Melchi- 

sedek as  an  appearance  of  the  Son  of  God  : 
and  are  so  adduced  by  Epiphan.  Hser.  Iv.  7, 
p.  4/7-i  :  ov  yap  n<s  !auT<p  ofjioios  ywficrerat 
•wore.  The  sense  is  then  that  Melchisedek, 
in  being  cbrarcyp  a/ 

exwv,  personally,  not  typically,  resembles 
the  Son  of  God  —  in  his  personal  attributes, 
as  the  Son  of  God  subsequently  in  His 
incarnation,  resembled  him  in  His  priest- 

hood), remaineth  priest  for  ever  (els  TO 
8nf]V6»ces  =  ets  rbi>  al&va  above,  ch.vi.  20: 
and  see  reff.  The  expression  is  one  which 
must  be  interpreted  in  each  case  by  the 
context  in  which  it  occurs.  Thus  Sylla 
and  Csesar  were  chosen  dictators  els  rb 

8iv)V€K€s,  "  dictatores  perpetui,"  that  it,  for 
life  :  Appian,  B.  C.  i.  p.  682.  But  that  is 
no  reason  why  here,  where  an  eternal 
priesthood  is  in  question,  it  should  mean 
for  life  :  indeed  such  meaning  would  be 
absurd,  seeing  that  all  were  priests  for  life. 
In  that  case  too,  we  should  not  have  the 
present  (Uvcu  All  kinds  of  ways  have 
been  devised  to  escape  the  plain  assertion 
of  these  words.  Most  Commentators  have 
had  recourse  to  the  same  as  before,  viz. 
that  no  end  of  his  priesthood  is  related 
to  us  in  Scripture  :  so  (Ec.,  Thl  ,  Cyr.-alex., 
Epiphan.,  and  many  moderns.  Schlichting 

takes  it,  that  as  our  Lord's  High  Priest- 
hood, which  is  said  to  be  eternal,  will 

endure  to  that  time  when  the  high-priestly 

office  will  cease,  so  Melchisedek's  priest- 
hood is  said  to  endure  for  ever,  **  quod  et 

sacerdotium  per  longum  aliquod  temporis 
spatium  egerit,  et  cum  ipso  veri  Dei  cultus 
et  notitia  inter  homines  illos  extincta  fuerit, 
ita  ut  sacerdotio,  quod  quideni  vero  Deo 
dicatum  f  oret,  nullus  inter  eos  relictus  esset 
locus.  In  aeternura  enim  aliquid  durare 
dicitur,  quod  et  per  longxim  tempus  durat, 
et  tamdiu  duret  quamdiu  natura  ipsius  rei 
patitur.  Sic  David  Deum  se  in  seternum 

laudaturum  dixit,"  &c.  Stier  says,  "  He 
stands  in  Scripture  as  a  type  of  an  eternal 

priest:"  but  the  question  here  is  not  of 
type,  but  of  fact.  Tholuck,  "  He  remains, 
in  so  far  as  the  type  remains  in  the  anti- 

type, im  so  far  as  his  priesthood  remains  in 
Christ,"  after  Primas.,  Haymo,  Thos.  Aq. 
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But  thus  type  and  antitype  arc  hopelessly 
confounded.  Christ  is  to  be  proved  to  be 
a  High  Priest  for  ever  after  the  order  of 
Melchisedek.  Can  we  conceive  then  that 
the  Writer,  in  setting  forth  what  the  order 
and  attributes  of  Melchisedek  are,  should 
go  back  to  Christ  to  find  them  ?  Again,  to 
shew  to  what  shifts  interpreters  have  been 
reduced  here,  Jac.  Cappellus,  Pyle,  Peirce, 
and  Storr,  actually  understand  o$  before 
/uez/61,  and  construe,  "  made  like  to  the  Son 
of  God,  wJio  abideth  "  &c.  Every  tiling shews  that  which  has  been  maintained  all 
through  this  difficult  passage,  that  the 
assertions  are  made,  and  this  chief  one  is 
above  all  made,  simply  of  Melchisedek,  and 
they  are,  as  matters  of  fact,  inferred  and 
laid  down  by  the  sacred  Writer  from  the  his- 

toric notices  of  him.  What  further  infer- 
ence lies  from  such  dignity  being  here  put 

on  Melchisedek,  is  not,  as  I  before  said,  for 
us  to  enquire  :  certainly,  none  which  cau  in 

any  way  interfere  with  Christ's  eternal  and 
sole  priesthood,  can  be  correct.  It  is  one 
of  those  things  in  which  we  must  not  be 
wise  above  that  which  is  written,  but  must 
take  simply  and  trustingly  the  plain  sense 
of  our  Bibles  on  a  deep  and  mysterious  sub- 

ject, and  leave  it  for  the  day  when  all  shall 
be  clear,  to  give  us  full  revelation  on  the 

matter.  See  on  the  whole,  Bleek's  long 
and  interesting  note,  to  which  I  must  again 
acknowledge  my  obligations,  and  with 
which  in  the  main  I  agree,  against  most 
expositors,  and  among  them  De  Wette, 
Tholuck,  lomemann,  Ebrard,  and  De- 
litzsch).  4 — 10.]  See  summary  at  ver. 
1.  The  MelchisedeTc  priesthood  greater 
than  the  Lemtical,  shewn  by  the  fact  that 
MelcJtisedeTc  received  tithes  of  Abraham 
and  blessed  him  (4i — 8),  and  potentially.,  in 
Abraham,  Levi  (9,  10).  4.]  But  ob- 

serve (some  take  Bccopeire  indicative,  but 
the  imperative  seems  far  better,  both  with 
regard  to  the  sense  of  the  verb,  and  the 
requirements  of  the  context.  The  Sc  also 
tends  to  sharpen  up  the  verb.  The  dis- 

tinction between  Qetapew  and  6paca,  as  be- 
hold and  see,  is,  it  is  true,  not  always 

observed  (see  Imke  xxiv.  39 :  John  iv.  19; 
xii.  19  :  Acts  xvii.  22),  still  less  that  laid 
down  in  Phavorinus,  op&>  jucy  !TT!  crc^jLtaros, 
0€a>p<£  §e  67rl  \l/vx?js '  but  where  the  con- 

text plainly  allows  of  the  distinction,  it 
ought  to  be  borne  in  mind :  so  Demosth. 

p.  19.  23,  Qewp&v  Kal  crKQir&v  evpicTKO) :  93. 
9,  &ecape?T€  "yap  rb  irapbf  irp£>rov  &  yive- 
rat  :  Ceb.  Tab.  38,  crv  TOIVVV  OVT&  6ee6pTj~ 
(TO*  :  and  other  examples  in  Bleek)  ILOW 

great  (*  quantus  qualisque/  of  what  dig- 
nity and  personal  excellence)  this  man 

(was)  (let  it  be  noticed  that  the  argument 
still  puts  forward  the  personal  dignity  of 
Melchisedek,  in  a  way  quite  inconsistent 
with  the  commonly  received  interpretation 
of  the  predicates  above),  to  whom  Abra- 

ham paid  tithes  also  (went  so  far  as  to  pay 
tithes,  the  icat  belonging  to  SSK&TTIV  efo*- 
we*/,  and  of  these,  rather  to  SfKdr^y.,  sepa- 

rated as  it  is  from  its  verb),  from,  tlie  best 
(of  the  spoil)  (TO.  afcpodCvia,  ncut.  plur. 
from  a.KpoQivios, — literally  that  which 
comes  from  the  top  of  an  heap,  and  so  the 
first-fruits,  usually  of  spoils:  BL  quotes 
from  the  Sdhol.  on  Eur.  Phoen.  213,  atcpo- 

6lvta  Kvp'iuss  at  T&V  Kapir<av  a7r«p%a£, 
•jrapct  T&J/  0?j/a,  %  !0"Tt,  T^V  crurpov  TTJS  aAa?, 
Ka.Ta.'xpricr'TtKScs  S£  \eyovrai  Kal  ai  airap- 
X<*1  TT?S  Xefas.  So  Herod,  viii.  121,  Trpurra 

juev  vvv  Talari  6€o?crt  l$€'t\ov  aKpo&ivta a\\a  T€  «:al  rpiTipGas  Tpeis  &Qiv((r<ra5y  and 

122,  TrefjL^avres  8e  aKpoBlvta  of  '^EA.ATji'ey €s  Ae\<povs.  See  many  more  examples  in 
Wetst.,  Eisner,  and  Kypke.  And  in  con- 

sequence, some  have  pressed  here  the  pro- 
per meaning,  and  understood,  that  Abra- 
ham gave  to  Melchisedek  the  tenth  of  that 

portion  of  the  spoil  which  was  already  set 

apart  for  God,  But,  considering-  that  these 
words  merely  take  up  SeKaT-rjv  awb  ir&v- 
rcev  of  ver.  2  and  of  Genesis,  it  i&  more 
natural  to  understand  TO.  aKpo&ivta  in  a 
wider  and  less  proper  sense,  of  the  booty 
itself,  as  indeed  all  booty  brought  away 
might  be  considered  as  the  primitiso,  the 
choice  part,  in  contradistinction  to  the 
more  worthless  portion  which  was  left 
behind.  This  general  sense  does  not  indeed 
appear  in  classic  Greek,  nor  elsewhere  in 
Hellenistic :  and  when  Hesych.  and  Phavo- 
rinus  give  as  alternative  meanings,  <nci/Aa, 
and  TO.  cbrb  rS>v  TroXefJLcav  \d<f>vpa,  it  is 
probable  that  this  passage  was  before  them. 
So  that  Bleek,  with  Hammond  and  Grotius, 
would  understand,  after  Thl.,  £K  rSiv  a/cpo- 
6iviwv9  Tovreffnv  e/c  T&V  \afpvpGw  T£>V 
Kpeirros'tov  «al  Tiju.tajT€p&ji/»  This  he  thinks 
is  favoured  by  the  €K,  which  rather  indi- 

cates that  whereof  the  tithe  consisted,  than 
that  of  which  (air6)  it  was  the  tithe),  the 
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patriarch,  (added  at  the  end  of  the  sen- 
tence to  emphasize  the  title :  *  and  he, 

the  illustrious  patriarch :'  ovx  6  rwxjbv 
fodpceiros,  o-AA'  6  'Afipad/j.,  6  racrovros, 
6  TrarpidpxrjS'  ovtc  aXtiycas  yap  rb  irarpi- 
apXTIS  irpos€QriK€Vt  aAA*  *iv  e^dpp  rb irp6$(airQv.  ThL  Tholuck  has  noticed  the 
full  rhythm  of  the  word  itself,  as  forming 
the  foot  called  lonicus  a  minore,  wifch 
which,  and  the  Pseon  tertius,  orators  love 
to  end  their  sentences.  "  The  word  ira- 
Tpi«ipXils  is  Hellenistic :  formed  from  apxti 
and  irarpid,  the  last  in  the  Hellenistic 
sense  denoting  single  families  and  lines  of 
descent,  the  minor  suhdi visions  of  races. 
It  is  often  found  in  the  LXX  version  of  the 
Chronicles  for  the  heads  of  these  families. 
Later  however  it  was  used  to  signify  also 
the  head  and  originator  of  a  race;  in  Acts 
vii.  8,  9,  it  is  used  of  the  twelve  sons  of 
Jacob,  as  heads  of  the  trihes ;  in  4  Mace, 
vii.  19,  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob ;  in 

Acts  ii.  29,  of  David."  Bleek).  5.J 
Continuation  of  ver.  4,  setting  forth  the 

reason  of  the  irr\\tKo$.  And  (cet  qni- 
dem:'  the  E.  V.  "and  verily/'  is  rather 
too  strong)  they  of  the  sons  of  levi  who 
receive  the  priesthood  (or,  and  perhaps 

more  properly,  'they  of  the  sons  of  Levi, 
when  they  receive  the  priesthood  .•'  in 
either  case  meaning  the  family  of  Aaron, 
not  as  Wolf,  al.,  the  whole  tribe  of  Levi, 
which  indeed  was  appointed  by  God  to 
receive  tithes,  see  Num.  xviii.  20 :  the 
words  ot  IK  TWV  vloiv  A.  will  not  admit 
of  this  interpretation.  The  Writer  speaks 
of  the  custom,  whereby  not  all  the  Levites, 
hut  the  priests  only,  received  tithes.  Xajjt- 
paKovrcs,  as  frequently,  '  capessentes/ 
taking  as  of  course  and  right :  Xen.  Cyr. 
i.  5.  2,  6  $€  Kvaj-dpys  ....  T^V  apx^v 
eAcgSe  rSov  M^5«j>,  ieparctav,  the  office 
of  priest :  mostly  a  late  word,  Dion.  Hal., 
al. :  but  also  found  in  Aristot.  PoL  vii.  8, 
T%V  irepl  TOVS  0€ofcy  &rijueA€tcw,  fy  /coAou- 
<riv  ieparetav*  In  vv.  11,  12,  24,  fepoxruj/ij 
is  used  in  the  same  sense.  If  any  distinc- 

tion is  to  be  made  between  the  two  words, 
it  would  rather  seem  to  be  the  opposite 
of  that  laid  down  by  Sehulz  and  others : 
iepwreta  seems  more  to  denote  the  service 
of  the  priest,  iepwtrfoi)  the  office  and 
power.  So  in  Aristot.  above:  so  Herod. 

iii.   142,    ispwcrvvnv   .   .    .    alpsvfj,ai   avrcp 

T€   €{J.ol    KO.I  ToTcTi    ttTr"   £(J.€V    O.UI  yiVQ[JLGVOt<n, 

TOV  Aib$  T.  *EAei/06pfou,  —  and  Demosth.  p. 
1313.  20,  TTpoeKptdTfjy  &  rots  evyGvzffTa,- 

K\t)pQv<r8ai  TTJS  tepuxrdpris  r^  (Hpa- «Xe?)  have  commandment  to  take  tithes 
of  (8€KaT€-uG>  is  the  Greek  form,  -<5o>  the 
Hellenistic.  See  reff.)  the  people  accord- 

ing to  the  law  (the  words  KOTO.  TOV  vojxov 
have  been  joined  by  Seb.  Schmidt,  Ham- 

mond, al.,  to  riv  AaoV:  "the  (people  ac- 
cording to  law)  i"  i.  e.  either  God's  people, 

who  were  under  the  law,  or  those  who 
according  to  the  law  were  the  Xa.6$,  in 
distinction  from  the  priests  and  Levites,  as 
of  Se  lepeTs  Kal  6  Aa<k,  Exod.  xix.  24.  But, 
though  an  article  after  \a.6v  would  nob  be, 
as  commonly  supposed,  absolutely  required 
in  such  a  construction  (witness  ox  vetcpol  %v 
Xpurrip,  rots  Kvpias  Kara.  crdpKa,  and  the 
like),  yet  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  the  con- 

struction without  it  here.  Bleek  would 

refer  the  words  to  eyroAV  exovcrtv,  justi- 

fying it  by  ch.  ix.  19,  XaXrideia-Tjs  y&p 
-jrdffrjs  fvroXTJs  Kara  T}>V  v6fj.ov  i>7r& 
M«uu<7€o)S,  where  however  it  is  far  better 
to  join  it  with  AaA^fleun?*.  If  it  there 
belonged  to  irdffrj  s  eVroA^s,  we  should 
certainly  expect  either  TT?S,  or  ruv,  Kara 
rbv  v6j*ov.  The  commandment  re- 

ferred to,  on  the  ordinary  construction  of 
the  first  words  of  the  verse  would  be  Num. 
xviii.  20  —  32.  But  it  seems  more  natural 
to  understand  those  first  words  as  I  have 
given  them  in  the  alternative  there,  and 
then  Kara  rliv  v6p.ov  tails  into  its  place 
easily  :  c  Those  of  the  sons  of  Levi,  when 
they  are  invested  with  the  priesthood, 
receive  commandment  to  tithe  the  people 
according  to  the  law/  On  the  ways  in 
which  the  right  of  tithe  was  understood 
at  different  times,  and  how  it  became  at 
length  attached  to  the  priesthood  only, 
see  Bleek's  note),  that  is,  their  brethren, 
though  come  out  of  the  loins  of  Abraham 

(the  formula  Ifepxeo-Oai  IK  TT)S  6<r<|».  foi 
to  spring  from,  as  an  ancestor,  is  only  Hel- 

lenistic, arising  from  the  rendering  by  the 
LXX  of  the  Heb.  *p)ip  N£,  as  in  reff. 
Compare  e«  T&V  irXevp&v  ffov,  3  Kings  viii. 
19;  €K  TUP  fjiypcov  auTov,  Gen.  xlvi.  26. 
The  meaning  is  very  difficult  to  assign. 
Certainly  it  cannot  be  as  Bleek,  after 
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;s  ai. 

(-•yi'a,  i  Tim. 

TOV  p  KpeiTTOVO? 

AppaayLt*  6  o    Se  /ZT)  f  T'ez/eaTuxyoiJyLtez/o?  e|f  avr&v  g  SeSe/ca-  f  here  only. 

Tw/eez/  'Aftpadjj,,  teal  TOP  h  e^oi/ra  ra?  hi  eTrayyeXla?  k  eyXo-     H^T?i.  w£ 
7  J  -vr»n),9   §e  irdarj^  m  auTiXtOyias  n  TO  °  eXaTTOp  VTTO 

*   ̂ w*r,.-i,M.  n,J,.    ,.,r,e  -*    oe/c      T 

€ATe£     §4    S  /MapTVpOV-      (a^oSe^ 
hSCor.  MI.  1.  i  plur  ,  ch  vi.  12  reff.  k  ver.  1.  1  ch.  iv.  15  reff  m  =  ch 

Vl-  16«  n  neut  ,  1  Cor.  i.  27,  28.    Gal.  iu  22  al.  o  John  11.  10      Rom  Ix.  12  (from  Gen! 
xxv  23)  only,    adv.,  1  Tim   v   0  only  p  ch.  i.  4  reff.  q  ser.  2  refF.  r  =  Matt 
xvii  24.  xxi.  34.    Exod.  xxx.  16.  s  ver.  17.  ch.  xi.  2, 4,  5,  39.    Rom.  m.  21.     1  Tim.  v.  10  al. 

6.  rec  ins  TOV  bef  a&paap,  with  AD2-3KL[P]K3  rel  Chr  Thdrt  Bamasc:  om  BCD1**1 
17.  euhoyTjcrev  AC[P  47  Euthal-ms]  Chra.— -rjuA.  AD1. 

Bdhme,  "Abrahamidas  quidem,  sedfratres 
tamen  :"  for  this  quite  reverses  the  TOUT- 
€(TTLv  and  /ccu7T€p.  I  take  this  to  be  in- 

tended :  by  the  lirst  clause,  TO-UTECTTIV  TOVS 
dSeX4>ovs  a-uTwv,  that  the  Levitical  tithe 
right  was  all  within  the  limits  of  one  race, 

a  privilege  '  de  Abraliamide  in  Abraham!  - 
dem/  and  therefore  less  to  be  wondered 
at,  and  involving  less  difference  between 
man  and  man,  than  the  tithe  right  of  Mel- 
chisedek  over  Abraham,  one  of  different 
race,  and  indeed  over  all  his  progeny  with 
him.  Then  the  second  clause,  Kcuircp 

licXTjX-uOoTas  IK  TYJS  OCTAVOS  *A|3p.,  is  in- 
serted to  shew  the  deep  subjection  of  the 

ordinary  Abrahaniid  to  the  Melchisedek 
priesthood,  seeing  that,  notwithstanding 
his  privilege  of  descent,  he  was  subjected 
to  his  own  priest,  his  brother,  who  in  turn 
paid  tithes  in  Abraham  to  Melchisedek). 

6.]  But  (apodosis  to  /ue;/,  ver.  5), 
he  whose  pedigree  is  never  (see  below) 
reckoned  from  them  (contrast  —  oi  CK  rur 
vital*  Aeuet,  —  6  ft)]  yeyeaXoyovfj-evoy  «•£ 
avr&v  :  also  speaking  for  the  connexion 
above  advocated  in  ver.  5.  The  present 

part,  gives  the  sense,  c  who  is  not  in  the 
habit  of  having  his  genealogy  made  out  * 
.  .  .,  whose  descent  no  one  thinks  of  de- 

ducing. This  is  also  indicated  by  the  sub- 
jective jjw].  Had  it  been  ov  (as  ol  OVK  ij\€vj- 

jueVof,  1  Pet.  ii.  10)  it  would  denote  the 
mere  matter  of  fact,  —  *  of  whom  no  such. 
genealogy  exists/  This  is  better  than 
with  Winer,  edn.  6,  §  55.  5,  to  regard  the 
M^  as  only  a  stronger  form  of  negation. 
The  verb  is  good  Greek  :  the  Egyptian 

priests  in  Herodotus,  ' 

K.T.A.,  ii.  143,  see  also  ib.  146;  and  in  Xen. 

Symp.  iv.  51,  we  have  yeveaXoyova-i  T^V 
crvyyeveiav.  l|  avrwv,  viz.  rS>v  vi&v 
Aevei:  not  as  Epiphan.  Haer.  IxviL  7, 

p.  716,  a-Lapide,  al.,  r&v  viSjy'Io-pa.'fjX,  nor as  Grot.,  from  Levi  and  Abraham  :  and  it 

means  'from  them/  i.  e.  their  line  of 
descent)  hath  taken  tithes  of  Abraham. 
(not  tooTc,  aor.  The  sentence  is  cast  into 
this  form,  because  of  the  enduring  nature 
of  the  office  and  priesthood  of  Melchisedek, 

which  is  given  by  the  perfect  tense.  Doubt- 
less the  perfect  might  be  used  without  any 

such  reference,  meaning,  '  as  the  fact  now 
stands:*  indicating,  as  Winer,  §  40.  4, 
that  the  fact  endures  in  its  significance : 
see  below,  ver.  9 :  but  considering  the 
connexion  here,  I  prefer  supposing  it  to 
have  been  intended)  and  hath  blessed  the 
possessor  of  the  promises  (Klee  would 
urge  the  present  sense  of  the  participle; 
"him  who  now  possesses  the  promises ;" 
but  there  seems  to  be  no  necessity  for  this. 
I  should  rather  take  6  ̂x<t>v  T°-s  ̂ iray.  for 
a  quasi-official  designation  of  Abraham 
(see  on  ch.  vi.  12)  as  the  possessor  of  the 
promises.  As  to  the  sense,  CEc,  has  well 

expressed  it :  e^pe  r'bv  'A/S^acfyt,  Iva 
irXziov  ei-dpy  T\>V  M€A^iore5*€/c)  :  7/j  and 
(our  English  'and*  is  the  nearest  to  this  use 
of  8e,  which  is  a  faint  *  but/  introducing 
merely  a  new  proposition.  Were  it  not  in 
the  middle  of  a  sentence,  *  now  *  after  a 
period  would  best  give  its  sense)  without 
all  controversy  (iravres  5c  KOIV&S  «al 
cu/aiTip/$^Ta>s  ctfSaju.e*'.  Till.  See  on  ch. 
vi.  16),  the  less  is  blessed  hy  the  hetter 
(the  neuters  here  serve  entirely  to  gene- 

ralize, as  in  rb  KO.TGXOV  oJf&are,  2  Thess, 
ii.  6,  taken  up  by  6  Kar4x<av,  Ter.  7 :  see 
reff. ;  and  Winer,  §  27,  5.  So  Time.  iii. 

11,  rot  KpdTtcTTa  3-irl  robs  inroHieeo'TCpovs :  Xen.  Anab.  viL  3,  11.  On 

-<av,  see  note,  ch.  i.  4.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  axiom  here  laid  down  only  holds 
good  where  the  blessing  is  a  solemn  and 
official  one,  as  of  a  father,  ©r  a  priest :  as 
was  the  case  here.  In  such  cases  the 
blesser  stands  in  the  place  of  God,  and  as 
so  standing  is  of  superior  dignity). 
8.]  Second  item  of  superiority^  in  that 
M.'s  is  an  enduring,  the  Levitical  a 
transitory  priesthood.  And  here  indeed 

(&§€,  *  ut  res  nunc  se  habent  :*  the  Leviti- 
cal  priesthood  being  still  in  existence  in  the 
"Writer's  time  :  ol  /ULGV  yap  <S5e,  TOVT CO-TIP, 
ev  T&)  v6fjL<p  XajJ.fidtfovT€$  ̂ exdras.  Till.) 
men  who  die  (o/xro0 v.  first  for  emphasis  as 
bringing  out  the  point  of  the  argument : 
but  there  is  also  a  secondary  emphasis  on 
av6pwrroi :  men,  who  die.  Otherwise  it 
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t  here  only. 
Sir  xlu.5 
only,  (see note  ) 

u^er.  5  rt'ff. 
v  \er.  1  reff. 
vr  ch  \ui.4 

only, 
x  Luke  i.  45 

only  t- 
(Exod.  xxix.  26. 

<m     ̂ 7.       y  /Ca/-     0)9     l  67T09 

>  q  Setcdras  r  \afJLJ3dvcjov  * 

u  6cr<pvi  rov  Trarpos  YJV  ore 

)  Si    'A/Spaa^  KOU  ABCDK 

10  er 

avroi 

£V   abed 

fghkl 
17.47 

Jer.  u.  2.)  see  ch  u.  10  reff.  and  note. 

9.  for  fnreiv,  enrw  Cl  D^-gr].  (St5,  so  BD'K  c  m  [47].)  rec  (for  Aevas) 
Aew,  with  C3DKL[P]K1  rel  [vulg  copt]  :  Aevis  A :  txt  BCW  [basm]. 

10.  [aurov  P.]  rec  ins  o  bef  ̂ xitreSe/r,  with  AC3D3KL[P]  rel  [Chr-inontf 
Euthul-ms  Thclrt  Damasc]  :  om  BC^K  [47  Chr-ms,]. 

11.  for  ei,  TI  CJLl[P].  rec  Aei/irt/e.,  with  ACKL[P]  rel :  txt  BDK. 

need  not  have  been  expressed  :  see  below) 
receive  tithes  (plur.  as  we  also  use  the 
word,  signifying  the  different  sorts  of 
tenths  taken  of  different  things) :  but 
there  (e/ceT  5e,  TQWT€GTIV  e;>  T<£  Kara  MeA- 
X«re5eK;  Trpdypan,  Thl.),  One  of  whom  it 
is  testified  (fruQpuicos  tis  not  again  ex- 

pressed, nor  is  it  to  be  supplied.  The 
mysterious  character  of  Melchisedek  is 
still  before  the  Writer.  It  is  hardly 
needful  to  say  that  Christ  cannot  be 
meant,  as  Justiniani,  Jzic.  Cappellus,  Hein- 
sius,  and  Pyle  have  imagined.  Tbis 
passive  sense  jf  jAaprvpovjAai,  (reff.)  is 
unknown  in  classical  Greek.  The 
testimony  meant  is  certainly  that  of 
scripture;  probably,  that  in  Ps.  ex.  4, 
where  an  eternal  priesthood,  and  therefore 
duration,  is  predicated  of  Melchisedek.  So 
Thdrt.,  Bleek,  al.  It  cannot  well  be,  as 
Calv,,  Est.,  Dnisius,  Grot.,  Wolf,  Bengel, 
Bisping,  al ,  the  mere  negative  fact  of  his 
death  not  being  recorded,  which  would  not 
amount  to  a  testimony  that  he  lives  :  and 
it  is  improbable  that  in  so  express  a  word 
as  jjux,pTupovfj,€VQ$  the  Writer  should,  as 
Bohme,  al.  imagine,  intend  to  combine 
both  the  positive  testimony  and  the  in- 

ference from  the  omission)  that  he  liveth. 
(this  clearly  cannot  be  interpreted  of  the 
priesthood  of  Melchisedek  enduring,  as 

(Ec.  ;  $  aw\ov<rr€pov  5e'|cu  rb  tt/^eVof, 
fin  b  Tp6iros  TTJS  iepca(ruv7j$  rcav  /u.lv 
Aevtrwv,  ciTroflj/Tjtr/cei'  «ai  jap  eVayoraro, 
T^S  aAi70efas  <^aj/ef<rr/y  6  5e  rou  MeA^icre- 
^€fc  £fj-  £fj  ydp :  for  what  is  here  said  is 
eminently  personal,  and  that  Melchisedek 
himself  is  meant,  is  shewn  by  the  historical 
reference  to  the  fact  of  his  receiving  tithes 
of  Abraham.  As  Bleek  well  remarks,  if 

avQQv'fia'Kot'TGs  applies  personally  to  the 
sons  of  Levi,  ffj  must  also  apply  personally 
to  Melchisedek).  9.]  The  Jew  might 
reply,  that  it  was  nothing  to  him,  if  Abra- 

ham paid  tithes  to  Melchisedek  :  for  Abr. 
was  no  priest,  and  therefore  paid  tithes 
naturally  to  a  priest :  the  Writer  therefore 
proceeds  to  a  third  proof,  shewing  that  in 
Abraham  even  Levi  himself,  the  patriarch 
of  the  Jewish  priesthood,  paid  tithes.  So 

Chrys.,  Thdrfc. 
w$  6-rros  €trr€iv, 

And  so  to  speak  (T&  Se, 

TOVTO  vy/uaivei,  '6  n  teal 
€V     ffVVTdfJLCf)     €i7T€?y,     ̂     CH/Tl     TOV     "tl?     OIJTC0S 

eiTreo*  67rei§$7  yap  T^A^jUa  eS^/cei  rb  eiTre'iv 
OTL  6  Aeu2"  fjL'fjTTCt)  els  yivzcnv  irapaxdsls 
eSeKaT&Oy  irapa  TOV  MeAxttreSe/c,  e/c^Aacre 
TOVTO.  Tbl.  The  former  of  these  meaning!?, 

'  in  a  tuord,3  is  taken  by  Camerarius,  Jac. 
Cappellus,  Erasmus  Schmid,  Eisner  ;  the 

latter  by  vulg.  ("ut  ita  dictum  sit"), Erasm.,  Luther,  Beza,  Schlichting,  Grot., 
and  most  Commentators.  Bleek  has  gone 
into  both  these  meanings,  aud  proved  by 
many  examples  that  either  is  legitimate. 
Both  in  fact  run  into  one.  The  phrase  is 
used  when  any  thing  is  about  to  be  said 
that  is  unexpected,  or  somewhat  strained, 
not  likely  to  be  universally  recognized,  at 
least  in  the  general  way  in  which  it  is 
asserted.  So  sometimes  it  is  used  for 

'roughly/  'improperly*  —  Plato,  Legg.  ii. 
656  B,  pvpLoo'Tbj'  froy  ....  ovx  ws  eiros 
elireuv  fjivpiocrT6i>3  aAA1  OVTWS.  &o  that  it 
may  be  here  regarded  as  introducing  and 
softening  a  strong  saying  :  as  Thl.  above) 

by  means  of  Abraham  (*App.  is  genitive, 
not  accusative,  as  Aug.  de  Genesi  ad  lit.  x, 

19  (34),  vol.  in.  ̂ i.\\.,"  propter  Abraham" 
and  Phot.  (Sik  TUV  5e«:aTa>6>eVra  ^Afipadp)) 
Levi  also,  who  receiveth  tithes  (who  is  the 
head  and  representative  of  the  tithe-taking 
tribe.  Indeed  the  name  here  is  almost  a 
collective  one,  the  personal  reference  being 
taken  up  in  the  next  clause),  hath  been 
taken  tithes  of  (on  the  perfect,  see  above, 
ver.  6)  :  10.]  for  he  was  yet  in  the 
loins  of  his  father  (i.e.  his  forefather,  Abra- 

ham :  for  Isaac  was  not  yet  born,  much  less 
Jacob.  But  we  need  not  hence  understand 

TOV  ira.Tp6s  to  mean  "  the  patriarch"  as, 
strange  to  say,  Bleek  does.  On  the  expres- 

sion cf.  ver.  5)  when  Melchisedek  met  him 
(on  the  questions,  for  the  most  part  unpro- 

fitable (cf.  us  eiros  eliretv),  which  have 
been  raised  on  this  proof,  see  Bleek,  Ebrard, 
and  Owen.  It  may  fairly  be  replied  to 
one,  of  them,  whether  Christ  also  did  not 
pay  tithe  in  Abraham,  that  He  never  was 
in  the  loins  of  an  earthly  father). 

11—25.]  Further  proof  s  of  the  perfec- 
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T6?   en, Kara 

<yap 

TT)V  c  r 

etr 

erepov     az/- 
z  =  here  onlj       Exod   xxxn    27.  (t,ee  note  ) 

J.tmes  iv    12    -0ecrta,  Horn   i\   4  ) 
d  —  Acts  in.  22.,  26  «il.     Rom   X.T.  ,  1'2,  irom  Isa  si.  10. 

v  B. 

a  ch  MU  6  falso  pas«  )  onlj.     Fs>.  x 
b  Luke  x.  41!.     fair.  in.  22. 

1  Chron. 
xsix  22 
Esdr  v  3faH. 

'.  8  al.    (-tfe'rrjs, 
c  ch.  v .  6  rcfF. 

rec  (f  or  CO/T 
-         :  txt  ABODji  yrr         rec  */e*/o,uo€ 

Thdrt  Damasc]  :  txt  ABCD^PjN  17  [47  Euthul-ms]  Cyrr 

(f  or  CO/T^S)  ai/r??,  with  DfKL  rel  [Chr  Thdrt  Damasc  (Eel  :  auT7?j/k  o 

[Eutlml-ms]  :  txt  ABOD>[JjP]Hin  17  Cyrr         rec  */e*/o,uo0€T7}To,  with  D^KL  rel  [Chr 
aft™  ins-yap  D^- 

tion  of  Christ's  priesthood,  as  compared 
with  the  Levitical  :  (11  —  14)  in  that  He 
sprang  from  a  tribe  not  recognized  as  a 
priestly  one  by  the  law,  thus  setting  aside 
the  laiv  :  (15  —  19)  in  that  Ife  was  con- 

stituted priest  not  after  the  taio  of  a 
carnal  commandment,  but  after  the  power 
of  an  endless  life,  thus  impugning  the 
former  commandment  as  loeaJc  and  un- 

profitable :  (20  —22)  in  that  Se  was  made 
with  an  oath.,  they  without  one  :  (23,  24) 
in  that  they  by  reason  of  their  transitori- 
ness  were  many,  ELe,  one  and  unchangeable. 

11.]  If  again  (this  seems  the  nearest 
English  expression  to  el  fj-ev  ot5*>.  It  takes 
up  the  reasoning,  not  from  the  point  im- 

mediately preceding,  but  from  the  main 
line  of  argument,  of  which  what  has  just 
preceded  has  been  merely  a  co-ordinate 
illustration.  So  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
say  here,  as  some  have  attempted  to  do, 
from  what  point  in  the  preceding  chapters 
the  reasoning  is  resumed.  The  main  line 
of  thought  is  again  referred  to,  dependently 
on  the  promise  of  Ps.  ex.  4,  as  made  to  our 
Lord  and  verified  in  Him)  perfection  (in 
the  widest  sense  :  the  bringing  of  man  to 
his  highest  state,  viz.  that  of  salvation  and 
sanctiticatiou  :  see  on  ver.  19,  ov§\v  ere- 
\eica<j€v  6  u6{j.o$.  Commentators  have  too 
much  limited  it  :  Grot,  understands  per- 

fection of  priesthood  ("  quod  in  genei  e 
sacerdotii  perfectissimuni  est"):  Priraasius 
and  Beza,  moral  perfection  :  Estius, 
Schlichting,  al.,  perfect  remission  of  sins. 
But  manifestly  these  two  latter  are  in- 

cluded in  the  idea,  which  is  a  far  more  ex- 
tensive one  than  either)  were  (TJV  may  be 

rendered  either  by  the  imperf.  subj.  or 

pluperf.  subj.  The  former,  f  if  perfection 
were,*  would  imply  e  it  is  not  :*  the  latter, 
*  if  perfection  had  been,*  would  imply, 
fit  was  not.3  The  difficulty  of  deciding 
here  arises  from  the  apodosis  being  given 
in  an  elliptic  form,  viz.  in  that  of  a  ques- 

tion in  which  the  verb  is  left  out)  by 
means  of  (could  be  brought  about  by  the 
instrumentality  of)  the  Levitical  priest- 

hood (on  tcpucrvvT),  see  note,  ver.  5),  — 
for  upon  it  (i.  e,  r^s  AGVITIKTJS  Upwa^yrts  : 
not  as,  reading  eV  avry,  many  Commen- 

tators, -re\(:L&<y€i,for  the  sake  of  obtaining 
perfection.  Three  meanings  are  legitimate 

for  lir3  a-uT-fjs.  1.  Concerning  it,  it  being- 

the  objective  basis  or  substratum  of  the 
j/o/A00€T77cris  :  as  ill  ov  Xeyei  .  .  .  ,  &$  CTT! 
TToAAoJ^,  Gal.  iii.  16  :  cnj^e7a  &  twolet  eVl 
T&V  cLffdfvoi>vTu>v,  John  vi.  2.  This  is 
taken  by  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Bleek.  So 
'  disserere  3  or  *  scribere  super  se/  2.  In  its 
time,  as  eV  'OAi/^tTnaSo?,  ^TT*  &pxovros- 
3.  On  its  ground,  it  being  the  subjective 
basis  or  substratum  of  the  vojut-oBeryjcrLs  :  it 

being  presupposed,  and  the  law  -giving  pro- 
ceeding on  it  as  ex  concesso.  This  is  taken 

with  slight  variations,  by  l)e  Wette,  Liine- 
niann,  Ebrard,  al.  And  this  seems  most 
agreeable  to  the  sense.  For  (1)  would  seem 
hardly  to  account  for  the  insertion  of  the 
parenthesis  at  all  :  that  the  law  was  enacted 
concerning  the  priesthood,  would  certainly 
be  no  reason  for  here  introducing-  it  :  still 
less  would  the  form  of  the  parenthesis  thus 
be  accounted  for,  6  Xaos  yap  eV  avrijs 
I'tvoiJL.,  see  below:  and  (2)  again,  being  a 
mere  notice  of  date,  would  not  account  for 
the  occurrence  of  the  parenthesis.  But  it 
we  consider  the  priesthood  as  the  basis 
on  which  the  law  was  constructed,  so  that 
not  the  priests  only,  but  the  people  also 
(cf.  the  same  Travrl  T<p  Xacp,  -navra  rltv 
Xa.6v,  in  ch.  ix*  10)  were  involved  in  the 
question  of  the  dignity  and  finality  of  the 
priesthood,  then  a  suffiek'nt  reason  seems 
to  be  gained  for  inserting  the  parenthesis  : 
q.  d.  not  only  they,  but  the  whole  system 
of  which  the  priesthood  was  the  basis  and 
centre)  the  people  (emphatic:  not  eV 

avrris  yap  d  Xa6s,  but  <5  Acc&v  yap  «hr* avTTjs  :  see  above)  hath  received  the  law 
(the  verb  vop,o0€Tttv  is  common  both  in 
classical  and  Hellenistic  Greek.  It  is^used 
sometimes  with  a  dative  of  the  person, 
so  Xen.  Apol.  15,  irep\  AvKovpyou  TOW 
AaKcSar/xo^Cois  VQp.oB^T^cra.y'ros,  —  some- 

times with  an  accus.  of  the  thing,  so  Xen. 
B.ep.  Laced.  V.  1,  &  /AC*/  o%v  e/cacrrj?  TjhiKia 
e  vocoder?]  crey  6  Avtcovpyos.  The  nse  of 
the  passive  hence  is  obvious:  and  although 
not  justified  by  Greek  usage,  finds  a  parallel 
in  such  expressions  as  wt(rr€vofjLat  n,  evay- 
yeKifofjLat,  &c.  :  see  Winer,  §  39.  1,  edn.  6. 
The  LXX  use  the  word  rather  differently5 
for  to  teach  :  e.  g.  Ps.  xxiv.  8,  j 
ajj.aprdvoj'Ta.s  eV  &o£,  —  ver.  12, 
TTJ<T€L  avr$    €V  55(p  :     PS.   CZVili.    33, 

crov.     The   perfect  is  used,  as  indicating 
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f  Acts  \  n   16.       12  f 
G.il   i  6.  ch. 
xi  5  bis.  / 
Jude  4  only. 
Deut.  xxvn 
17.  fJ.eTa.ri 
OevQat 

>S,  Plato,  Minos,  p.  316  c. 

epea, ,1  OV  tCCLTCC,  TVJV 

yap  XT}? 

yiverao. 

ABCDTC 

h    >      ,  ^       LPM n  avaytens  tcai  abed 

\      ̂   f  ~        fghkl yap  Aeyerat  ravra   m  n  o 17.  47 

e£ 

Philem.  14 
1  ch.  n.  14  leff. 

Xen  Mem  iv  4  14. 

g  ver  11. 

.  . 
i  ch  xi  5.  xiu  27  only  -f.    2  Mace.  xi.  24only. 

na  =  John  x.  46.  XL  1.  xix.  38. 

?),  Thuc.  1.  15. 
n  intr.,  1  Tim.  m.  8.  iv.  13.    oi 

h  2  Cor  ix  7  only     /car* k  =  Mark  iau  12,  13     Rom 

s  (rots 

*•] 

B. 

[for  ov, 
12.  om  ftcu  vopov 

13.  A€7€i  I)1.  for  TTposeffxyKev,  Trposecrxev  AC  17  '  uerecrite  [P]  k  : 
a  o:  txfc  BDKLN  rel  [Ch^  Eufchal-ms  Thdrt  Damasc]. 

the  fact  that  tlie  people  was  still  remain- 
ing and  observing  the  law),  —  what  fur- 

ther need  (was  there)  (what  need  after 
that,  —  any  longer,  that  being  so:  so  Sext. 

Erapir.  cited  by  Wetst.  :  et  5e  a7ra|  e'| 

rls  €Ti  XPe^a  «7ro5€i/c»'i5j'at  aura/) 
that  a  different  priest  (ercpov,  more  than 
#AAo*>  —  not  only  another,  but  of  a  different 
kind)  should  arise  (Herod,  iii.  66,  S^epSzy  .  . 
jSacriAe'a  ayeo-reara.  See  reff.  There  is 
no  idea  in  it  of  suddenness  or  unexpected- 

ness, as  Bohme  (not  Tholuck  in  his  last 
edn.))>  after  the  order  of  Melehisedek,  and 
that  he  (the  priest  that  should  arise)  is 
said  to  he  not  after  the  order  of  Aaron. 
(there  have  been  various  views  as  to  the 
construction.  Some,  as  Faber  Stap.,  Luther, 
al.,  take  the  whole  as  one  sentence  only, 

thus  :  rfs  en  xP*'La  ̂ €7€(Tl^al  Kara  T.  ra£. 
M.  €r.  avicrr.  lepea,  /c.  ov  KO.TOI.  r.  ra|. 

*Aa/>.,  "what  further  need  was  there  for  it 
to  be  said  that  another  priest  should  arise, 

after  Melchisedek's,  and  noi  after  Aaron's 
order?'3  But  thus  we  should  have  expected 
avicrr.  to  be  future  (this  perhaps  is  not  de- 

cisive, but  notwithstanding  Tholuck's  pro- 
test against  Bleek,  I  cannot  help  still  be- 

lieving it  would  have  been  so)  :  besides  that 
the  transposition  of  the  infinitives  is  very 
harsh  (Tholuck  tries  to  justify  this  by  flcrtp 
.  .  .  TOCTO^TCU  T<!»  rt  xpfy  T0t€?i/  tru^jSou- 
Aeucrai  %oA67r^T€por  elvat,  Demosth.  p. 
66.  But  the  case  is  not  parallel,  inasmuch 
as  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  it).  Besides 
which,  Ircpa  can  hardly  have  any  other 
meaning  than  that  in  ver,  15,  not  =  a\\o$9 
but  implying  diversity  of  nature  and  order  : 
in  which  case  it  cannot  be  the  subject 

to  XcycorOai,,  -which  has  Kara  TTJV  rafiv 
*Aap«v  for  its  predicate,  thus  nullifying the  iTepor.  So  that  we  must  either  take 

Xryecrflai  impersonal,  *  that  it  is  said,3  or, 
which  is  preferable,  supply  as  above,  '  that 
he  (the  coming  priest)  is  said.9  ov  would 
more  naturally  be  ̂ ,  in  a  sentence  ex- 

pressing necessity,  which  of  itself  involves 
a  judgment,  see  Hartung,  Partikell.  ii.  125. 
But  in  such  cases  ov  may  stand  where  the 

denial  is  carried  in  the  particle  itself,  which 
seems  to  bring  out  a  negative  expression  as 
set  over  against  a  positive  one  :  e.  g.  Aris- 

toph.  Bccles.  581,  aAA'  ov  fj,e\\€w  aXXs 
airrecrQaL  /cat  S-J;  XP%  r°is  Siat/olas  :  Thuc. 
i.  51,  VTroTOirficravTes  car1  "A^z/fi^  eljsai 
ot»x  o<ras  ec&pcav  aAAa  TrXeCovs.  So  here 
the  ov  must  be  closely  joined  with  Kara 

T}\V  rd%Lv  'Aap.,  not  with  \eyecr6ai :  or  we 
must  with  Bleek  suppose  that  %/>efa  3\v  or 

ytivvaro  is  to  be  supplied  with  ov) "? 
12.]  For  if  the  priesthood  is  changed 
(better  thus  than  B.  V.,  "  the  priesthood 
~bevng  changed"  which  gives  the  reader  the 
idea  of  f-ieraTifletcnjs),  there  takes  place  of 

necessity  a  change  of  the  law  (not  c  of 
law,3  which  would  be  decidedly  wrong,  and 
would  require  TOV  v6f*.ov,  as  in  a  general 

sentence,  implying  *the  law'  of  the  par- 
ticular case  in  view  ;  vofxo-u,  anarthrous, 

means  that  law,  which  had  already  begun 
to  beused  as  a  proper  name,  the  well-known 
law  of  Moses)  also  (viz.  of  that  law,  which, 
as  above,  is  legislated  upon  the  ground  of 
that  priesthood :  not,  as  Beza,  Grot.,  ah, 
of  the  law  of  the  priesthood  only,  nor  as 
Calvin,  a-Lapide,  Jac.  Cappell.,  Bohme, 
Kuinoel,  al.,  of  the  ceremonial  law  only. 
Chrys.  says  rightly  :  €t  5c  Ircpoy  5e?  lepea 
eTvat,  fjLaXXov  5e  erepav  iep&crvvyv,  a.vd.jK7i 

Kal  v6(j.ov  crepov  clvou*  TCI/TO  5e  irpbs  roi/s 
\eyovrar  ri  e5ei  KCUVTJS  SiaB-fiKfjs ;  The 
connexion  is  with  the  parenthesis  in  ver. 
11,  which  was  inserted  to  prepare  the  way 
for  our  verse.  Bleek,  Be  Wette,  al.  deny 
the  reference  to  the  parenthetical  clause  in 
ver.  11,  and  regard  our  verse  as  preparing 

the  way  for  what  follows :  "  It  lays  down 
the  ground,  why  not  without  urgent  cause 

a  change  of  the  priesthood  took  place" 
(De  W»),  that  cause  being  that  the  law 
itself  was  to  be  abrogated.  The  Writer  as 
yet  expresses  himself  mildly  and  cautiously: 
the  p.€Ta0€<ris  here  in  fact  amounts  to  the 
aQeTTjcrts  in  ver.  18,  but  is  not  yet  so  ex- 

pressed). 13.]  Confirmation  of  the 
position  that  a  change  i?  made  in  the  law, 
by  another  fact  indicative  of  a  change  in 
the  priesthood,  For  He  with  reference  to 
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yap  ort, 9  z>  <>vrjv  Trep  epecov 

s  Trepiacrorepoy  en  l  Kard 
IOTTTO,  MeAfcreSe/e  y  avlo- 

dvare 

iepecov  ov$ l  KardSrj\ ac 

6p    only7  
XIV"3D 

i.  19.     Gen.  six.  25  al.  see  Zech   Hi  9 
y.  32.     1  Pet.  i.  11  only.  s 

u*  4   *?«       ,  u  =  Matt'  *"• w  ch.  iv.  15  only.     Gen.  i.  11,  12. 

q  see  ch.  ii.  3    MIL  20  r 
h  vi.  17  reff  there  only  t.     Herod 
1L     JohTl  *"•  23-  x-  35-  v  =  Gal- 
x  as  above  (w).     Wi-»d.  xiv    19  only. 

i.  11      2Pet. 
Acts  ».  25.     Kph 
68      Xe»   Mem. 

-  28>     Lam-  J   12- 

y  ver.  II. 
14.  rec  ow5.  TT.  jepoxruvTqs,  with  B3KL  rel  syrr  [seth  Chr-montf.  Thdrt  Damasc]  : 

tepooo:  ouSe*/  [C3]D2  :  txt  ABC^D^PJXS  17  arm[:  ou5.  TT.   iepew^  47  vulg(and  F-l 
coptt]  Chr-mssj  Cyrr — fjLC0v<rr)s  bef 

15.  om  TTjy  B. 

whom  (cf.  reff. :  and  cos  eVl  ro  irav  eliriiv, 
Plato,  Legg.  ii.  p.  667  B)  these  things  (viz. 
the  promise  in  Ps.  ex. :  not,  these  which 
I  am  now  saying)  are  said,  is  member  of 
( hath  taken  part  in :  the  perfect  implying 
the  enduring  of  His  humanity)  a  different 
tribe  (from  that  of  Levi,  which  has  been 
already  sufficiently  indicated  in  the  pre- 

ceding context),  of  which  (sprung  from 
which,  coming  from  which,  see  reff.)  no  one 
hath  (ever,  to  this  day)  given  attention 
(applied  himself,  see  ch.  ii.  1,  note;  and 
retf.  So  Demosth.  p.  10.  25,  r<p  TroAe^o? 
Trposexeiv :  Xen.  Mem.  iv.  1.  2,  TCLX^  n<*>v- 
Qdvsiv  ols  Trposexoiev :  Polyaen.  p.  415, 
TOUS  ycwpyiais  7rpose?%ov)  to  the  altar  (i.  e. 
as  a  general  and  normal  practice,  had  any 
thing  to  do  with  the  service  of  the  priest- 

hood). 14.]  Proof  of  ver.  IB.  For 
it  is  plain  to  all  (irp<£8<q\ov,  of  that  which 
lies  before  men's  eyes,  plain  and  undoubted. 

Thdrt.  Jos.  B.  J,  ii.  3. 1,  irp6$y\ov  ̂ v  T& 
sBvos  OUK  ̂ pefjLrjffov :  and  other  examples 
in  Wetst.  and  Bleek)  that  our  Lord  (this 
is  the  only  place  in  Scripture  where  Christ 
is  called  by  this  appellation,  now  so 
familiar  to  us,  without  the  addition  of 
either  His  personal  or  official  name.  2  Pet. 
iii.  15,  rfyv  fjiaKpoBv/jilav  TOV  Ktvpiav  7i(jvu>v} 
is  hardly  an  exception:  see  there)  hath 
arisen  (some  have  thought  that  this  word, 
which,  as  an  intransitive  verb,  is  generally 
used  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  has  reference 

to  our  Lord*s  rising  as  a  Sun  of  righteous- 
ness :  so  Mai.  iv.  2,  avareXeT  vfjuv  .  .  .  ̂Atoy 

difccuoarfo'rjs :  Isa.  Ix.  1,  %K€i  crow  rb  <j>G>s  K. 
ff  86£a  Kvpiov  e-rri  ere  avaT&ra\K€v:  Num. 
xxiv.  17,  aya-reAe?  &cTTpov  $£  'la/cc^jS,  to which  Thl.  thinks  there  is  allusion  here : 
(T€fj.y^j  TJ  \e£is  rb  ai/arcraA/ce,  fcal  etc  TTJS 

TOV  BaAacfc/i  TrpotyyTelas  A7?<^0eTb"a  KCU  e/c 
rov  MaAax^oi;  /c.r.A.  And  it  is  quite 
legitimate,  and  a  very  beautiful  thought, 
to  regard  these  sublime  ideas  as  having 
been  in  the  Writers  mind,  while  at  the 
same  time  we  confess,  that  the  word  is 
used  of  the  springing  or  rising  up  of  other 
things,  e.  g.  of  water,  Herod,  iv.  52 :  and 

especially  of  the  sprouting  of  plants  —  Jos. 
Antt.  i.  1,  tvQvs  <f>vrd  T€  Kal  crir4pju.ara 
yriQev  aver€t\€v  :  and  see  reff.  And  in 
this  sense  probably  is  avaroX^  given  as  the 

rendering  of  rros,  "Branch,**  Zech.  iii.  1; 
vi.  12,  though  the  two  ideas,  of  the  Sun, 
and  of  a  branch,  came  to  be  mingled  to- 

gether, as  in  Luke  i.  78)  out  of  Judah  (this 
word  may  be  the  name,  either  of  the  tribe, 
or  of  the  patriarch.  From  Gen.  xlix.  9,  10, 
it  would  appear  to  be  the  personal  name  : 
but  preceded  and  followed  as  it  is  here  by 
(pv\?)s  Irepas,  and  €is  %\v  tyvXiiv,  it  would 
rather  seem  to  be  that  of  the  tribe),  with, 
reference  to  (els  nearly  as  im  above;  that 
which  is  said  with  reference  to  any  one, 
being  regarded  as  tending  towards,  and 
finding  its  issue  in  him  :  for  its  usage,  see 
reff.)  which  tribe  Moses  said  nothing  con- 

cerning priests  (i.  e.  nothing  to  imply  that 
any  priest  should  be  or  be  consecrated 
out  of  it  :  irdvTa  y&p  rot  rrjs  i€/>wcn5j^y 

€ts  rfyv  AevtrtK^v  av*&7)Ke  $v\-hv*  Thl.). 
15  —  17.]  Another  proof  that  the 

law  is  changed  (set  aside)  :  for  our  Lord 

could  not  "be  of  the  law  (=  Levitical  priest- 
hood), seeing  Se  is  an  eternal  jPrie$t+ 
15.]  And  it  (viz.  the  change  of  the 

law  ;  the  proposition  of  ver.  12.  :  so  (Ee., ov  p,6v 

tv  .  .  .  ical  e/c 
rovrov  KaTa5??A<fo  ecrnv  %  re 
KC&  TJ  juLer&Qe&ts  TTJS  TraAatas 

Chrys.  takes  'it'  to  mean  the  distinction 
between  the  Levitical  and  the  N.  T.  High 
Priesthood  :  T£  ICTTZ  Kardd-^Xoy  /  r2»  /^.ecrov 
rrjs  i€pca<rvv7j$.  Jac.  Cappellus,  and  Bengal 
—  "  illud  quod  in  ver.  11  asseritur,  nullam 
consummationem  factam  esse  per  sacerdo- 
tium  Leviticum/^andsoBelitzsch.  Prima- 
sius,  Hammond,  al.,  that  the  priesthood  is 
altered  :  Ebrard  strangely  supplies,  "  that 
our  Lord  sprung  from  Judah  :"  indeed  his whole  comment  on  this  verse  is  one  of  those 
curiosities  of  exegesis  which  unhappily 
abound  in  his  otherwise  valuable  commen- 

tary. But  the  alteration  of  the  law  is  the 
proposition  here;  and  so  Estius,  Schlich- 
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bitom\n.u. 
' 

ry€70i/ev, 
jap 

1G  09    ov    z  fcara 
z  Kara  Svvapiv 

on,  av   iep€v$  el<s  TOV  al&va  tcara  rr)V 

vopov 
c  ateara\vrov   17 

c  here  only  t.     Dion.  Hal    x.  31,  TO 
Oospp   pabbwn      Heb  , 

rrj 

fj   crapici,    yd  A  a 

MeA- 

Ka,r& 

2  Cor   m."  3*cmty      2  Chron   xxxu.  8.     E/ek    xi.  19.  XXXM.  26  only 

s\te&*  ̂ rsirr  ̂ "^Te  «* 
16.  rec  rap*!*}*,  with  C-corr  D'K  rel  Chr-montf2  Thdrt  [Thl  CEcl:  t*t  ABC1  

ID  i 

H(iu  title)  L[P_]N  a*  d  f  h  1  n  17  Dioiij  Chr-3-msSl  Cyv[>pa  Euthal-uis  Damasc].  
(Ihe 

title  m  H  runs  thus :  #ri  iravfrercu  ̂   TOU  dap<W  tepwervwj  T)  CTTI  77? s  oflira*  fararai  de  77 
ovpc^ios  n  -ypicrrov  l£  Irepov  7eVous,  ou  Kara  crapfca,  ot>  5m  v6^ov  vapKivov.)  __.___.. 

17  rec  uaprup.i  (for  -piircu),  with  CD^KL  rel  Thdrt  [Damasc  CbJcJ  :  txt  ABDi[P]K 

17  [gyrr]  coptt  Chr  [Euthal-ms]  Cyrj  Thl.  aft  <rv  ins  ei  1)3K[P]  b  o  [latt  syrr 
coptt  aeth  (so  v.  21  also)]. 

ting,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Kuinoel,  Tholuck, 

Bleek,  Lunem.,  al.)  is  yet  more  abun- 

dantly (see  for  Treptcro-drepov,  on  ch.  ii.  1) 
manifest  (KaraS^Xos  is  another  stronger 
form  of  SfjAoy,  common  in  the  classics 

(reff.),  but  found  only  here  in  LXX  and 

N.  T.),  if  (i.  e.  siqmdem,  seeing  that :  rb 
el  avrl  rov  OTI.  j/o^<re:y,  fyyovv  ITTCLOTJ, 
(Ec.  :  "si  .  .  .  rein  dubitative  loquitur, 

sed  affirmative,  quasi  diceret  .  .  .  quiasj 

&e.,  Primasius,  in  Bleek.  See  reft',  un could  not  well  have  been  used  here,  as  the 

reader  would  have  connected  it  with  tcard- 

S^Ao/',  *it  is  evident,  that*  &c.)  accord- 
ing to  the  similitude  of  (=  xarct,  rV 

r&%Lv  before)  Melchisedek  ariseth^a  dif- 
ferent priest  (it  is  best  to  take  tepees  ere- 

pos  as  the  subject,  erepos  being  a  mere 
epithet :  not,  as  Schulz  (also  in  ver.  11), 

iep*i>$  predicatively,  "another  arisefh  as 
priest"  nor  as  some  (?)  mentioned  by 
Lunem.,  to  take  tepevs  and  %repo$  both 

predicatively,  "He  ansetli  as  another 
priest?*  viz.  our  Lord).  16.]  wlio  (viz. 
tepebf  f-repos.  ris;  6  M6A%icre5€«:  ovros;  oi/, 
«AAl  <5  xpicrr 6s.  Chrys. :  and  so  CEc.  Thl. 
mentions  both  ways  of  taking  it,  and  ex- 

pounds both  at  some  length)  is  appointed 
(hath  become  priest)  not  according  to  the 
law  of  a  carnal  commandment  (i.  e.  not  in 
accordance  with,  following  out,  the  rule 
and  order  of  an  exterior  ordinance  founded 

on  the  present  fle>hly  and  decaying  state 
of  things.  So  Thdrt.,  crap/a/c^  yap 
\fyjs  Tovro  /C€/cA77/c€V,  &>$  rov  VOJU.QV  S/ 

reAet/T'^j',   rbv   GKsivov 
\a{A$dj/eiv.     And  so 

most  Commentators.  But  others  take  v6- 
JJLOS  to  mean  strictly  the  law  of  Moses  as  a 
whole,  and  frroXrjs  o-aptclvris  as  r=  a  plural, 
and  designating  the  character  o£  those 
commandments  of  which  the  law  was  com- 

posed. So  Syr.,  Chrys.  (KOA.&S  avrdv — rbv 

r.     ffdptca, 

LLOtQ^lv    Kotl    rivet,    & 

&KOV€*     TTOAAT?     £t*J7Jt 

K.  jUG\i  rr)  crapKL,  €i 
rf)  craprcl.  ct.7rb  rovrov  rov  v6p.ov  rfy 

a\)vf]v  eXaftef  <5  'Aap&v  6  i^ivroi 
ytcreSe/c  o&x  OVT<X>),  Ofic.  (ri  ̂ <rrt, 

V&IJ.QV  evr.  crapK.  ;  6ri  d  v6/u.os  rets  ̂ ^roAocs1 
(rapicifcas  eT%ei/,  olov  TTG piracy,  apyiav, 
r6de  tyayelv  K.  r6de  JUL^J  tyayelv,  ftwep  crap- 
tcbs  ̂ iv  K.  ov  fyvxiis  KaQdpcna'  ov  ysyovev 
ovv  apxteP€v5  ctTrb  rov  v6fj.ov  rov  ras 
o~apKLKCCS  evro\a$  e^reAAOyue^oL/).  Other 
Commentators,  who  take  v6pov  as  I  have 
done  above,  yet  understand  irapKtvTis  as  a 
subjective  epithet,  a  law  which  was  in  itself 
transitory :  so  Bohme,  Kuinoel,  al.),  but 
according  to  the  power  of  an  indissoluble 
life  (the  two  clauses  closely  correspond  in 
rhythm,  as  is  much  the  practice  of  the 
Writer.  The  power  here  spoken  of  does 
not,  however,  strictly  correspond,  m  its 
relation  to  the  priesthood  spoken  of,  with 

'the  law  of  a  carnal  commandment'* above.  That  was  the  rule,  by  and  after 
which  the  priesthood  was  constituted:  this, 
the  vigour  inherent  m  the  glorious  priest- 

hood of  Christ, — for  it  is  of  His  enduring 
Melehisedek-priesthood  in  glory  (see  De- 
litzsch  and  Hofmann)  tbat  this  is  spoken — 
to  endure  for  ever.  Camero,  Calovius,  al., 

have  thought  Bwajjiis  to  be,  Christ's  power to  confer  life  on  others :  Carpzov,  at,  the 
enduring  nature  of  the  divine  decree  which 
constituted  this  priesthood :  but  both  are 
shewn  to  be  wrong  by  the  next  verse,  in 
which  the  tepsvs  els  rbv  cu&va  is  the  point 
brought  out).  17.]  Proof  of  the  last 
clause  :   KaracrHevdfci  TTCOS-  <??7re  rb   atcara- 

yap  $<ra  o*t<vpi£€ro  aapKifta  3\v.  rb  yap 
\t-yeiv,  Trepireju.*  r%]v  crap/ca,  ̂ p?(rov  r. 

<rdpKa,  \ovo~ov  r.  adpKa,  tcaQdpicrovr.  o-dpKot, 

avrbv  sis  rbv  allava,  e?j/cu  lep€a.  Till.  The 
stress  of  the  citation  is  on  els  TOV  auova. 

For  lie  (the  tepevs  erepos)  is  borne  witness 

of  that  (just  as  in  jut.aprvpov/u.€t>o?  *6n  (p, 
ver.  8.  The  on  belongs,  not  to  the  cita- 

tion, but  to  the  verb.  If  the  rec.  pap- 
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€VTo\rj$   Sia  rb   avTijs   l  aaOev&s  /cal  k  c 
ovSev 

c  '  m    *  v        £  ̂      n 
o    VOLLO$.    m  eTreisaycoryn    oe    D 

ABCDK 

a  b  c  f  g 
hklm 

n  o 
17.47 

i  -  Gdl  iv   9.  consti  ,  Rom  vm  3.  k  Tit.  m.  9  only.    Piov.  xxuu  3.    Jer.  11.  8  X1X*     1  ch.  n 
10  leff  .and  note.  m  here  onlj  t.    ff/SeVi'vo'flat  TO  Trpbs  r^y  irporepav  (^iXoaropyov 
erepa?  eTretsa-ywYfl,  Jos  Antt  xi  6.  2     see  Thuc.  vm.  92.  n  ch  i  4  reff.  o  =  ch.  m. 
6  r,eff     ,.  p  James  iv  8  only.    Exod.  xix  22   xxxiv.  30     Lev.  x.  3.    I&d.  xxix.  13.  Ivin.  2.    P&. cxhiu.  14.  q  ch.  in  3.  ix.  27.    seech  un  6 

18.  irposayovcrys  D][-gr]. 
19.  €7T6isay<yy7]s 

€77^0)^6^  A  31. 
rupe?  be  taken,  o  0e<fc  must  be  supplied,  as 
in  ch.  i.  (3,  and  passim  in  tins  Epistle. 
Aiid  then  also  the  <m  belongs  to  the  verb) 
Thou  art  a  priest  for  ever  after  the  order 
of  Melchisedek.  18, 19.]  These  verses 
belong  to  the  proof  of  15 — 17,  expanding 
the  conclusion  thence  derived,  and  expi  ess- 
ing  it  more  decidedly  than  before  in  ver.  12. 

For  moreover  (|j,€v  -yap,  at  the  same 
time  that  by  the  yap  it  carries  on  the  rea- 

soning, by  the  elliptic  ̂ v  suggests  some 
succeeding  position  as  introduced  by  a  <5e. 
So  Earip.  Med.  698,  ̂ vyyycccrra  ̂ kv  yap 

3\v  ere  Ainr6ro*0ai,  yvvai — '*  certainly,  I 
concede  it,  thy  grief  was  pardonable,  .  .  . 

(but ...):"  and  in  a  sentence  made  as 
an  example,  tyk  fjikv  /cal  Aiovvcrios  eSeiTr- 
vovfJLGV,  (TV  fjikv  yap  ov  irapeyevov — "for 
you,  you  will  remember,  were  not  there 

(but  we  were)/'  See  Hartuug,  Partikell. 
ii.  414.  So  here  we  may  regard  the  jiev  as 
elliptical,  and  pointing  at  an  understood 
contrast  in  the  permanence  of  the  fy$] 
d/caraAuros-  just  mentioned.  It  is  hardly 
possible,  even  with  the  right  construction  of 
the  sentence  (see  below),  to  regard  this  ̂ v 
as  answering  to  the  5e  following  eTrets- 
aya>yf) :  its  connexion  with  the  ydp  will 
not  allow  this.  If  this  had  been  intended, 
we  should  have  expected  the  form  of  the 
sentence  to  be  uOerycrLs  yctp  ytverat  TTJS 
uef  TrpoayotiffTjs  ei/roA^s)  there  takes 

place  («7r^  KOIVOV  r~b  ylverat,  (Ec. :  that 
is,  it  belongs  to  both  a06'r??<m  and  fatts- 

fj— see  below)  an  abrogation  (rl  ecrrtjc 
cris ;  &^i^> is,  e/c/SoAT?,  Chrys, :  ct0e- 

rrjcTLS,  rovrecmv  4va\\ayr)  K.  e'/c^oA?], 
Thl.  Though  no  where  else  found  in  all 
Greek,  except  in  the  two  places  in  this 
Epistle,  it  is  a  perfectly  regular  word  from 
adcreGt),  as  vovOerrjirts,  vo/j.o6€T'n<n$)  of  the 
preceding  commandment  (evroXTJs  is  anar- 

throus because  the  epithet  irpoayo\ja"ris  is 
thrown  strongly  forward  into  emphasis, 
which  emphasis  would  be  weakened  by  TTJS 
preceding,  and  altogether  lost  in  rijs  eV- 
ro\rj$  rrls  irpoayoi>a"r)$.  The  cVroA^  in- 

tended is  that  mentioned  in  ver.  16,  ac- 
cording to  which  the  priesthood  was  con- 

stituted, not,  as  Chrys.,  Thdrt,  (Ec.,  Thl., 
Prim.,  Calv.,  Grot.,  Hamm.,  Kuinoel,  al., 

the  whole  Mosaic  law,  however  much  that 
may  be  involved  in  the  assertion,  cf.  the 
parenthesis  in  ver.  11.  This  command- 

ment went  before — not  merely  in  time,  but 
was  an  introduction  to  and  gave  way  before 
the  greater  and  final  ordinance)  on  account 
of  its  weakness  and  unprofitableness  (on 
the  neuter  concrete  where  the  abstract 
substantive  would  rather  be  looked  for,  see 
Winer,  edn.  6,  §  34.  2,  and  besides  reff., 
Kom.  ii.  4;  ix.  22:  ch.  vi.  17  al.  Rom. 
viii.  3,  as  Gal.  iv.  9,  is  remarkably  parallel, 
both  in  thought  and  mode  of  expression : 
one  of  those  coincidences  which  could 

hardly  take  place  where  there  was  not 
community  of  thought  and  diction), — for 
the  law  perfected  nothing  (this  parenthe- 

tical clause  is  inserted  to  explain  the 
implication  contained  in  avrfjs  acrQeves  K. 
dj/co<jb€A€s.  The  law  had  not  the  power  to 
bring  any  thing  whatever  to  perfection,  to 
its  appointed  end  and  excellence : — perfec- 

tion, in  any  kind,  was  not  by  the  law. 
This  assertion  must  not  be  limited  by 

making  o-uSe'v  represent  a  masculine,  as 
Chrys.  (rl  earif,  ovfiev  ereAefcuorej/  ;  ouSei/a, 

reAezoz/  etp-ydcraro  irapa.KOv6ii€V05. 
Se*  ou5e  ef  7//cou<r0??,  TeAetoj/  eiroli)- 

v  Kal  evdpeTov.  recas  Sc  ov  rovr6 

6  \6yos  eVraufla,  aAA"  '6n  ovfitv *  kal  eiK^rcas'  ypd^uara  yap  fiv 

a,  r65e  irparre  /cal  T(j5e  {JLTJ  Trparre* 
virort,Bep.€va  JJL&VQV,  o^i  5e  Kal  8vvajj.iv 
€i>n6€vra.  7)  5e  €\.irl$  ov  roiavTTj).  Simi- 

larly (Ec.  and  Thl.), — and  (8c,  see  above 
on  JJ.GV  ydp :  '  and 3  is  the  only  English 
conjunction  which  will  preserve  the  true 
connexion  and  construction  of  the  sen- 

tence) (there  takes  place ;  yiv* rai  belongs 
to  this  also,  see  below)  an  introduction 
(iTrcisaywY^,  superintroductio,  a  bringing 
in  besides :  the  law  being  already  there, 
this  is  brought  in  to  and  upon  it :  seeref.) 
of  a  better  hope  (the  contrast  is  between 

the  irpodyova'a  eVroA-j?,  weak  and  unprofit- 
able, and  a  better  thing,  viz.  the  e\7ri$ 

which  brings  us  near  to  God.  This  Kpetr- 
rov6s  TWOS,  TOVT€(TTL1/,  cATTiSoS  K.T.A.,  is  6X- 

pressed  by  Kpelrrovos  e\Tri$os.  This  seems 
more  natural,  than  with  Chrys.,  (Ec.,  Thl., 
Prim. a  to  suppose  any  comparison  between 
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rcb   i  4  x. 
25      Rt?\. 
XMU.  7 

BCh    IX    7 

s  ov 

o yap 
i9  t  op/cco- 

20.  om  01 

t  here  (3ce)  and  ver  28  only     Ezek.  xiu.  18, 19.    Esdr  viu.  93  (90j  only,  (bee  note  ) 

\>  yap  xvpi-s  QpK.MiJ.ocr.  (homosotel)  D1  2.  21. 114  syr  [(astli)]. 
JLPi"? 

ab  c  f  g 

h  k  1  in 
n  o 

17.  47 

the  earthly  hopes  held  oufc  in  the  old  cove- 
nant, and  thehcavenly  hopcof  the  new  (eT^e 

KCL\  6  j/ffytos  eAirfSa,  <$>7?crn/,  aAAs  ou  roLavryv 
tf^irifov  yap  euapea'T^crai'Tes  €%etv  rfy 
yfiv,  /aySev  TreiaecrQai  $€Lv6v  eVraD0a  Se 

eATr/fo/xei'  evapeo'T'ho'avres,  ov  777*'  Ka0- 
e|€ti/,  aAAa  rbi/  ovpavdv.  Chrys.)),  by 
means  of  which  we  draw  near  to  G-od  (this 
note,  of  personal  access  to  God,  has  been 
twice  struck  before,  ch  iv.  16 ;  vi.  19,  and 
is  further  on  in  the  Epistle  expanded  into 
a  whole  strain  of  argument.  See  ch.  ix. 
11  ff. ;  x.  19  if.  It  is  that  access,  which 
was  only  carnally  and  symbolically  open 
to  them  by  shedding  of  the  blood  of  sacri- 

fices, but  has  been  spiritually  and  really 

opened  to  us  by  the  shedding  of  Christ's 
blood  once  for  all,  so  that  we  being  justified 
by  faith  can  approach  the  very  throne  of 
God.  The  word  eyyl&iv  is  the  technical 
term  in  the  LXX  for  the  drawing  near  of 
the  priests  in  their  sacrificial  ministrations. 

Notice  the  reading  3yyifanwt  found 
iu  A  al.,  as  throwing  light  on  the  famous 
tfxojjuej/,  Horn.  v.  1).  It  remains  to  treat 
of  the  connexion  of  the  above  sentence,  vv. 
18,  19,  which  has  been  entirely  mistaken 
by  many,  and  among  them  by  E.  V.  The 
ending  clause,  eirefsaywy^  5e  /c.r.A.,  has 
been  wrongly  joined  with  ouSev  yap  eVe- 
Ae<We*>  o  v6iMo* :  and  that,  either,  1.  as 

subject  to  eVeAei'w<rei/?  as  E  V.,  "  "but  the 
bringing  in  of  a  better  hope  did"  (Beza 
appears  here,  as  in  so  many  other  cases,  to 
have  led  our  translators  into  error;  and  so 
also  render  Caslellio,  Piiraeus,  Schlichting, 
Seb.  Schmidt,  Michaelis,  Stuart,  al.) :  or,  2. 

as  predicate  to  v6fjios  preceding,  te  For  the 
law  perfected  nothing,  but  zvas  the  intro- 

duction," &c.  So  Faber  Stap,,  Erasmus 
(par.,  "  Lex  ...  in  hoc  data  est  ad  tempus 
ut  nos  pmluceret  ad  spem  meliorem "), 
Vatabl.,  Calvin,  Jac.  Cappel.,  Pyle,  al. 
TIi is  latter  is  successfully  impugned  by 
Beza,  on  the  ground  that  the  law  was  not 
an  eir€Lsct,ytoyfi  at  all,  from  the  very  mean- 

ing (see  above)  of  that  word.  The  form 
of  the  sentence  is  also  against  it,  in  which 
the  first  member  of  the  predicate,  oi»5ev  yap 
eVeA.  6  //.,  has  a  definite  verb  expressed, 
whereas  the  verb  of  the  second  member 
would  have  to  be  understood.  But  neither 

is  Bern's  own  connexion  allowable:  for  first, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  take  out  a  positive 
verb  and  object  from  the  clause  ovSev  yap 
IreA.  6  v6i*.Q$  to  supply  after  the  subject 
tTreisaywyfi :  secondly,  there  is  no  proper 
opposition  in  the  arrangement  of  the  two 

clauses  ovftlv  yap  ,  .  .  gtreisaytoy)]  5e:  as  the 
object  was  thrown  emphatically  forward  in 
the  first,  so  should  it  be  at  least  expressed 
in  the  second  :  and  thirdly,  the  position 

and  auarthrousness  of  g-n-eLsaywyfi  itself 
are  against  the  rendering  :  we  should  at 
least  expect  ̂   5e  e7rei$<ry&>7^,  and  pro- 

bably ?}  8€  Kpsirrovos  €\Tri$os  eircisay. 
There  is  a  third  alternative,  which  Calvin 

takes,  "  nihil  enim  lex  perfecit,  sed  accessit 
introduction  But  this,  though  tolerable 
sense,  is  harsher  than  either  of  the  others. 
Ebrard  indeed  approves  it,  and  in  his  usual 
slushing  manner  calls  the  interpretation 
of  Blcek  &c  ein  fumtofer  (SJebanfe:  but 
as  usual  also,  he  misunderstands  the  intent 
of  that  ©ebanle:  viz.  that  in  these 
words,  cru  tepei>s  eis  T^V  at.  /C.T.X.,  there 
takes  place  both  the  adeTycris  and  the 
srceisaycayf)  —  a  thought  which,  whether 
lighter  wrong,  is  surely  not  without  sense. 

20  —  22.]  See  summary  at  ver.  11. 
Further  proof  of  the  superiority  of  the 
MelchisedeJc-priesJhood  of  Christ  —  in  that 
he  was  constituted  in  it  by  an  oath,  thus 
giving  it  a  solemnity  and  weight  which 
that  other  priesthood  had  not.  And 
inasmuch  as  (it  was)  not  without  an 
oath  (Thdrt.  and  some  of  the  older  Com- 

mentators (hardly  Chrys  )  join  this  clause 
with  the  former  verse,  and  understand  it 

to  apply  to  the  certainty  of  the e\iris.  attrT)  r^as 

(Tx^o-iv.  Thdrt.  And  so  Calvin,  "Nihil 
enim  lex  perfecit,  sed  accessit  introductio 
ad  spem  potiorem  per  quani  appropinqua- 
mus  Deo:  atque  hoc  potiorem,  quod  non 

nbsque  jurejurando  res  acta  sit."  So 
Luther.  The  vulg.,  "  et  quantum  est,  non 
sine  jurejurando,"  is  apparently  meant  as 
an  exclamation,  as  indeed  Primas.  and  Jus- 
tiniani  take  it.  But  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  right  connexion  is  to  take 

Ka6'  oorov  as  the  protasis,  the  following,  ol 
juicV  to  aiwvo,  as  a  parenthesis,  and  Kara 
TOOTOVTO  K.T.A.  as  the  apodosis.  So,  dis- 

tinctly, ThL  (having  before  said  on  KaQ* 
ocrov  K.T.A.,  —  ISo^AAt]  8i.acf>cipa  rov  re  v4ov 
Upiws  irpbs  rovs  ira\aioi)s  K.r.X.,  he  ex- 

plains /caret  rocrovro,  rovrecrri,  KaQocrov 

&}j.QO'€v  a«l  avrbv  ecrev&ai  fepea).  And  so 
I  believe  Chrys.  meant,  though  ordinarily 
quoted  on  the  other  side.  He  is  by  no 
means  clear  :  and  indeed  the  notes  of  his  lec- 

tures on  parts  of  this  Epistle  are  evidently 
very  imperfect.  So  almost  all  the  modern 
Commentators,  including  Delitz&ch.  As 
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ev     epeg 

Sta    TOV    \e<yovTQ<? 

v  fjLera/LLe\'r]6rjo'6TaLy 
ovro  teal  w 

6   Se   f^era  i  o 
avrov,   u  y'£lfji,ocr€v   JLvpto?  fcal  ov 

iepevs  el?  TOV  al&vcC   ̂   fcara  *  TOO"" 
yeyovev  y  eyyvo? ®  Rom  xi- 

(see  note.)    Matt,  xxvi,  28.    2  Cor.  in.  6.  ch.  viii.  6  alls.    Exod.  xxiv.  8.    Jer.  xxxviii.  (xxxi.)  31.  y  here 
only  t.    Sir  xxix.  15,  16.    2  Mace.  x.  28  only,    ey-yvov  TO>J/  et/cocri  TaAavra>j>,  Polyb.  v.  27.  1. Prov.  vi.  1.) 

21.  tutf  AB2  k  m  Cyr-je^  Chr  Thdrt:  ̂ er1  [BJC]N3  [Euthal-ms].  om  ets  rov 
aiwa  K^ins  in  niarg  N3).               [aft  <rv  ins  ft  D2KP  vss  Eus^onij).]  rec  at  end 
ins  KO.TO,  rrjv  ra£iv  ̂ e^x^eSe/c,  with  ADKL[P]  ̂ 3-marg  rel  syrr  copt  [seth]  Eus2  Chr 
Thdrt  Chron  :  om  BCN1  17  vulg  sah  arm  [Euthal-ms]  Ambr. 

22.  rec  rocrovrov,  with  D3KLK3  rel  [Ath-edj  Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Damasc]  :  txt 
ABCK1  17  Ath-ms,  [-TW  DJP].  rec  om  KCU,  with  AC2DKL[P]«3  rel  [vulg  copt 
Athj  Chr  Thdrt  Thl]  :  ins  BCW  Damasc. 

regards  the  ellipsis  here,  it  is  variously 
supplied.  Some  nil  it  up  out  of  the  apo- 
dosis,  SLaB-fjKrjs  syyvos  yeyove.  And  this 
seems  on  the  whole  more  natural,  and 
more  agreeable  to  the  style  of  our  Epistle, 
than  to  put  in,  as  E,  V.  after  (Ec.,  and 
Bengel,  Liinem.,  al.,  yeyovev  ap^^pevs, 
or  as  Bleek,  al.,  rovro  (viz.  ̂ TreLsaycoy^ 
Kpeirrovos  H\Trl8os)  ysyQVGV  (or  ytverai). 
f|  6pK<ap.ocrLa,  the  swearing  of  an  oath, 
is  not  found  in  classical  Greek,  but  ra 
dpKcajjidcria,  in  Plato,  Phsadr.  p.  241  A,  and 
Crito,  p,  120  B,  Ovjaara  or  tepe?a  being 
understood.  Still,  as  Wolf  remarks,  TJ 

dTT&j/ioor-ia,  •%  S*a>juorr(a,  and  many  similar 
forms,  are  actually  found), — for  they, 
as  we  know  (on  p.^v  "yap,  see  above, 
ver.  18),  without  swearing  of  an  oath. 
are  made  priests  (etcrlv  ̂ CYOVOTCS,  not 
only  for  the  sake  of  rhythm,  but  as 
more  strongly  marking  the  existence  of 
these  priests  at  the  time  of  writing.  The 

quasi-aoristic  use  of  •yc-yrfvao-iv  is  so  com- 
mon, that  it  would  not  convey  to  the 

reader  here  the  meaning  intended.  Paulus 
and  Klee  render,  "are  without  an  oath 

made  priests :"  Bohine,  "  sunt  sacerdotes^ sed  sine  juramento  (illi  quidem  singuli 

deinceps)y«c^  s"  which  would  require  slvlv 
t€p€?y  x^pls  &pit-  yeyovdres.  Michaelis 
would  render  it  "jfiieruntf  i.  e.  esse  desie- 
runt  :'*  which  is  against  both  grammar  and 
context),  but  He  witk  swearing  of  an 
oath,  by  Him  who  saith  (i.  e.  certainly 
not  the  Psalmist,  as  some  (hardly  Schlioh- 
ting),  who  cannot  be  said  to  have  spoken 
this  Trpbs  a&rAv,  unless  indeed  we  take 

7rp<£s  in  the  mere  secondary  sense  of  'with 
reference  to/  In  the  following  citation  it 
is  the  words  of  address  only  to  which  this 
refers  :  the  former  part  is  the  mere  intro- 

duction to  them.  Not  seeing  this  has  led 
to  the  above  mistake.  It  was  God  who 
addressed  Him,  God  who  made  Him  priest, 
God  who  sware  unto  Him)  to  Him,  The 
Lord  (icupios,  as  commonly  in  LXX,  for 
nirr)  sware,  and  will  not  repent  (so  ref . 

Jer.  Heb.,  DnjJ  &} :  i.  e.  the  decree  stands 
fast,  and  shall  undergo  no  change),  Thou 
art  a  priest  for  ever  (see  var.  readd.) : — 
of  so  much  (in  that  same  proportion,  viz. 
as  the  difference  between  the  oath  and  no 
oath  indicates)  better  a  testament  (the 
meanings  of  Sta0iJKiri,  1.  an  appointment, 
without  concurrence  of  a  second  party,  of 
somewhat  concerning  that  second  party,— 
of  which  nature  is  a  last  will  and  testa- 

ment ;  2.  a  mutual  agreement  in  which  all 
parties  concerned  consent,  =  a  covenant, 
in  the  proper  sense, —  being  confessed,  our 
business  here  is,  not,  as  Ebrard  absurdly 
maintains,  to  enquire  what  is  the  fixed 
theological  acceptance  of  the  word,  and  so 
to  render  it  here,  irrespective  of  any  subse- 

quent usage  by  our  Writer  himself;  but  to 
enquire,  1.  how  he  uses  it  in  this  Epistle, 
2.  whether  he  is  likely  to  have  used  it  iu 
more  than  one  sense : — and  to  render  ac- 

cordingly. Now  it  cannot  well  be  doubted, 
that  in  ch.  ix.  16,  17,  he  does  use  it  in  tho 

sense  of  " testament"  And  just  as  little 
can  it  be  questioned,  that  he  is  speaking 
there  of  the  same  thing  as  here ;  that  the 
KCLIV^J  ̂ LaQ^Kfj  there  answers  to  the  Kpelr- 
r&v  ̂ taO^KTfj  here,  this  first  mention  of  it 
being  in  fact  preparatory  to  that  fuller 
treatment.  I  therefore  keep  here  to  the 
E.  V.,  which  Bleek  also  approves  in  spite 

of  Ebrard's  strong  but  silly  dictum,  that 
every  passage  is  to  be  interpreted  as  a 
reader  would  understand  it  who  had  never 

read  any  further)  also  hath  Jesus  become 
surety  (cyyuos,  see  rcff.,  occurs  in  tho 
Apocrypha,  and  in  the  later  classics,  e.  g. 
Xen.  Vectig.  iv.  20,  rep  S^yuocr^  eVri 
\afie?v  Hyytovs  Trapct.  r&v  /Ufcr0ou^ev<w9 

and  Polyb.  in,  reft". :  but  the  form  eyyvtiT'fis is  much  more  common.  131.  remarks  that 

Moeris's  notice  is  wrong,  €771*0*'  'ArTitfcDy, 
eyyvrjT^v  "E.XK'nviK&s.  "  Jesus  is  become 
the  surety  of  the  better  covenant,  i.  e.  in 
His  person  security  and  certainty  is  given 
to  men,  that  a  better  covenant  is  made 
and  sanctioned  by  God.  For  Christ,  tie 
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-or  xvi  6      Phil,  i  25     James  i  25  only.    Gen  xliv,  33  (see  note). 
),  fiom  Ps.  cxi.  9.    1  Pet.  i.  25.  from  Isa  xl  8.    1  John  11.  17  only,    see  -ver.  3. 
•.  11. 

avrop 
c  John  Mil  35  bis   xu   34.    2  Cor  ijt. 

d  heie  onlyt  (see  note;. 

23.  rec  yeyovores  bef  L<~p€i$,  with  BL[P]K  rel  vulg  (Syr)  syr  copt  [seth  arm  Euthal- 
rns]  Eus2  Chr  Thdrt  Damasc  :  om  767.  1C  :  txt  ACD  17  Chr-ms  Cyr2[-p].  [rco 
P  Kus-msr] 

24.  for  iGpaHrwriV)  lepariav  D1. 

and  Bretsclmeider,  Kuinoel,  al.  And  this 
is  the  more  probable.  The  verb  is  a  vox 
media,  and  may  be  applied  to  any  sort 
of  endurance  treated  of  in  the  context 

(so  in  the  examples  cited  from  Herod, 
i.  30,  Ka,t  o"<pL  e?5e  ctn-a<rt  retcva  €Ky€tf6/uL€va 
Kal  irdvra.  Trapa^ivavra,  and  Artemidor. 
ii,  27,  yvvcuKa,  re  K.  7ra?5as  jj,fy  irapa/neveLV 
fjiavreverai)  :  which  clearly  here  treats  of 
abiding  in  the  priesthood :  besides  which, 
it  would  be  somewhat  tautological  to  say 
that  they  were  hindered  by  death  from 
continuing"  in  life.  The  other  view  is 
taken  by  Kaphel,  Wolf,  Bengel,  Michaelis, 
Schulz,  De  Wette,  Lihiemami;  not  seeing, 
says  Delitzsch,  u>a6  baS  ffiv  etne  ndtaifdje 

pfatte  SKebe  iffc),  24.]  but  He,  on  ac- 
count of  his  remaining  for  ever  (here 

again,  our  former  argument  conversely  ap- 
plies, and  obliges  us  to  understand  this 

jjLevew  of  endurance  now  in  life,  not  iu 
priesthood.  It  would  be  tautology  to  say, 

as  Estius,  Seb,  Schmidt,  al.,  <c  because  He 
remains  a  priest  for  ever,  He  has  an  un- 

changeable priesthood :"  besides  that  thus 
the  members  of  the  parallelism  would  not 
correspond.  They,  on  account  of  their 
deaths,  are  subject  to  continual  renewal : 
He,  because  He  lives  for  ever,  has,  &c.  See, 
besides  reff.,  John  xxi.  22  f. :  1  Cor.  xv.  6: 
Phil.  i.  25),  hath  his  priesthood  unchange- 

able (such  is  the  construction  :  as  in  such 
sentences  as  elire  jueyd\p  rfj  ̂>u>^pt — and 
XaAe7T7?v  €%ei  rT]v  aTTOKdOapcriv,  Plut.  de 
piscr.  Am.  et  Adult.,  §  35,  in  Bl.  The  art. 
in  such  case  is  quasi-personal,  and  the 
adjective  a  pure  predicate,  not  an  epithet. 
a/trap  a  POLTOS  is  a  word  of  later  Greek :  see 
l<ob.  on  Phryn.  p.  313  (a7rapd0arov  Trap- 
air  ov  Aeyeti',  a\\*  airapairrjrov :  on  which 
Lob  says,  "llatio  convenib:  nam  TtapoL- 
fiarov  vetus  est  sed  pocticmn  :  cLTrapd&arov 

neque  vetus,  neque  oratoricum  ").  Many 
expositors,  Thdrt.,  (Ec.,  Till.,  al.,  take  it 

OVK 

Son  of  God,  became  man,  to  publish  this 
covenant  on  earth, — has  sealed  it  with  His 
sufferings  and  death,  and  by  His  resurrec- 

tion from  the  dead  was  declared  with  power 
to  be  sent  by  God  as  the  Founder  of  such 
a  Covenant."  Luneraann.  This  seems 
better,  considering  the  context,  in  which 
our  hope  mainly,  and  not  at  present 

Christ's  satisfaction,  is  in  question,  than 
to  bring  in,  as  Calov.,  al.,  that  satisfaction 
or  to  regard  His  suretyship  (Limborch, 
Buumgarten,  al.)  as  meaning  His  media- 
torship  (see  ch.  viii.  6,  where  He  is  de- 

scribed as  Kpslrrovos  Siad'fjKrjs  fjLecrtrfjs^ 
seen  from  both  sides — that  He  is  God's 
surety  for  man  and  man's  surety  for  God. 
'Irjo-ovs  is  emphatically  placed  at  the  end: 
cf.  John  xix.  nit.). 

23—25.]  F'uriJier  proof  still  of  the  su- 
periority of  Christ's  priesthood,  in  that 

the  Lemtical  priests  loere  continually  re- 
moved by  death :  Christ  is  undying  and 

abiding.  This  point  was  slightly  touched 
before  in  ver.  8,  and  again  in  ver.  16  f. : 
in  the  first  place,  it  was  to  shew  the 
abiding  nature  of  the  superiority  of  the 
priesthood — its  endurance  in  Melchisedek, 
and  in  Christ,  Melchisedek's  antitype,  as 
contrasted  with  dying  men  who  here  receive 
tithes.  In  the  second,  it  was  to  bring 
out  the  difference  between  the  ordinances 
winch  constituted  the  two  priesthoods :  the 
one,  the  law  of  a  carnal  commandment, 
the  other,  the  power  of  an  endless  life. 
Here,  the  personal  contrast  is  dwelt  on : 
the  many,  which  change:  the  ONE,  who 
abides.  23.]  And  they  indeed  (the 
ol  p*v  yap  of  ver.  20 :  i,  e.  the  Levitical 
priests)  are  appointed  (on  elarv  veyovoTes, 
see  above,  ver.  20.  Upcis  is  interposed 
to  give  it  the  secondary  emphasis)  priests 
in  numbers  (the  chief  emphasis  is  on 
irXeioves,  as  contrasted  with  aTrapdfi. 
below.  The  alternative  rendering  given 

as  possible  in  Bleek,  "they  indeed  are 
many,  who  have  been  made  priests,"  is 
hardly  probable,  seeing  that  thus  the 
article  ot  would  more  naturally  precede 
lepets),  on  account  of  their  being  by  death 
hindered  from  continuing  (in  life  ?  or,  in 

their  priesthood  <*  The  hitter  is  taken  by 
(Ec.,  Grot.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Erncsti,  Wahl 

actively,  ioxov  ovtc  e^oi/tra*/,  irapa- 
fiaivov<ra,v  fts  a\\ov.  But  it  seems 
doubtful  whether  the  word  ever  has  this 
meaning.  Palm  and  Rost  give  it,  but 
cite  only  this  place  as  justifying  it.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  examples  in  Bleek  and 
Wetst.  all  tend  to  substantiate  the  passive 
meaning,  unalterable;  which  may  not 
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lAotsm.  19  TII  19     Rom,  i.ll,20.  ch.  is.  28  al.  k  Acts  xxv  24.    Rom  TUI.  26,34.  xi  2  onlj  t.   2  Mace. 
iv.  36  al     (-reufis,  1  Tim  n  l.j  1  see  ch  vm  1.    1  Cor  v.  1  m  ch.  TI  7.  n  =  ch 
n  lOreff.  o  of  poisons,  Acts  n.  27  &  xm  (34,)  35,  from  Ps  xv  10     Tit  i  8.    (1  Tim  n  8}    Rev  xn. 
4.  XM.  5  only,    Ps  iv.  3  al.  p  -=  hete  (Rom  xvi.  I8j  only     Jer  xi   19  q  ch  xiu  4     James 
1.27.    IPet,  i  4  only  t.    Wisd.  in.  13.    2  Mace  auv.  36.  r  =  Rom  via  35,  39  (see  note)     Neh.  ix  2 

26.  rec  om  1st  KCU>  with  CKL[P]K  rel  latt  copt  [seth  arm  Bas1 
Thdrt]  :  ins  ABD  syrr  Eusr  aft  O.KO.KOS  ins  KO.I  A. 

Euthal-ms 

be  passed  by  or  put  aside.  So  Galen  i.  in 
Hippocr.  says,  wpbs  yap  rrb  KaTtirelyov  ael 

Xpfy  r'bv  larpbv  foraerBai,  Kal  ̂   tcaBdirep vopov  airapdparov  <pv\dar(T€LV  Ta  /ceAeu- 
Qevra  irpdrrecrOai.  The  same  expression, 
v6(j.os  airapd^aros,  is  found  in  Epictet.  75. 
The  sun,  in  Plut.  de  Oracul.  Defect,  p.  410, 
has  a  ra^ty  a-rrapdfiaTos :  and  Hieroc^es, 
Aur.  Carm.  p.  26,  has,  rb  aira.pdlBa.TOV  rrjs 

fv  Tots  Sy/j.LOvpyrjOe'ia'LV  evra^las,  and  p.  72, 
7)  roov  KaOrjKdi'Ttai'  T^p^ffis  a-rrapdjSaros.  So 
vulg.  and  D-lat.,  "  sempiternum  :"  Ambr. 
de  Fuga  Saeculi  c.  3  (16),  vol.  i.  p.  424, 

"  imprcevaricabile  :"  Aug.  de  Pecc.  Mer.  i. 
27  (50),  vol.  x.  pt.  i.,  "intranftgressibile"). 

25.]  Whence  (eireiS-f),  <f>Tjffivt  ael  £77) 
also  (as  a  natural  consequence,  some- 

thing else,  -flowing  from  and  accompanying 
the  last :  but  with  a  slightly  characteristic 

force :  a  new  and  higher*  thing  follows. It  is  not  easy  to  say  whether  icat  belongs 
to  crcbCeivor  to  Svvarcu..  Rather,  perhaps, 
to  the  whole  sentence,  to  SvvaTai-or&^iv- 
ek-rb-Tr.  /c.r.A.)  He  is  able  to  save  (in  its 
usual  solemn  N.  T.  sense,  to  rescue  from 
sin  and  condemnation)  to  the  uttermost 

(the  Syr.,  vulg.,  Chrys.  (ov  npls  rb  trap'bif 
\jibvQV  (pviffiv,  a\X^  Kal  ̂ /ce?  ev  rfj  /*€\\o6o"r) 

(a%),  CEc.,  ThL,  Luth.,  Calv.,'  Schlicht!, Grot.,  al.  take  €ls  TO  TravreXcs  of  time : 

"  He  is  ever  able  to  save,"  or  "  He  is  able 
to  save  for  ever."  But  this  is  not  the  usage 
of  the  word.  Bleek  has  shewn  by  very 
many  instances,  that  completeness,  not  du- 

ration, is  its  idea :  as  indeed  its  etymology 
would  lead  us  to  expect.  It  may  refer  to 
time,  when  the  context  requires,  as  in 

JElian,  V.  H.  xii.  20,  Acyex  'H<rlo8os  ryv 
wr}$6va  /u.dvrji'  .  .  .  fita  reAovy  a.ypvirve'iV, 
T^\V  5e  ̂ eAtS^a  OVK  els 
aypvirvsLV,  Kal  ravr^y  5e 
TOV  vrrvov  rb  ̂ juta'v.  But  even  then  it  is 
entirely,  throughout,  and  only  thus  conies 

to  mean  *  always'  We  have  els  rb  ?r. 
atyavia-Qrivai,  Philo,  Leg.  ad  Caium,  §  21, 
vol.  ii.  p.  567  :  yypaibs  Se  &>v  (Isaac)  K. 
ras  tnjkis  els  rb  TT.  Tf]<$>a.vi<rp.4vos,  Jos.  Antt. 
i.  18.  5 :  robs  \eirpovs  ets  rb  TT.  e^Aacre 
TTJS  irtxews,  ib.  iii.  2.  3,  &c.  &c.)  those 
that  approach  (cf,  eyyi^ev  above,  ver. 

19)  through.  Him  (Sia  rrjs  eis  avrbv 
Tricrrews,  (Ec.,  Thl.  The  contrast  is  to 
those,  whose  approach  to  God  was  through 
the  Levitical  priesthood)  to  God,  ever 
living  as  He  does  (this  participial  clause 
in  fact  is  epexegetical  of  the  o0cv,  giving 
the  reason  which  is  wrapt  up  in  that  con- 

junction) to  intercede  for  them  (011 

&Tvy\avciv,  see  reff.  f(  As  regards  its 
usage,  it  is  found  with  a  dative  frequently 
in  classic  Greek  :  but  in  the  definite  mean- 

ing of  '  adire  aliquem*  in  reference  to 
(irepi)  a  person  or  occasion,  to  approach 
any  one  interceding  (virep)  or  complaining 
(Kara),  it  is  not  found  until  the  later 
Greek,  Polyb.,  Pint.,  Themestius,  JElian  ; 
see  Wetst.  on  Rom.  viii.  26.  Here  it  im* 
plies  the  whole  mediatorial  work,  which 
the  exalted  Saviour  performs  for  his  own 
with  his  Heavenly  Father,  either  by  refer- 

ence to  his  past  death  of  blood  by  which 
He  has  bought  them  for  himself,  or  by 
continued  intercession  for  them.  See  Horn. 
viii.  34,  below,  ch.  ix.  24  :  1  John  ii,  1. 
And  cf.  Philo  on  the  mediatorial  and  in- 

tercessory work  of  the  \6yos,  Vita  Mos. 
iii.  14,  vol.  i.  p.  155  :  avayKa^ov  yap  r\v  riv 
t€pcafj,evov  Tq  TOV  KOtTjuov  irorpi,  TrapaK.\rtrq} 
Xpr}ff6ai  TeXetordr^  T^V  aper^v  vicy,  irp6$ 

eiav  afj.aprvjjLjLdrtav  Kal 
CL(f>6ov(i)rdr(av  dyaQ&v  :  and  Quis  Ber.  Div. 

Hser.  42,  p.  501,  6  5*  aurbs  LKerr)S  fteV  e*m 
rou  QvriTov  Ktjpalvovros  del  Trpbs  Tb 
a(j>6aprov,  irpecrftevrfys  Se  TOV  yyt/jidvos 

irpbs  rb  vTr-fjKoov."  Bleek).  26—28.] 
Further  and  concluding  argument  for  the 
fact  of  Christ  being  such  a  Sigh  Priest  : 
that  such  an  one  was  necessary  for  us. 
This  necessity  however  is  not  pursued  into 
its  grounds,  but  only  asserted,  and  then 
the  description  of  His  exalted  perfections 
gone  further  into,  and  substantiated  by 
facts  in  his  own  history  and  that  of  the 
priests  of  the  law  (ver.  28).  26.] 
For  such  (i.  e.  such  as  is  above  described  : 
retrospective,  not  prospective,  as  some 
have  taken  it.  Then  the  following  ad- 

jectives serve  as  appositional  predicates, 
carrying  forward  TOIOVTOS,  and  enlarging 
on  the  attributes  of  our  High  Priest,  which 
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s  seech,  xn  3.    CUTTQ 
Luke  xv  l. 

bib  only, 
i  ch  i^ .  1^ 

afJbaprcdXcov   KOI 
7    «N  J  v 

'  09 
rc/ov   u  ovpav&v  ABDKL 

oi  apxtepet,?, 
.  z 

'-  vrrep  T&V  y  l§[a)v  x  afjbapTL&v  6v- 
v}  eVe^ra  r&v  TOV  \aov,  TOVTO  yap  errol^aev 

1m  no 
17.  47 

iv   10. 
v  w  mf  ,  LuKe  xiv  18.  [xxm.  17.]    Jude  3  only.    (1  Cor.  vn.  37.)    Jos   Antt.  xvi.  9  3  al  TV  Acts  u.  46.  ch. 

ix  25    x.  1,3,  11  (see  notej      cf  ch  in  13.  x  ch  v.  1  leff.  y  ch.  iv.  10  leff  z  =  ch. 
(xx  28  J  xui  15     James  u  21     1  Pet.  u.  5  (24.    Matt,  xwi  1  |l  Mk.    Luke  xxiv.  51)  only.    Gen  via  20al.fr. 

27. Clir-ms. D[P]  47.  73.  178  lect-19  Chr-ms  Thdrt-ms 

were  already  slightly  touched  ch.  iv.  14>, 
15)  an  Higii  Priest  was  for  us  (emphasis 

on  TJ|JUV)  "becoming1  also  (on  eirpeircv  see above,  ch.  ii.  10*  The  KCH  adds,  and  rises 

into  a  climax.  'Nay,  not  only  for  all  the 
above- mentioned  reasons,  but  even  for 

this '),  holy  (we  have  no  other  word  to 
express  ocrios,  which  yet  is  never  by  the 
LXX  confounded  with  ayios,  the  latter 
being  the  rendering  of  TEVIJ^  the  fqrmer 
ordinarily  of  TCTT.  In  the  classical  usage 
of  ocrios,  it  seems  primarily  to  be  predi- 

cated of  places  and  things  :  but  Bleek  is 
not  correct  when  he  says  that  it  is  seldom 
used  of  persons,  for  it  is  frequently  so  found 
in  Homer,  JEschyl.,  Eurip.,  Aristoph., 
Thucyd.,  Xen.,  Plato,  al. :  see  Palm  and 
Rost  sub  voce.  It  seems  always  to  be- 

token, in  such  use,  piety  towards  G-od  ; 
and  is  in  this  sense  often  used  with  Succuos, 
just  towards  men:  e.  g.  i^uas  6criuTciTovs 

K,  SiKaiOT&rovs  elm*  rcay  'EAAVco^  Isocr. 
p.  297  B  :  SLKUIOS  K.  ticrios  fiios,  Plato,  Legg. 
ii.  p.  663  B.  Here,  we  cannot  help  con- 

necting it  with  the  rbv  <!><ri6v  <rov  of  Ps. 
xv.  10,  as  the  especial  title  of  the  incarnate 
Son  of  God,  perfect  in  piety  and  reverent 
holiness-  towards  His  Heavenly  Father), 
harmless  (ajcoxos  rl  ecrriv;  air6v7)pos  ouS* 
07rouAos.  Kal  e6rt  TQLOVTOS,  &KOVG  rov 
trpo^Tov  \4yovros'  ov8e  €vp40r)  $6\o$  €i/ 
r$  crr6fj.arL  avrov.  Chrys.  It  betokens 
simplicity,  and  freedom  from  vice  or  evil 

suspicion  :  see  ref.  Rom.),  undefined  (reft*. : 
not  only  from  legal,  but  from  moral  pollu- 

tion, in  deed,  word,  and  thought),  sepa- 
rated from  sinners  («7rb  TCOV  a/u.,  from 

the  whole  race  and  category  of  sinners. 
This  lets  us  into  the  true  meaning,  which 
is,  not  that  Christ,  ever  and  throughout, 
was  free  from  sin  (so  Syr.  ("  separatus  a 
peccatis  "),  ThL,  Oalv.,  Camero,  Kuinoel, 
Klee,  Ebrarcl,  aiid  naany  others),  however 
true  that  may  be,  but  (cf.  next  clause) 
that  in  his  service  as  our  High  Priest,  He, 
as  the  Levitical  high  priests  in  their  ser- 

vice (LeviL  xxi.  10  ff.),  is  void  of  all  con- 
tact and  commerce  with  sinners,  removed 

far  away  in  his  glorified  state  and  body, 

into  God's  holy  place.  So  Grot.,  Bengel, 
Peirce,  Tholuck,  Bleek,  DeWetie,  Limem., 
Delitzbfli.  This  expression  exactly  answers 
to  that  in  ch.  ix.  28,  where  it  is  said  that 

He  shall  come  a  second  time 
rias  i  see  there),  and  made  (advanced  to 
le:  cf,  especially  John  i.  15,  6  birta-a 
fjiov  epx^/J-evos  £/47rp00"0eV  JJLOV  ytyovev. 
rb  5e  yev6i'j.€vos,  says  Thl ,  <S7J\oj>  vrao-zi/, 
STL  irepl  rov  «rar^  crdpKa.  &$  yap  Qeos 
K6yoS)  ?)v  del  rcav  ovpav&v  v^^AJrepos) 
higher  than  the  heavens  (see  reff.) : 

27.]  who  hath  not  necessity  (the  ind. 
pres.  shews,  that  the  Writer  is  not  setting 
forth  the  ideal  of  a  high  priest,  but  speak- 

ing of  the  actually  existing  attributes  of 
our  great  High  Priest,  as  He  is)  day  by 

day  (not,  as  Schlichting,  al.,  (f  Ka0*  ̂ /xepai/ 
sc.  &pio~fj.evi)v>  in  anniversario  illo  vide- 

licet sacrincio ;"  for  this  is  inconsistent 
with  usage:  cf.  /car*  wiavrtv  in  reff.  Had 
the  day  of  atonement  been  here  pointed 
out,  this  latter  expression  would  have  been 
the  more  natural  one.  Nor  again  must 

the  expression  be  weakened  to  mean  "  see- 
pissime"  " quoties  res  fert"  as  Grot. :  or 
7roAAc£/as,  as  Bbhme,  al. :  or  &&  iravr6s,  as 
De  Wette :  nor  with  Bengel  may  we  regard 

it  as  an  ttindignabunda?typerl!)ol&)ii\iiuQtisf 
nihilo  plus  profecisse  principom  sacer- 
dotem  quotannis,  stato  die,  ollcrentem, 
quam  si  cum  vulgo  sacerdotium  quotidie 
obtulisset,  ch.  ix.  6,  7 :"  nor,  worst  of  all, 
with  Ebrarcl,  think  that  the  Writer  looked 
down  the  course  of  centuries,  and  disregard- 

ing the  intervals  between,  spoke  of  the  days 

of  atonement  as  "  one  day  after  another." 
The  true  meaning  is  the  simple  one,  held 
fast  by  Calov.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Wolf,  Bleek, 
Tholuck,  Liinem.,  Delitzsch,  al.,  that  the 
allusion  is  to  the  daily  offerings  of  the 
priests,  Exod.  xxix.  38—42  :  Num.  xxviii. 
3—8,  which  are  spoken  of  as  offered  by 
the  high  priests,  though  they  took  part  in 
them  only  on  festival  days  (see  Jos.  B.  J. 
v.  5.  7),  because  the  high  priests  in  fact 
lead  and  represent  the  whole  priesthood. 
We  have  the  very  same  inaccurate  way  of 

speaking  in  Philp  de  Spec.  Lcgg.  (de  Homi- 
cidis)  23,  vol.  ii.  p.  321,  where  he  says, 
oi/ro)  rov  crtifMTravros  HOvovs  ffvyyevfys  Kal 

dyxiO"revs  Koivbs  &  apxL*P*vs  fan,  -irpvra- 
vettov  /LLCV  rk  SiKctia  rots  d/Jitpiff 'f$v\rovcn. 
Karb  Toi>s-  vdfjiovs,  €i5xas  T€  Kal  Gvartas 

TcXuJv  Ka6*  iKdornrjv  -q^lpav),  as  the  hign 
priests,  to  offer  (the  common  word  in  our 
Epistle  is  Ttpostyepeii'.  But  ava^>€p€iv  is 
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v  III.  ̂   s  Kecj&aX&iozJ  Se  lj  eTTt  TO??  Xe'youez/oi?,  *  TOIOVTOV 
g  =  here-  (Acts  xxu.  28)  only,    (Num.  xxxi.  2G,  49.)    /C€$aA<xioi>  rrat^etas  Aeyo/aev  TTJI/  o 

Plato,  Lepff.  i.  p  613  c.  (see  exs.  m  Bleek.)  see  for  constr.,  Rom.  vm.  3.  v   '    J xi\.  16.  ch.  ix.  10, 17.  xi.  4.  i  see  1  Cor.  v.  1. 

Ambrj  Augr 28. 

.  =  Kom.vi  10. 

ch.  ix.  12 
x.  10  (1  Cor. 
xv.  6)  only  -f. »  ch.  v.  1  reff. 
ch  v  2  reff. 

i  w.  20, 21  reff. 
so  ch  i   1  al. 
fr.  in  Heb. =  ch  ii.  10 

h  Acts  xi.  19.    1  Cor. 

&  17 

D3)  <w0p.  D. 

CHAP.  VIII.  1.  for  en,  ev  A. 

purposely  used  here,  as  belonging  more 
properly  to  sacrifices  for  sin.  So  in  reff. 
James  and  1  Pet.,  and  Levifc.  iv.  10,  31) 
sacrifices  first  for  Ms  own  sins,  then  for 
those  of  the  people  (so  Philo,  speaking 
also  of  the  daily  sacrifices  :  dAAot  Kal  ras 
IvSeXex^s  Gvaias  <5pas  els  frra  SnjpTj^eVas1, 
fyv  T€  uTrep  avrSfU  a.vayov<nv  oi  tepees  Stcfe 
TT]S    CT6Mi5dX60)S,    Kol    T^V    VTTCp    TOV     €0*>OVS, 

T&V  Svoiv  OLfj.vtaV)  ot>$  ava<pep6LV  ̂ Letprjroi,^ 
Quis  Her.  Div.  H^res  36,  vol.  i.  p.  497. 
Still  it  must  be  confessed  that  the  applica- 

tion of  such  an  idea  to  the  daily  sacrifices 
lias  no  authority  in  the  law:  and  it  would 
seem  probable,  as  Bleek  suggests,  that 
the  ceremonies  of  the  great  day  of  atone- 

ment were  throughout  before  the  mind 
of  the  Writer,  as  the  chief  and  archetypal 

features  of  the  high  priest's  work,  but  re- 
peated in  some  sort  in  the  daily  sacrifices. 

The  most  probable  solution  of  the  difficulty 
however  is  that  proposed  by  Hofmann 
(Schriftbeweis,  ii.  1.  287)  and  approved  by 

JDelitzsch  :  that  Ka.6*  T^e'pav,  from  its  situa- 
tion, belongs  not  to  04  apxiepeis,  but  only 

to  Christ :  "  who  has  not  need  day  by  day, 
as  the  high  priests  had  year  by  year"  &c. 
In  this,  which  I  have  seen  in  Delitzsch 
since  the  foregoing  note  was  written,  I  find 
nothing  forced  or  improbable):  for  this 
He  did  (what  ?  of  necessity,  by  the  shew- 

ing of  ver.  26  and  of  ch.  iv.  15,  the  offer- 
ing for  the  sins  of  the  people  only.  To 

include  in  TOVTO  the  whole,  *  first  for  his 
own,  then  for  those  of  the  people,*  would be  either  to  contradict  these  testimonies 
of  the  Writer  himself,  or  to  give  some 
second  and  unnatural  sense  to  ajj.apri&i', 
as  Schlichting,  Grot.,  and  Hammond,  who 
regard  it  as  importing  only  weaknesses 
when  applied  to  Christ.  Besides,  as  Del. 

well  observes,  the  idea  of  **  offering  him- 
self for  his  own  sins  "  would  be  against 

all  sacrificial  analogy,  according  to  which 
the  sinless  is  an  offering  for  the  sinful) 
once  for  all  (€<t>dira£,  stronger  than  ana};. 
It  is  found  in  Lucian,  Demosth.  Encom. 
21,  and  Dio  Cassius :  but  not  in  clas- 

sical Greek.  It  belongs  to  liroujtrcv,  not 

to  what  follows),  when  He  offered  (see 
above)  Himself  (this  is  the  first  place  in 
the  Epistle  where  mention  is  made  of 

Cinist's  having  offered  Himself.  Hence- 
forward, it  becomes  more  and  more  familiar 

to  the  reader:  "once  struck,  the  note 
sounds  on  ever  louder  and  louder  :"  Del.). 

28.]  Final  bringing  out  of  the  con- 
trast Between  the  A.aronic  priests  and 

Christ.  For  (gives  the  reason  for  the  dif- 
ference in  the  last  verse)  the  Law  makes 

men  (emphatic,  opposed  to  vl<5v  below) 
high  priests,  who  have  infirmity  (cf.  ch. 
v.  2,  of  the  human  high  priest,  eirel  teal 
aurbs  Tr€ptK€LTa.t  acrfleVetcw :  and  see  below. 
The  expression  here  involves,  from  the 
context,  liability  to  sin,  and  subjection  to, 
removal  by,  death.  Christ  had  not  the 
first,  and  therefore  need  not  offer  for  his 
own  sin  :  he  was  free  from  the  second,  and 
therefore  need  not  repeat  His  sacrifice) : 
hut  the  word  (utterance ;  or,  purport :  cf. 
ver.  21,  6  5e  fj-Gra.  6p/co>Atocrms  5t&  rov  Xe- 
-yovros  Trpbs  avrbv  K.T.\.)  of  the  oath  which 
was  after  the  law  (TIJS  juerct,  not  6  /jLtrd 

("sermo  autem  jurisjurandi  qui  post  legeui 
est,"  vulg.),  which  ought  to  be  marked  in 
the  E.  V.  by  the  omission  of  the  comma 
after  "oath/*  This  oath  is  recorded  in 
David,  i.  e.  subsequently  to  the  giving  of 
the  law,  and  therefore  as  antiquating  it 
and  setting  it  aside.  The  argument  is 
similar  to  that  in  Gal.  iii.  17.  Of  course 

Erasmus's  rendering,  "  supra  legem,"  is 
out  of  the  question)  (makes)  the  Son  (see  a| 
on  -ulov,  not  TOV  v£.,  note  on  ch.  i.  1),  made 
perfect  (in  this  participle,  as  Del.  remarks, 
lies  enwrapped  the  whole  process  of  the 
Son's  assumption  of  human  a.<r64v€ia,  and 
being  exalted  through  it:  for  this  rcTeAet- 
eacrQai  was  Sia  Tra&rj parcel',  ch.  ii.  10;  v.  9. 
Those  priests,  by  their  ctcrfleVcfa,  were  re- 

moved away  in  death,  and  replaced  by 

others :  He,  by  that  ao-fl^veia  which  He 
took  on  Him,  went  out  through  death  into 
glory  eternal,  and  an  unrenewable  priest- 

hood) for  evermore  (these  words  belong 
simply  and  entirely  to  the  participle,  nob 
as  Luther,  (e%t  ben  @ot)n  etmg  unb 
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ev  row  "  ovpavoi^ 
o-sch.  ix   8,12,24,25   x   19    \m  11 

•£ia  rov  1  Opovov  r??9  ABDKL 
«  *        f     r         n  ̂   I'N  a  b —  °  ayioiv  p  Xetroup-  c  t  j?  u  ̂  1  m  n  o 

p  ch  i.  7  reff.  see  note       17.47 

lommen/  and  Bengel,  "  Resolve  :  filing 
semel  con  sum  mat  us,  const!  tutus  est  sacer- 
dos  in  enter  n  urn."  The  E.  V.  has  oblite- 

rated both  sense,  and  analogy  with  ch.  ii. 

10  and  v.  9,  by  rendering  rereX.,  "conse- 
crated "). 

CHAP.  VIII.  1—13.]  Not  only  is  Christ 
personally,  as  a  High  Priest,  above  the 
sons  of  Aaron,  but  the  service  and  ordi- 

nances of  the  covenant  to  which  his  High 
^Priesthood  belongs  are  better  than  those 
of  that  to  which  they  belong. 

1.]  Now  the  principal'matter  (KcejxxXaiov most  usually  has  this  meaning.  So  Thuc. 
IV.  50,  zv  ai$  (eVroToAous)  TroAAoip  &AAo>y 
y&ypafjifjiivtov,  K€<pd\cuov  ̂ v  tt.r.A.  :  Plato, 
Gorg.  p.  453  A,  TJ  Trpay/jLaTeiu  avrrjs 
(rrjs  fir)TQpLKr}s)  a7ra<ra  K.  rb  K€(pd\at,ov 
els  rovro  TeAeur§  :  Demosth.  p.  815.  6, 
Kdl    Tb    /A€V    K€$d\aiOV    dSlKTjfyUarw^,    0>y    &J/ 

crvvrofJL&Ta.r*  efrroi  ns,  TOVT"  sffriv:  and 
see  many  more  examples  in  Bl.  and  Wetst., 
as  in  Thl.,  rb  piyiarov  Kal  trvye/cTittco- 
T€pov.  The  other  meaning,  sum  total, 
would  be  apposite  enough  here,  were  the 
sense  of  /ce$.  confined  to  ver..  1,  which  has 
been  treated  of  before:  but  ver.  2  contains 
new  particulars,  which  cannot  be  said  to  be 
the  sum  of  any  things  hitherto  said.  Be- 

sides, even  were  that  condition  fulfilled, 
this  sense  would  require  not  the  present 
participle  \eyopevois,  but  the  past,  Aex- 
tfeurij/,  or  eip-rj/x^ois,  and  the  participle 
itself  would  more  probably  be  in  the  geni- 

tive, as  in  Isocr.  Nicocl.  p.  90,  K^dkaiov 
:  Themist.  de  Pace,  p.  230, 

Xaiov  is  not,  fl  a  principal  matter/*  as 
Lunem.  ;  —  words  thus  thrown  forward  do 
not  require  the  article  to  make  them  defi- 

nite :  cf.  the  examples  given  above)  in  the 

things  which  we  are  saying  (4m,  'upon.* 
lying  as  it  were,  by,  and  among.  This 
seems  best;  we  might  render  it,  as  in 

Luke  xvi«  26,  *  besides*  but  the  present 
part,  seems  to  forbid  rendering  "the 
things  already  said,"  as  most  Commen- tators and  E.  V.  Hofmann,  Schriftb.  ii.  1, 
p.  287  f.,  adopts  a  curious  arrangement  : 
taking  K€<pd\aiov  3<=  by  itself,  he  under- 

stands a/Jx^eCcw  after  Xeyop-evois,  and 
renders,  "besides  these,  who  are  called 
high  priests,  we  have,"  &c.  This  is  far- 

fetched and  unnatural:  forhadAeyofteVofy 
borne  any  such  meaning,  we  should  cer- 

tainly have  had  the  predicate,  which  would 
thus  be  emphasized,  expressed,  and  not 
understood  :  as  in  1  Cor.  viii.  5,  6,  eforep 

eltrlv  XsyofitvoL  Qsol  /r.r.A.,  aAA*  rjf/iv  efs 
debs  tf.r.A.)  :  we  have  suclx  an  High  Priest 
(emphasis  on  TOIOIJTOV,  which  refers,  not 
to  what  preceded,  but  to  what  is  to  follow, 

viz.  t)$  €'/ca0i<rez/  K.T.A..)  who  sat  down  ("In 
ch.  i.  3,  the  sitting  at  the  right  hand  of 
God  was  mentioned  as  a  pre-eminence  of 
the  Son  above  the  angels,  who  stand  as 
ministering  spirits  before  the  presence  of 
God  :  here,  where  the  same  is  said  of 
Christ  as  High  Priest,  Schlichting,  Lira- 
borch,  Klee,  al.  rightly  remark  that  there 
is  again  a  pre-eminence  in  Kadicrai  over 
the  Jewish  high  priests  :  for  these,  even 
when  they  entered  the  holiest  place,  did 
not  sit  down  by  the  throne  of  God,  but 
only  stood  before  it  for  a  moment  :  cf.  ch. 
x.  11,  12,  Kal  Tray  fjitv  dpx^p^s  eorr^fcev 
Kaff  7)/u.epav  Xeirovpy&v  ....  ovros  5e 
.  .  .  .  «cs  rb  SirjveKss  €KdQi<r€V  eV  8e£(£  rov 
0eo£."  Bleek.  Liinem.  calls  this  fanciful  : 
but  such  distinctions  are  not  surely  to  be 
overlooked  altogether)  on  the  right  hand 
of  the  throne  of  majesty  in  the  heavens 

(better  thus,  than  <c  of  the  majesty  in  the 
liea'vens,"  TT?S  juey.-  TT]S  iv  rots  ovp.  The 
last  words,  Iv  rots  ovp.,  may  belong  not 
merely  to  TTJS  ̂ ya\cacr.f  but  to  the  whole 
preceding,  l/ca6.  4v  8e£.  rov  6  p.  rvjs  ̂ uey. 
But  see  on  ch.  i.  3,  where  we  have  the  very 
similar  expression,  e/<:a#icrei/  eV  5e|ioE»  TTJS 

(jLeyaXuvvvys  sv  vtyrjXo'is  :  and  where  it seems  simpler  to  join  ev  vty.  with  rys 
jLusyaXcocrvvys.  If  taken  as  above,  it  will 
be  best  for  this  reason  also  to  drop  the 

English  definite  art.  before  ̂ majesty?  and 
regard  TTJS  jjiey.  as  abstract.  Hofmann 
(Schriftb.  ii.  1.  289,  and  Weissagung  u. 
Erfiillung,  ii.  190)  strangely  joins  eV  rots 
ovp.  with  what  follows,  an  order  which 
hardly  could  be  imagined  in  this  Epistle, 
and  wholly  unnecessary  for  the  sense,  in 
which,  Christ  having  been  once  asserted 
to  have  sat  down  in  the  heavens,  it  neces- 

sarily follows  that  the  &yta  afterwards 
spoken  of  are  eV  rots  ovpavoTs,  On  the  ex- 

pression 6  6pov.  Tt]s  jjcey  Thl.  remarks,  rbv 
irarptK^v  tyt}(n,  ̂   6n  Kal  6  irarfyp  A€;£(?en7 

,  tf  8ri  airXus  ovrca 
o  fAeyiffros  Qp6vos. 

The  former  and  not  the  latter  is  evidently 
the  sense  here.  All  such  mere  periphrases 
of  the  adjectival  predicate  would  be  un- 

worthy of  the  solemnity  and  dignity  of 
the  subject  and  style),  2.]  minister 
(AeTroj/    e/cdtAou*/   ot   TraAcuot  rb 

%\€yov.     Sctol,  in  Demosth.  Lept. 
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John  i.  9.  -vi  32.  xv  1.     1  Thess  i.  9.     1  John  u.  8. "  Jer.  u.  21*. 

2.  rec  ins  KO.I  bef  owe,  with  AD3KL[P]  rel  vula-  syrr  copt  Teeth  arm!  Eus, 

Chr  Thclrt  Dainasc]  Chron  :  om  BD^K  17  Ens  r  I 

The  LXX  use  the  verb  and  subst.  to  ex- 

press the  Heb.  rm?  and  rrvgo,  in  reference 
to  the  sacerdotal  service  in  the  sanctuary : 
see,  for  the  verb,  Exod.  xxviii.  31,  39  (35, 
43);  xxix.  30;  xxxv.  18:  Deut.  xvii.  12: 
3  Kings  viii.  11 :  1  Chron.  vi.  32 :  2  Chron. 
xiii.  10:  Ezek.  xliv.  27,  where  we  have 

Aezrovp-yelV  ev  T<£  ayicp :  xlv.  4  al. : 
and  for  the  subst.,  Neh/  x.  39 :  Isa.  Ixi. 
6 :  Sir.  vii.  30)  of  the  holy  places  (T£V 
a7tcov  is  taken  as  masc.  by  TIVGS  in  ThL, 

and  by  CEc.,  T&V  r^yia-cf^vcav  Trap*  avrov 
avOpcaTrcav"  TI^V  yap  GCTTW  apx^p^vs. 
I3ut  7]/j,u>v  apxL6p€TJS  and  r)[j.S)v  Xeiroupyos 
are  very  different  things.  The  \Girovpy6s 
is  subordinate  to  those  whose  minister  he 

is,  as  in  Josh.  i.  1  A,  T<£  Sl7)<rou  .  .  .  r$ 
\enovpycp  Mcuu<rJ)  :  see  also  2  Kings  xiii. 
18  :  3  Kings  x.  5  :  4  Kings  iv.  43 ;  vi.  15  : 
2  Chron.  ix.  4.  See  also  Num.  Hi.  6 ; 
xviii.  2.  It  is  taken  by  Luther  (unb  tfl 
em  $pfZe$e£  ber  fyetttgen  ©fitcr)  as  im- 

porting holy  things,  as  it  seems  to  be  in 
Philo,  Leg.  Alleg.  iii.  46,  vol.  i.  p.  114', 
TOIOVTOS  5e  <5  OepairevTTis  K.  teirovpybs 
r&v  ayicaVf  and  De  Profug.  17,  p.  560,  77 
AeviriKfy  <pv\))  veaicSpoov  K.  iGpeow  zcrTiV, 
oTs  T)  T&V  ayitav  avaKeirai  \€LTovpyicf,. 
But  this  does  not  seem  to  answer  to  the 
usage  of  TO.  ayia  in  our  Epistle.  Cf .  reff., 
in  which  TO,  ayta  imports  the  holy  place, 
i.  e.  the  holy  of  holies.  It  does  not  seem 
necessary  to  supply  any  thing  after  TWV 
cryCcov,  as  T&V  oLKjiQiv^v^  or  rS>v  ev  ro?s 
ovpavoi<> :  this  distinction  is  brought  out 
by  what  follows.  As  yet  Christ  is  spoken 
of  as  being  in  common  with  the  Levitical 
priests  T&V  aytcav  \<-irovpy6s.  See  be- 

low), and  of  the  true  (archetypal,  only 
true,  as  so  often  in  St.  John,  and  in  one 
passage  of  St.  Luke,  xvi.  11 :  see  reff, 
The  difference  between  aXrj0iv6s  and  a\7?- 
0-^s  is  well  sketched  by  Kahnis,  Abencl- 
naahl,  p.  119,  cited  in  Delitzsch  :  "  a\iQ0i]s 
excludes  the  untrue  and  unreal,  aXTj0Lvds 
that  which  does  not  fulfil  its  idea.  The 

measure  of  aX^O-ife  is  reality,  that  of  dXt]- 
6iv<$s  ideality.  In  dXTj07Js,9the  idea  cor- 

responds to  the  thing,  in  dXir]0iv6s,  the 

thing  to  the  idea  ")  tabernacle,  which  the 
Lord  (here  evidently  the  Father :  see  note 
on  ch.  xii.  14)  pitched  (the  usual  LXX 
word  of  fixing  the  tabernacle,  or  a  tent ; 
see  reff.  And  so  m  the  classics:  e.g. 
Herod,  vi.  12,  and  many  examples  in  Bleek 

and  Wetst.  It  is  used  similarly  of  the 

heaven  in  Isa.  xiii.  5,  o  Trorfa-as  rbv  ovpavbv 
Kal  ir^as  avrtiv),  not  (any)  man  (not  ovx 
6  £v6pcoTro$,  which  would  be  the  literal 

way  of  expressing  e  not  man/  generically : 
because  by  the  indefinite  ftvOpaTros,  anar- 

throus, every  individual  man  is  excluded. 
It  is  an  important  question,  symbolically 
considered,  whether  any  and  what  distinc- 

tion is  intended  by  the  Writer,  between 
TCOV  ayiw  and  T^S  cricr]V7J$.  Delitzsch, 
in  loe«,  has  gone  into  it  at  length,  and 
Hofmann  has  treated  of  it  in  two  places 

especially,  "Weiss,  u.  Erf.  ii.  188  if.  and Schriftb.  ii.  1.  405  f.  Both  are  agreed 

that  TO-  a-yict  betokens  the  immediate,  im- 
material presence  of  God,  the  veritable 

Holy  of  Holies,  beyond,  and  approached 
through,  the  heavens,  ch.  iv.  14,  But  as 
regards  cnajvij,  they  differ.  Hofmann 
maintains  it  to  be  the  glorified  body  of 
Christ,  and  argues  that  it  alone  will  satisfy 
such  expressions  as  that  in  ch.  ix.  11,  ov 
TavTris  TT}?  /cricrecyy :  in  order  to  satisfying 
which,  this  a-K-nvr]  must  belong  to  the  new 
creation,  the  TraKiyysjsecria,,  which  com- 

mences with  the  glorification  of  Christ. 
This  glorified  body  of  His  is  the  new  and 
abiding  temple  of  God,  in  which  He  dwells 
and  meets  with  us  who  are  united  to  and 
have  put  on  that  glorified  body,  our  house, 
eternal  in  the  heavens :  for  so  Hofmann 

interprets  2  Cor  v.  1  ft'.  On  the  other hand,  Delitzsch  controverts  this  view  as 
inconsistent  with  the  symbolism  in  ch,  ix. 
11,  12,  where  Christ  Side,  rys  fjiei&vos  K. 
reAetorepas  CTKII]^?  .  .  €l$7J\0€y  .  .  els  TO, 
ayia,  taking  this  connexion  of  the  words  : 
and  also  with  our  ver.  5,  where  the  Mosaic 
tabernacle  is  set  forth  as  the  representation 
and  shadow  of  the  heavenly.  Accordingly, 

he  believes  the  O-KTJI/^  here  to  be  the 
heavenly  Jerusalem,  the  worship -place 
(^Cnbetunggftdtte)  of  blessed  spirits  (Ps. 
xxix.  9)  and  of  those  men  who  have 
been  rapt  in  vision  thither  (Isa.  Ti.), — the 
vabs  TT)S  (rKfjvvjs  rov  jaaprupfou  of  Rev. 

xv.  5, — the  place  where  God's  visible  pre- 
sence (in  contradistinction  to  His  personal 

and  invisible  presence  in  the  ayia)  is  mani- 
fested to  His  creatures  angelic  and  human. 

See  much  more,  well  worth  studying,  in 
his  note  here.  In  weighing  these 
two  opinions,  I  own  they  seem  to  me  to 
run  into  one,  and  of  that  one  by  far  the 
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3.  The  last  /ecu  is  added  over  the  line  by  K1  or  K-corr1. 
4.  rec  (for  ow)  yapt  with  D3KL  rel  syr  [arm]  Chr  Thdrfc  Damasc :    it 

larger  component  is  on  Hofmann's  side. 
For  what  is  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  ? 
What,  but  the  aggregate,  in  their  persons 
and  their  glorious  abiding-place,  of  the 
triumphant  saints  and  servants  of  God? 
And  what  is  this  aggregate,  but  the  mysti- 

cal body,  of  which  Christ  is  the  Head  and 
they  are  the  members,  in  its  fulfilment  and 
perfection  ?  That  glorified  body  of  His,  in 
which  they  are  accepted  before  God,  and  in 
which  as  a  heavenly  temple,  they  serve 
God,  and  God  dwells,  He  has  passed 
through,  not  by  passing  out  of  it,  but  by 
finally  establishing  it  as  an  accomplished 

thing  in  God's  sight,  and  in  and  as  pro- 
ceeding forth  from  it  carrying  on  his  inter- 

cession  and  \eirovpyia  rrjs  cr/c^^y  rys 
a^dwrts  in  the  ayia  itself.  See  more  on 
this  subject,  ch.  ix.  11 :  and  the  views  of 
Bleek,  Tholuck,  al. :  also  a  sermon  of 

Schleiermacher's  011  the  text,  vol.  ii.  of  his 
Predigten,  p.  504  The  idea  of  the  O-KT^T? 
being  the  body  of  Christ  is  found  in  Joh. 
Philoponus  (Cent,  vii.)  on  Gen.  I  (in 
Bleek):  rb  5e  rov  uiro(Tr6Xov>  " Kal  r^js 
crKfjvrjS  ....  avQp&Tros,"  oi>x  otirco  Trepl 
rov  ovpavov  AeAe^0cu  juoi  BofceT,  KaBd 
rires  ecppacraj/,  &s  Trepi  rov  Kvptatfov 
(rc&jjLaros,  el  ̂ TriarrTjo'ei  ris  aKpi^cav  rq> 
rS-rrcp,  /caret  rb  tlpyfL&ov, — Kal  6  \6yos 
<rap£  Hyevero,  Kal  £ffKT}Vtoff*v  €*>  TJ^uV.  It 
is  also  the  view  of  Beza,  Gerhard,  Owen, 

Bengel,  al.).  3—6.]  TJkis  heavenly 
office  and  work  our  jHigh  Priest  must  have, 
if  He  le  veritably  a  SLigJi  Priest.  3,] 
Por  every  high  priest  is  appointed  to 
offer  gifts  and  sacrifices  (see  the  very 
similar  passage,  ch.  v.  1,  and  note  there)  : 
whence  it  is  necessary  that  this  (Higfr 
Priest)  also  have  somewhat  wMch  he 

may  offer  (there  is  here  considerable  diffi- 
culty. For  the  Writer  is  evidently,  from 

what  follows,  laying  the  stress  on  the 
heavenly  Xeirovpyla  of  Christ:  and  this 

$  irpos€V€YK-jj  applies  therefore  to  His  work 
not  on  earth,  but  in  heaven.  If  so,  how 
comes  it  to  be  said  that  He  has  somewhat 
to  offer  in  heaven,  seeing  that  His  offering, 
of  Himself,  was  made  once  for  all,  in  con- 

tradistinction to  those  of  the  Levitical 
priests  which  werebeingconstantly  offered  ? 
See  especially  ch.  x.  11,  12,  which,  on  this 
view,  brings  the  Writer  here  into  direct 
contradiction  to  himself.  In  order  to  avoid 

this,  Lu'nemann  and  Hofmann  (Schriftb. 
ii.  1.  288)  attempt  to  make  the  aor.  irpos- 

retrospective :  "  it  is  necessary  for 

Him  to'have  (there,  in  heaven)  somewhat (viz.  His  body)  which  he  may  have 
offered/3  But  surely  this  is  a  view  of  the 
aorist  which  cannot  be  admitted.  In  such 
sentences,  the  uses  of  the  aor.  and  pres. 
seem  to  regard  not  the  time,  objectively,  of 
the  act  expressed,  but  its  nature,  subject- 

ively, as  an  act  rapidly  passing-  in  each 
case,  or  enduring.  The  straightforward 
construction  of  our  sentence  makes  it  ne- 

cessary that  irposcveyKf)  should  refer  to  an 
act  done  in  the  state  pointed  out  by  the 
6X6^,  however  the  nature  of  that  act  may 
be,  in  each  case  of  its  being  done,  such  as 
to  be  accomplished  at  the  moment,  and  not 
enduring  onwards :  which  latter,  expressed 
by  t>  irpostpeprj,  would  certainly  involve  the 
contradiction  above  spoken  of.  Thus  re- 

garded then,  what  is  it  which  our  High 
Priest  in  heaven  has  to  offer  ?  In  ch,  v.  7, 
He  is  described  as  TrposeveyKas  prayers  and 
supplications  in  the  days  of  His  flesh  :  and 
it  might  be  thought  that  His  &rvyx&vsiv 
vvep  T/jfj-uj/,  ch.  vii.  25,  might  be  here 
meant,  the  offering  being  those  interces- 

sions. But  this  would  hardly  satisfactorily 

give  the  TI,  which  as  Delitzsch  remarks,  i's too  concrete  for  such  an  interpretation. 
It  must  be  something  with  which  and  by 
virtue  of  which,  and  as  offering  and  apply- 

ing which,  our  High  Priest  enters  and 
ministers  in  the  Holy  of  Holies  above. 
jNbw  if  we  look  to  the  analogy  of  ch.  ix, 
7,  12,  we  see,  1.  that  the  high  priest 
entered  the  holy  place  o5  x^P^  o-VaTOS* 
&  TTpos^epet  uirep  laurou  /c.  T&V  rov  Aaou 
a.yvoyjAdr&v, — 2.  that  Christ  is  entered 

into  the  ayta  of  heaven  ov  5*'  0.4x0/7-05 
r pay ojv  Kal  noffx&v,  $ta  §£  rov  18 LOU 
cujjLaTos :  see  also  ib.  ver.  25.  This  BLOOD 
of  the  one  offering,  Christ  is  represented  as 
bearing  into  the  Holy  Place,  and  its  appli- 

cation is  ever  set  forth  to  us  as  a  continuing 
and  constantly  repeated  one.  Thus  this 
blood  of  sprinkling  is  regarded  as  being  in 
heaven,  ch.  xii.  24! :  as  being  sprinkled  on 
the  believer  as  the  end  of  his  election, 
1  Pet.  i.  2 :  as  cleansing  us  from  all  sin, 
1  John  i.  7 :  as  that  wherein  the  saints 
wash  their  rofies  and  make  them  white, 
Rev.  vii.  14.  Still,  as  DeKtzsch  also  re- 

marks, this  is  not  the  place  to  enlarge  on 
this  matter,  seeing  that  it  is  merely  inci- 

dentally introduced  here,  the  present  object 
being  to  shew  that  it  is  in  heaven,  and  not 
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h  =•  Col   u.  17.  ch.  x   1.  c  =  ch.  ix   fO)  14.  (x.  2  )  xu.  28.  fxiii.  10.)    Matt.  iv.  10,  fiom  Deut  vi.  13. 
d  ch    in.  1  reff.     5       ̂   ^  e  =  Matt,  u  12,  22%    Acts  x   22.  ch   xi.  7.  sn.  25.    Job  xl.  3      Jos.  Antt.  iii.  8.  8, 

Mtoucr>7'>...eis  TTJV  c?Kr)inr)v  etsicov  expTjjaaTc'jJeTo  rrepl  &f  eSetro  wapa  TOU  0eov. 

17  latfc  copt  [Euthal-ms].          roc  ins  r&>v  tepefy  bef  T«y;>  Trpostpepovrcav,  with  D3KL  rel 
syrr  ffith-pl  [Thdrt]  :  om  ABD^PJN  17  latt  copt  seth-rom  arm  [Euthal-ms].  rec 
ins  rov  bef  VQ^OV,  with  DKL[P]K3  37  [Chr  Euthal-ms  Damasc]  :  om  ABK1  17  Thdrt. 

on  earth,  that  our  High  Priest  ministers. 
The  Roman  Catholic  interpretation  of  this 
place,  as  represented  by  Corn.  a-Lapide, 
Is  worth  noticing,  if  only  to  remark  how 
absolutely  inconsistent  it  is  with  the  ar- 

gument of  the  Epistle  :  "  Ergo  Christus  in 
coalo  suas  hostias  et  munera  offert,  scilicet 
suum  in  cruce  sacrificium,  quod  olim  in 
monte  Calvarise  obtulit,  nunc  quoque  id 
ipsum  per  continuam  commemorationem 
Patri  in  ccelo  oifert.  Secundo,  et  proprie, 
Christus  in  coelo  offert  sacrincia  missas, 
quse  toto  orbe  quotidie  celebrantur;  in 
his  enini  primus  et  primarius  sacerdos 
qui  consecrat,  offert,  et  transubstantia- 

tionem  peragit,  est  Christus."  Estius, 
more  cautiously,  "Probabile  est  apos- 
tolum  loqui  de  ca  oblatione  qua  se  ipsum 
quondam  in  cruce  passum  et  oblatum, 
continue  nunc  repraesentat  Patri  in  co3lis. 
jSfam  de  altera  (Christum,  etsi  in  ccelo 
regnaiitem,  offerre  quotidie  se  ipsum  ad- 
liuc  in  terris  per  ministros  et  vicarios  suos 
sacerdotes)  apostolus  prorsus  tacet,  quia 
rnysterium  est,  quod  intelligendum  relin- 
quit  fidelibus  mysteriorum  consciis."  This 
last  would  make  a  curious  canon  of  inter- 

pretation). 4.]  Yea,  if  (or  as  rec., 

"  For if . .  ."  which  follows  more  smoothly 
and  naturally  on  the  position  of  ver.  2,  and 
on  that  very  account  is  probably  a  correc- 

tion. Hofmann,  as  above,  laying  all  the 
stress  on  the  aor.  irposeveyHrj,  takes  the 
yap  as  justifying  that  aorist:  (£t  mufj 

em  ntdjt  ei-ft  barjubnngenbeS/  fonbern 
bargebrad)teg  £)pfer  i)aben: — benn  mdre 
cr  auf  (Srbeu  .  .  •  But  see  on  this 
above.  The  connexion  is  obvious :  c  our 
High  Priest  must  have  somewhat  to  offer. 

But  on  earth  this  could  not  be :  for  *  &c.) 
lie  were  (not,  "  had  been"  though  gram- 

matically it  might  be  so :  the  pres.  part. 
%vT<av,  which  follows,  and  Xasrptvovcrif  con- 

tinuing it,  shew  that  this  $v  is  spoken  of 
a  continuing,  not  of  a  past  hypothesis)  on 
earth,  (some,  as  Grot.,  Wolf,  al.,  supply 
l*6vov  after  yrjs — and  something  in  the 
same  view  <Ec.,  rovro  fit  ?\v  e2  jj.)j  trcBvfi- 
K€i,  juijSe  ̂ 7€p0ely  aveX'fiQi)  :  and  Thdrt., 
irepirrbu  3\v  avrbv  iv  rfj  yfj  Sia.tTdafJi.eyov 
tepea  Ka\€?v :  others,  as  Gerhard,  Hein- 
richs,  alv  supply  apxiepets  or  icpets :  but 

this  it  seems  to  me  would  stultify  the  argu- 
ment. There  is  no  need  of  any  thing  sup- 

plied) He  would  not  even  be  a  priest 
(observe  the  emphasis  :  which  is  not,  as 
Bleek,  He  would  not  even  be  a  priest* 

much  less  a  High  Priest  (ot»S"  ttpebs  by 
^v)t  but  the  stress  is  on  the  verb  rjv,  and 
it  is  taken  ex  concesso  that  the  apxicpets 

belonged  to  the  genus  lepevs  :  '  He  would 
not  even  belong  to  the  category  of  priests/ 
In  the  background  lies,  *  and  if  not  so, 
certainly  could  not  be  a  High  Priest :'  but 
it  is  not  brought  forward,  nor  does  it  belong 
to  the  argument,  which  continues  ftvraw, 
not  ovros),  since  there  are  (ovrcav,  empha- 

tic :  *  there  are  already :'  not,  "  were  "  (as 
Grot. :  "erant,  nempe  quum  Psalmus  iste 
scriberetur "),  as  is  shewn  by  \arpf6ov(rtv below.  The  time  indicated  is  that  of 

writing  the  Epistle)  those  who  oifer  the 
gifts  according  to  (the)  law  (the  law, 
equally,  with  or  without  the  article :  not 
only  because  but  one  law  can  be  meant, 
but  because  the  art.  is  so  constantly  omitted 
after  a  preposition  even  when  required  in 
translation),  5.J  men  who  (iepels  TUP 

'lovdaictv  <p7i<Ti,  CRc.  By  otfTtves  is  pointed 
out  the  class,  or  official  description: 

mean  those  who 3)  serve  (XaTpcveiv  occurs 
eight  times  in  St.  Luke,  four  times  in  St. 
Paul,  and  six  times  in  this  Epistle.  It  has 

more  the  general  sense  of  *  serving/  either 
God,  as  almost  always,  or  some  especial 
portion  of  divine  service  or  sacred  things, 
as  here  and  ch.  xiii.  10.  Xsirovpyeiv  is 

the  more  proper  word  for  priestly  minis- 
tration. On  the  construction,  see  below) 

toe  delineation  (vTr6$€iyiJ.a  cannot  as  in. 
ch.  iv.  11  mean,  a  pattern,  or  example: 
but  must  be  taken,  less  usually  but  more 

strictly  as  answering  to  v-jroSeiKVvvcu, 
*  oculis  subjicere/  here  and  in  ch.  ix.  23, 
as  meaning  a  suggestive  representation,  or 
sketch.  So  ThL,  vTroSe^^ara,  rovrecrriy 
a/xu5pcfc  deiyfjiara  Kal  olov  cneiaypa^T^ara 

T&  &  TT?  'jraAeua  u7ro5€i%0e»'Ta  TtjS  Ma>u0*eT. 
It  corresponds  to  Sezx^ej/ra  croc,  in  the  fol- 

lowing citation)  and  shadow  (*  adumbra- 
tion,' (fKiaypd^Tj/ma.  See  on  ch.  x.  1,  where 

a-Kid  and  elftdv  are  contrasted.  As  regards 
the  construction  :  Calvin,  Bengel,  al.  take 

absolutely,  and 
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TlG"rai 
6  al. 

}  Troirjoret,?  rravra  Kara  rov  ̂ TVTTOV  TOP  SeL^devra  aoi, 

opei.     6  vvvl  Se 

ABDKL 

12.  3 
g  E\OD   xxv         €JJ 

40.  xx M.  30. 
h  Acts  \n.  44. 

1  Cor.  x.  fi. 
Rom  v   14 
al  1.  c  and  Amos  v.  6  (cited  in  Acts  in  43)  only, 

xxiv  3.  2  Tim  n  10  ch  xi  35.  2  Mace  iv  6 
in  3  n  ch  i  4  reff.  o  ch  \ii  23  reff 

Job  ix.  33  only,    (-reueii/,  ch  M.  17.)  q 

-    17.  47 

ecmv 

i  compar  ,  ch  i  4  only.  k  —  Luke  xx  35.     Acts 
1  =  Luke  i  23    (ch  ix.2reff)  m  constr  ,  ch. 
p  ch.  ix.  15.  111.  14.    Gal  111. 19,  20.    1  Tim  n.  5  only. 

er  5  reff 

5.  rec  worths :  txt  ABDKL[P]N  rel  Orig,  Eus2  [Euthal-ms]. 
6.  vw  BD1  Athi  [Antchj  Damascj].  rec  rerevxe,  with  BD3K3  rel  Damage, : 

Teruxtjice  [P  47]  a  b*  Ath-3-mss  [Chi^  Thdrt  Antchj  Damasc,],  rervXeKe  17 :  txt  AD* 
KLK1  Athr            om  KCU  DJK  m  vul#-mss(not  am  fuld  &c)  [arm]  Thdrt  (but  ins  msj 
Damascr             Sta.0.  bef  ecrriv  [KP]  K-corr1  :  the  words  from  ecrriv  to  ttpeirTocr(.  .)  are 
omd  by  jtf1,  but  K-corr1  has  supplied  them  except  the  last  cr. 

pletion')  the  tabernacle:  for  (yap  justi- 
fies the  assertion  by  the  following  citation) 

Take  heed,  He  says  (supply  6  6*65;  there 
can  be  no  doubt  of  this  here,  where  the 

words  following  are  God's  own),  that  thou 
makest  (Tro^er^s-  and  iro^a-eis  give  a  like 
sense,  and  in  English  must  be  expressed 
by  the  same.  The  former  is  better  Greek ; 
the  latter  according  tg  the  LXX :  manu- 

script authority  must  prevail)  all  things 
(irdvra  is  not  in  the  LXX,  nor  in  the  Heb., 
but  is  supplied  also  by  Philo,  Legg.  Allcgor. 
iii.  33,  vol.  i.  p.  108,  Kara  rb  irapdSeiyjAa 
rb  SeSei-yjuevo^  &QI  ev  TC?  opei  irdvra.  troff)- 
crets)  according  to  the  pattern  which  was 
shewn  (LXX,  d^eLj/uLeyov)  thee  in  the 
mount.  If  now  we  ask  what  this  T-UTTOS 
was,  we  are  met  with  various  replies. 

Faber  Stapulensis  says,  "Arbitror  id  in- 
sinuare,  non  nudam  veritatem  in  monte 
Mosi  fuisse  ostentatam,  sed  veritatis  ad- 
umbra  tionem  et  remotam  quandain  ideam. 
Et  quomodo  etiam  vidisset  veritatem,  nisi 
per  speciem  nude  et  revelate  divina  eon- 
spexisset,  quod  viatorum  et  adhuc  in  vita 
mortali  peregrinantium  non  est*  T3rpus 
igitur  erat  quod  videbat,  nondum  ipsa 

veritas  et  archetypus."  And  so  Schlich- 
ting,  concluding,  "  adeo  ut  tabernaculum. 
antiquum  exemplar  tantum  fuerit  exem- 
plaris,  et  umbra  umbrae."  This  view,  which 
is  that  also  of  Bleek  and  Storr,  is  strongly 
controverted  by  Delitzsch,  who  takes  the 
ruTTos  to  be  the  veritable  heavenly  things 
themselves,  not  seen  however  by  Moses 
directly  and  naturally,  which  would  be 
impossible,  but  made  visible  to  him  in  a 
vision.  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  much 
to  choose  between  the  two  views.  If  the 
latter  be  taken,  then  surely  the  vision  thus 
vouchsafed  to  Moses  was  itself  only  an 
intermediate  representation,  and  so  this 
view  comes  much  to  the  same  as  the  other. 

6.]  But  now  (the  logical,  not  the 
temporal  vw(t  as  in  ch.  ix.  26;  xi.  16  (vvv)f 

and  frequently  in  St.  Paul:  'ut  res  se 
habet  :*  vvvl  5e  (prioriv,  eireiSr}  /x); 

K.T.X.  ablatively :  "  who  serve  (God)  in  a 
delineation  and  shadow  "  &c.  But  this  is 
far-fetched,  arid  unnecessary,  especially  in 
tbe  presence  of  ch.  xiii.  10,  where  it  is  hardly 
possible  to  regard  rf}  crKrj^fj  otherwise  than 
as  the  objective  dative  to  Xarpevovres)  of 
the  heavenly  things  (i.  e.  the  things  in 
lieaven,  in  the  heavenly  sanctuary :  corre- 

spondent to  T^V  rinrov  T}JV  Setx^eWot  aoi 
tv  ToJ  (jpei :  see  also  ch.  ix.  23,  24.  Chrys. 
understands  it  of  spiritual  things :  riva. 

fvravQd    TO,    ̂ -rroupavia;    Ta  irvev- 

el  yap  KO.\   €trl  yys  TeAeTrai,  aX\* 
&v  ovpav&v  eitriv  &£ta> — a:Qcl  then 

goes  on  to  instance  the  work  of  the  Spirit 
in  baptism,  the  power  of  the  keys,  the 
utterance  of  Christian  praise,  &c.  And 
Luther  renders,  bet  t)immUfd)en  @Juter. 
But  the  context  clearly  requires  the  other 
view) :  even  as  Moses  was  commanded 

(*'  admonished  of  Ood"  E.  V.,  an  excellent 
rendering.  xpT}HiaT^0l)  ̂ s  used  in  the  later 
classics.,  but  as  early  as  Demosthenes,  for 
to  give  a  decisive  answer,  "  responsum  ex 
deliberation e  reddere,"  as  Keiske.  Hence 
it  came  afterwards  to  be  appropriated 
mainly  to  responses,  warnings,  commands, 
given  from  the  Deity :  so  Diod.  Sic.  iii.  6, 
robs  ycip  Qeobs  avrols  ravra.  K 
Ktvai :  XV.  10,  rrepl  Se  T&V 

l^cre,  /x^  xpTjjUar^tj/  r'bv  6€ov irepl  dai/drov.  And  so  constantly  in  the 
Scriptures  both  LXX  and  N.  T.  reff.  and 
Jer.  xxxii.  (xxv.)  30 ;  xxxvii.  (xxx.)  2  : 
Luke  ii.  26.  The  earlier  classical  verb  is 

xpaw  of  tbe  deity  giving  the  oracle,  xp^o- 
fj.ai  of  the  person  consulting  it.  Observe 
the  perfect,  not  the  aor.,  giving  a  fine  dis- 

tinction not  reproducible  in  English  :  viz. 
that  these  figures  of  the  heavenly  things 
were  still  subsisting  as  ordained  to  Moses, 
when  the  Epistle  was  written)  when  about 
to  complete  (not  in  distinction  from  begin- 

ning, as  if  he  were  about  to  put  the  finish- 
ing stroke  to  the  work  already  nearly 

ended :  but  involving  the  whole  work : 

*to  take  in  liand  and  carry  on  to  com- 
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3  OVK  av   Sevrepa? 
TO7TO9. 

15.  i 
Acts  x 

r  see  \er   1. 

s  plur  ,  ch.  vi. 

Phil.  u. 

I  Thess.  in.  13  only    LXX,  Job  only,  exc.  Gen.  xvii    1.     "VVisd.  x   5,  15.     (-TOJ?,  1  Thess   11.  10  ) 
5    ch    xii    17.  w  Rom   ix    19  (Mark-  MI   fc  rec.)  only  -f .     Sir.  xi   7.  xlu  7.     2  Mace,  ii  7  only, 
i    (XXM  J  31 — 31  y  to  Luke  xxm.  2y.     Jer   ix.  23.  x\i   14  al 

7.   for  Bevrepas,  erepay  B1. 8.  aurous-  ADiK[P]N1  17  [Eutlml-ms]  Thdrt. 

riova  \eirovpyiav  ecrrl*/  apxzepeus.  CEc.) 
He  Ixatli  obtained  (rerevxa  (rec.)  is  pro- 

perly the  Ionic  form  of  the  perfect,  but 
occurs  in  Aristotle  and  later  writers  :  but 
Tcruxot  is  also  found  in  later  writers,  as 
Plutarch  and  Diod.  Sic.  The  other  reading 
here,  rervx^Ke^,  is  the  true  Attic  form) 
a  more  excellent  ministry  (than  that  of 
any  earthly  priests),  in  proportion  as  (there 
is  an  ellipsis  in  the  earlier  clause  of  roar- 
OVTCP,  which  now  lurks  under  the  com- 

parative :  so  in  ch.  iii.  3)  He  is  also  (KCU, 
introducing-  a  special  reference  to  an  al- 

ready acknowledged  fact,  as  in  ch.  vi.  7, 
where  see  note)  mediator  (see  reff.  The 
meaning  of  (j,eouTTjs,  a  later  Greek  word, 
is  not  far  from  that  of  eyyvos,  —  one  who 
becomes  a  goer  between  two  persons,  as- 

suring to  each  the  consent  of  the  other  to 
some  point  agreed  on  in  common.  The 
Atticists  give  xis  the  Attic  Greek  for  it, 
juLccreyyvos.  Philo  uses  the  title  of  Moses, 

of  a,  jLLeo-irTis  K.  SiaAAa/cr^s1  .  .  .  ray  virep 
TOU  eflj/ous  e'Troterro.  And  so  Sfc.  Paul,  in 
ref.  Gal.  The  genitive  after  ̂ crtrrjs  may 

either  be  of  the  persons  "between  whom,  as in  ref.  1  Tim,,  els  real  fAtcrirris  6eov  K. 
a.vQp<air<av  :  or  of  one  of  the  parties  con- 

cerned, as  in  Jos.  Antt.  xvi.  2.  2,  T&V  Trap" 
'Aypt-mra,  TLVUV  iiri£r]TOVfji€j/<av  jjL€(rirr)S 
3jf  :  or  of  the  object  of  the  mediation,  the 
agreement  or  covenant,  as  Diod.  Sic.  iv.  54, 

iTiqv  yeyovdra,  Tcay  <3jU,oAo'ytwj/  ev  K<JA.- 
-  :  Jos.  Antt.  iv.  6.  7,  ravTa  O^JLVVOVTCS 

•Troiov/xevot.  And  in  this  last  sense  is  the 
gen.  here.  Jesus  is  the  mediator,  between 
God  and  us)  of  a  better  covenant,  of  one 

•which.  ('JJTis,  e<luippe  qu<&,9  as  always,  This 
specific  relative  brings  the  thing-  referred 
to  into  its  category,  not  only  identifying 
it  as  %  would  do,  but  classing  it,  and 
educing  its  property  as  belonging  to  the 
matter  in  hand  :  and  thus  having  a  ratio- 

cinative  force)  has  "been  laid  down,  (see on  ref.  The  word  vcSfxos  is  also  used  of 
the  new  covenant  by  St.  James,  i.  25  ;  ii. 
12  :  see  also  iv.  12,  and  St.  Paul,  Rom.  iiL 
27  ,-  viii.  2  ;  ix.  31)  upon  (on  the  condition 
of  .  .  .  :  SO  Xen.  Hell.  ii.  2.  20,  CTTOIOVVTO 

clp-fjvTjv,  £<p?  §  rd  re  fjLaKpa  rei^n  .  -  - 
Ka.e&\6vras  K.T.A.)  better  promises  (viz. 
those  which  are  about  to  be  particularized 

Theodoret  says, 

(Tca^aTiKas 

',  yrjv  peov- 

in  the  following  citation. 
7]    [J.GV    y&p 

eTrayyeXias  el 
crav  yd\a  /c. 
K.    TCL    TO^JTOLS 

W.&VLQV  K.  ovpav&v  @acn\€iav*  And  so 
CEc.,  Thl.,  Primas.,  Bengel,  al.  But  as 
Bleek  objects,  it  would  be  very  improbable 
that  the  Writer  should  intend  to  refer  the 
promises,  on  which  the  old  covenant  was 
based,  to  mere  earthly  blessings,  in  the 
face  of  such  a  designation  of  the  hope  of 
Abraham  and  the  patriarchs  as  we  find  in 
ch.  xi.  10 — 19).  7.]  Argumentation, 
exactly  as  in  ch.  vii.  11,  from  sayings  of 
Grod,  to  shew  the  imperfection  of  the 
former  covenant.  So  Chrys. :  ftsirep  yap 
Aeyet  OTI  el  TJ  re\€icacris  *.T.A.  (vii.  11), 
OVTW  teal  GVTavQa,  T^J  avT<p  av\\oyicr/u.$ 

/ce'xp^Tcu.  3Tor  if  tnat  first  (covenant) 
were  (or,  had  been.  We  are  never  sure  of 
%v  in  such  sentences,  seeing  that  it  is  both 
imperfect  and  aorist.  I  prefer  here  the 
imperfect,  seeing  that  the  first  covenant, 
in  its  ceremonial  part,  was  yet  observed. 
Bleek,  after  the  vulg.  ("  si  ...  culpa  va- 
casset,  non  .  .  locus  inquireretur  **),  prefers 
the  aorist)  blameless  (rb  ap-efXTrros  avTl 
TOU  TcAeta  reOei/cc,  Tovrefrnv  airoxpcStra 
yrpbs  T€\ei6Tr]Ta,  ajU,€/u,TrTov$  TOVS  epya- 
£ofjL€vavs  epyafofjievr],.  Thdrt.  It  is  the 
contrary  of  affQevcs  K.  aj/oxjbeAes,  ch.  vii. 
18),  a  place  would  not  be  sought  (i.  e. 
space  opened,  viz.  in  the  words  of  the  fol- 

lowing prophecy,  which  indicate  the  sub- stitution of  such  a  covenant  for  the  old  one. 

Bleek  gives  a  rather  far-fetched  interpreta- 
tion,— that  the  TOTTOS  is  the  place  in  men's 

hearts,  as  distinguished  from  the  tables  of 
stone  on  which  the  first  covenant  was 
written;  referring  to  2  .Cor.  iii.  3  for  a 
similar  distinction.  But  it  is  far  better  to 
understand  it  of  a  place  in  history,  and 
regard  the  expression  as  T^TTOV  cvptcrKeiv 
and  roTrov  XafAfidreiv  in  reff.,  see  also 
v&trov  $L?)6vai9  Horn.  xii.  19.  e£t]T€ETo 
must  not  be  rendered  pluperfect,  as  in 
E.  V.,  al.,  but,  as  in  vulg.  above,  imperf.) 
for  a  second  (the  emphasis  is  on  Setrrepas). 

8 — 12.]  Proof,  that  a  place  for  a 
second  i$  contemplated,  by  citation  from 
Jeremiah.  8.]  Tor  (there  is  an  ellipsis 
of  £7JTe?Tai  5e,  and  the  -yelp  introduces  the 
substantiation  of  the  assertion)  blaming 
them  (so  ref.  2  Mace.,  ̂ ^dfj.eyos  avroTs 
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<f>Y}O't)  g< 
a  —  Rom  ix. 

28     Lam.  11 

Jer.  xlu  (x 

\eyet, 
ab 

*Icrpa?)\  /ceu   c  em  rbv  oltov    *Iov$a    M  Siadtj/crjv ou  Kara 

Toy  QIKOV  ABDKL 

d  ,         Prt a  b 
a  ICatVlJV,  cfghk 

,     *        1  in  n  o aVTCOV,     17.  47 

c  LXX,  T<J>  oe/ecp. 

e  (1.  c  6t€<?e'/ur|j/)  2  Chron  xxxiv.  32     Isa.  xxvm  15.    Jer.  xli.  (sxxiv.)  18 

TOL<$ d  Luke  xxii.  20  |i.    2  Cor  in.  6.  ch.  ix.  15. 

for  2nd  OIKQV,  ot  (sic) om  2nd  6-rn.  D1. 

direy.  The  dative  after  /ie/x0ofca£  is  com- 
mon in  Greek :  see  Herod,  iii.  4;  iv.  180: 

Xen.  Cyr.  i,  4.  6,  and  many  other  exam  pies 
in  Bleek.  But  seeing  that  it  appears  diffi- 

cult, after  the  word  #/A€/MTTOS  has  been 
used  of  the  covenant,  to  apply  the  blame 
in  jj,(:}jL<p6iJL€VQs  to  any  object  but  the  cove* 
nant,  many  Commentators  have  taken  the 
participle  absolutely,  and  joined  aurots 
with  \eyet.  So  Faber  Stapulensis,  Pisca- 
tor,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Limborch,  Peirce, 
Michael  is,  Storr,  Kuinoel,  Bleek,  De  Wette, 
Lunem.,  al.  But  I  cannot  believe  that 
the  objective  pronoun  would  be  so  loosely 
and  ambiguously  put,  were  it  meant  to  be 
joined  to  \eyci.  It  surely  must  have  been 
\4yet  avro?s.  And  there  is  a  propriety, 
which  the  ancients  have  not  failed  to  ob- 

serve, in  avroTy,  instead  of  avrrj  or  avr^v. 
So  Chrys.,  having  explained  ft  .  ,  .  .  fy 
&fjL€fj.TTToyf  by  cl  ci.fjL€jj.irrovs  eiroiet,  pro- 

ceeds, 8rt  yctp  irepl  TOVTOV  (ptjcrtt',  &KOVS 
T^C  Gffis'  .  .  .  OVK  eTirg  (jLtnQofrevos  Se  aiJTiJ, 
a\\a,  M-  ̂ e  aurots.  And  so  Syr.,  vulg., 
OEc.,  Thl.,  Luther,  Calv.,  Beza,  Bengel, 
Wolf,  al.)  He  saith  (the  following  citation 
is  the  great  prophetic  passage  Jer.  xxxi, 
(xxxviii.)  31 — 34,  see  also  Ezek.  xxxvi. 
25—27.  "After  the  sack  of  Jerusalem, 
Jeremiah  with  the  other  captives  was 
brought  in  chains  to  Rama,  where  Nebu- 
zarndan  had  his  head- quarters,  There 

took  place,  at  God's  special  command,  his 
prophecies  of  the  future  entire  restoration 

of  Israel,  of  another  David,  of  Rachel's 
wailing  over  her  children  at  Rama,  and 
their  future  return,  of  the  new  covenant 
resting  on  absolute  and  veritable  forgive- 

ness of  sins  which  Jehovah  would  lauke 
with  his  people,  these  prophecies  forming 
the  third  part  of  the  third  trilogy  of  the 
three  great  trilogies  into  which  the  pro- 

phecies of  Jeremiah  may  be  divided :  ch. 
xxi.— xxv.,,  the  book  against  the  shepherds 
of  the  people;  ch.  xxvi. — xxix.,  the  book 
of  Jeremiah's  conflict  against  the  false 
prophets ;  ch.  xxx,  xxxi.,  the  book  of  re- 

storation," Delitzsch,  "The  question 
which  has  before  now  been  abundantly 
handled,  whether  the  saying  refers  to  the 
return  of  the  exiles,  or  to  the  covenant  of 
which  Christ  is  the  mediator,  or  to  the 
future  general  conversion  of  the  Jews,  or 
whether  some  things  in  it  to  one  of  these. 

some  to  another,  or  whether  the  whole  in 
its  lower  literal  sense  to  the  return  of  the 
exiles  and  in  its  higher  spiritual  sense  to 
Christ  and  His  kingdom,  must  be  answered 
by  the  considerations  before  adduced  on 
ch.  i.  5.  It  belongs  throughout  to  the 
cycle  of  Messianic  prophecies,  and  is  one 
of  the  most  beautiful  and  sublime  of  them ; 
and  its  true  fulfilment  can  only  be  sought 
in  the  covenant  brought  in  by  the  Saviour, 
and  in  the  salvation  through  Him  imparted 
to  mankind,  and  ever  more  and  more  un- 

folded and  completed.  This  is  the  case, 
however  this  salvation,  in  the  perception 
and  declaration  of  the  Prophet,  is  bound 
up  with  the  restoration  of  the  ancient 
covenant  people  and  their  reunion  in  the 
land  of  their  home."  Bleek),  Behold,  the 
days  come,  saith.  the  Lord  (^crt  Kvpios 

LXX-B,  but  Ae'-y"  4**.  "The  pro- 
phecy, taken  from  this  rich  cycle  of  escha- 

tologic  prophecies,  whose  clear  Messianic 
sense  allows  of  no  evasion,  begins  with 

Jeremiah's  constant  formula,  t5oi»  ̂ /uepat 
£/>XOJ>T&I/"  Delitzsch),  and  (KCU  explica- 

tive, answering  to  the  Heb.  n  in  an  apo- 
dosis),  I  will  accomplish  upon  (LXX, 

tiiaQ-fio-Qp.at  rip  ofaa  /C.T,A.  The  difference 
is  beyond  doubt  intentional,  to  set  forth 
the  completeness  of  the  new  covenant. 
Twice  in  this  same  book  (reff.),  the  LXX 
have  rendered  this  same  Heb.  expression, 
rru  ITY3  by  (rwrsXtLv  Siad^K^i/.  Augustine 

urges  the  word  "consummabo,"  De  Spir.  et 
Lit.  c.  19  (34),  vol.  x.  pt.  i.,  "  Quid  est  con- 
summabo,  nisi  implebo  ?  "  ITTI,  with  the 
accusative  of  motion,  the  covenant  being 
brought  upon  them)  the  house  of  Israel 
and  upon,  the  house  of  Judah  (both  these, 
Israel  first  and  Judah  afterwards,  were 
sent  into  captivity  for  their  sins :  and  both 

are  specified  severally  in  God's  promise  of 
grace  and  restoration)  a  new  covenant 
(on  o\a6TJKY)  see  on  ch.  vii.  22),  9.] 
(this  covenant  is  first  specified  negatively: 
it  is  not  to  be  like  that  first  one)  not  ac- 

cording to  the  covenant  (rraD  $,  differ- 
ent in  quality  from,  not  after  the  measure 

of)  which  I  made  (LXX  again,  ̂ ^Bi^v : 

see  reff.)  to  (not  *'  with :"  it  is  a  pure  da- 
tive, and  betokens  mere  agency  on  the  park 

of  the  subject,  God :  the  people  of  Israel, 
the  objects,  being  only  recipients,  not  co- 
agents)  their  fathers,  in  the  day  of  my 
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f  €7TL\a/3o/JLeVOV  fJLOV 

ex  77)9   AlyvTrTov,  on  avrol  ov/c 

avrv 

eve^ewav 

10  ore, constr.,  here 

™       only? 
4  i/   g  constr  ,  Acts 

avrr) 

ra?   r} 

T?)Z>  m  §iavoiav 

rjv   k  SiaOrjaofjuai   TO>    OIKW   ̂ Icrparfk 
etcelvas,  l  Xeyej,  fcvpios,  l  $(,Sov$ n 

apSia? 

es 

,  Kai  n  eTri   tcapoia?  avroiv       ..   _w   
fit  °9  his      Acts 

m  25    eh.  ix.  1G,  17    x    16(fioml   c  1  only.     Gen.  xv.  18.  i  =  1  Thess.  iv.  8.     Rev.  XVLI    17*    2  Cor 
i.  22  al      Neh   vu.  5  m  Matt  xxii   '37  ||      Eph.  u.  3.  iv.  18  al.     1  Chron    xxix.  18  "    n  with fen  ,  Rev  xiv.  1.     Exod.  \xxi\    28    xxxv\.  ,ii)  (  —  xxxix.  30  F  ).    Num.  xvii.  2,  3.    Deut  xxvii  3  8      2  Km«-s 

IB.     isa   xxx.  8.  with  ace  us  ,  Rev.  m.  12.     Deut  u.  13,  v.  22.  vi.  9.  x.  2,  4    xt   i»0     4  Kmsrs  xxiii   3      Ps. 
CXXXMU   16.     Lzek.xxxvu   1G  o  Mark  xv   26  (\\  L.  v.r.).     Acts  xvii.  23.  eh.  x   13      Rev.  xxi. 
12  only.     Prov.  vu.  3. 

9,  7)ju.6pcas  B  34.  for  7775,  TT?S  D. 

10.  aft  diaOtiKrj  ins  Ato^  («*  LXX-R)  AD :  om  («5  xzz-A  Frid-Aug(^ty)  BKL[P]K 
rel  latt  syrr  coptt  [Chr  Euthal-ms].          «apS^a  eavrcav  B1(sic,  see  Table),  in  corde  vulg 
Bede :  Kapo'iav  avrut/  (as  XA'A'-K)  KN1   g  Clem  :  KapSiais  avr&v  [P]   31,  in  cordibus 
D-lat  Primas  :  txt  [as  i-YJC-B]  ADLK3  rel  ̂ Ch^  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Damasc].  (om  from 
avruv  to  auTco*'  O.)  ypatyca  (as  LXX-R)  B. 

taking  hold  of  their  hand  (the  idiom  is      vity,  in  which  more  or  less  idolatry  was 

Hebraistic:    mri  "'pnnn  oS»3u       Justin   M.      nob  united  with  the  worship  of  Jehovah, 
except  the  time  of  David  and  the  first  years 
of  Solomon,  during  which  the  influence  of 
Samuel  still  continued  to  be  felt.  And 

when  by  the  captivity  Idol-worship  was 
completely  eradicated  from  the  people,  as 
far  at  least  as  regards  that  part  of  it  which 
returned,  it  is  well  known  that  a  hypo- 

critical letter- worship  got  the  mastery  over 

them,  which  was  morally  very  little  better.5* 
See  note  on  Matt,  xii.  43.  10.]  For 
(••3 :  *  because '  is  too  strong :  the  only 
reason  rendered  is  for  the  expression  K.a.wt]v 

above  :  *  new,  I  say  :  for  .  .  . ')  this  (pre- 
dicate, explained  in  what  follows)  is  the 

covenant  which.  I  will  establish  to  the 
house  (cf.  Aristoph.  Av.  438,  %\v  ̂   tiid- 
dcaj/rai  -/  d%<$€  ̂ iaO^K7jv  efjioi)  of  Israel 
(Israel  here  in  its  wider  sense,  compre- 

hending both  Israel  proper  and  Judah : 
because  then  all  Israel  shall  be  again 
united),  after  those  days  (CEc.  under- 

stands rets  TTJS  t&o'ov,  4v  ats  e\a&ov  rbv 
i/6jj.ov :  Thl.  says,  eftol  <5o*C€?  Trepi  eKeiv&v 

Dial.  c.  Tryphc.  11^  p-  112,  cites  it  4v 
y^epa.  r)  gir(-\afi6ju.T)v.  This  expression 
would  shew  beyond  a  doubt,  being  one 
which  the  Writer  of  our  Epistle  would 
never  have  adopted  in  a  translation  of  his 
own,  that  he  is  quoting  the  LXX)  to  bring 
them  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt:  because 
they  abode  not  in  my  covenant,  and  I 
disregarded  them  (thus,  making  ort  ren- 

der a  reason  for  the  foregoing,  and  at- 
taching it  to  the  whole  following  sen- 

tence, most  of  the  moderns :  and  this  is 
apparently  most  agreeable  to  the  Heb., 
vinaTi«  ricrr  rrarrTm,  where,  says  Bleek, 

the  -w5N  is  only  a  particle  of  relation  or 
connexion  with  the  preceding,  either  for 

the  subject,  "  quippe  illi/'  or  for  the  ob- 
ject, "  quod  foedus  ineum :"  and  either  way 

it  =  "for  (or  because)  they  broke  my 
covenant.3'  But  many  take  the  sentence 
beginning  with  #n  as  an  independent  one 
— "  because  they  abode  not  in  my  covenant, 
I  also  disregarded  them."  So  Ghrys. 
(at»T7)i/  rfyv  alrlav  SciKvtJj,  St*  %v  /cara- 
XtfjiTrdvet  avrovs),  ThL,  Bohme,  Kuinoel, 

Klee,  al.),  saith  (^o-f,  LXX)  the  Lord. 
On  the  fact,  OVK  Ivep-civav,  De- 

li fczsch  gives  a  striking  quotation  from 

Schelling,OfFenbarungsphilosophie, — "The 
Law  appears  to  be  the  mere  ideal  of 
a  religious  constitution,  as  it  has  never 
existed  in  fact :  in  practice,  the  Jews  were 
almost  throughout  polytheists.  The  sub- 

stance of  their  national  feeling  was  formed 
by  heathendom :  the  accidents  only,  by 
revelation.  From  the  queen  of  heaven 
down  to  the  abominations  of  the  Phoeni- 

cians, and  even  to  Cybele,  the  Jews  passed 

through  every  grade  of  paganism."  "  In 
fact,"  adds  Delitzsch,  "  there  is  no  period 
of  the  history  of  Israel  before  the  capti- 

al     ̂ f^ 

Stad^crofjicu,  olav  €%TJ$ 

But  the  lK€£vas  seems  to  point  immedi- 
ately to  the  time  indicated  by  the  aorist 

fj/u  e\fj<ra  :  and  thus  fx€ra  ras  -^(ji..  IK.  will 
be,  after  the  end  of  that  dispensation,  when 
those  days  of  disregard  are  over),  saith, 
(<t>-n<rt  LXX)  the  Lord;  giving  (the  LX.X- 
BK  have  $iSov$  S^<ro>:  the  Heb.  ̂ nro. 
But  A  agrees  with  the  text  :  and  by  the 
Writer  repeating  the  same  in  ch.  x.  16, 
it  is  probable  that  he  had  this  reading  in 
his  copy  of  the  XiXX.  The  participle,  as 
it  stands,  is  best  joined,  as  CEc.,  with  S*a- 
0-f)crofjiat,  and  Kal  ,  .  .  GTriyp&fyto  taken  aa 
a  fresh  and  independent  clause.  This  is 
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;efr.  avrovs,  KOI  eo-ojjbai 
p  66?    \dOV*       11  K.CU,    OV 

=-  eh  i   5  re; 
Luke  xv   15. 
xu,  U 
Actsxxi  39 
only     Prov. 
xi  9, 12 
xxiv  28  f  f  f 

Jix*«)  S!'     T  Kvpiov,  OTi  Travres 
Xou 

fir] 

p  e£?  Beov,  KOI  avrol  eaovrai  IJLQI  ABDKL 

e/caaro^  TQV  q  TroKLrrjv  c  tgh  k 
)rs  \        </  \  '  C*    "\     J    v  9  r» 

aurov,  Kai  e/cao'TO?  TOZ/  ao€X<pov  avrov, 

ore 

s  Acts  MII  10     ]sa.  sxu  24. 

I  m  i TOV     17  47 

s  6O>9  /J,€<yd- 

avT&Vj  real 
t  Matt.  x\i  22  only,  constr  , 

r  heie  only, 
see  Rom   i. 
21     Gal  u  9. 
1  John  iv  6  al.    1  Kings  hi,  7. 

3  Kings  \ui  34,  36,  50  al. 

for  juoi,  juou  ̂ (corrd  "ipsa  ut  vidctur  manu "). 
11.  Si5a|o-ucnj>  B3  Chr-2-mss  Cyrr  rec  (for  troXivriv)  TrXycriQv,  with  a  c  f  vulg 

syr-mg  [scth]  Chr[-montf  Euthal-ms]  Cyr,  [Thl]:  txt  ABDKLK-rel  syrr  coptt  arm 
Chr-mss  Thdrt  Damasc  Aug.  for  1st  avr.,  eavrov  D1.  om  2nd  avrov  Dl  46. 

The  770-  of  *i8i)(rov<rLv  is  written  above  by  the  first  hand  in  B.  rec  aft  pticpov 
ins  avTw  (as  LXX-BK),  with  D3L  rel  syrr  copt  [seth]  Thdrt  Damasc  Thl  (Ec :  om  (as 
LXX-A)  ABD1K[P]N  1  o  17  latt  [basm  arm  Clen^  Euthal-ms]  Ch^  Cyrr  [syr  coptt 

QL  om  O.VTWV  at  end.] 

use  of  etS^cra) :  nor  does  this  fut.  seem  to 
occur  elsewhere  either  in  the  LXX  or  N.T.) 
me,  from  the  small  (one)  (the  Heb.  bears 
out  the  rec.  here  (which  agrees  with  LXX- 
BK)  in  expressing  the  avr<2v:  c:ippp^ 

Dbi-u-nn.  The  formula  is  found  generally 
without  the  pronoun,  as  in  reff.  and  Gen. 
xix.  11 :  1  Kings  v.  9 ;  xxx.  2, 19  :  4  Kings 
xxiii.  2 ;  xxv.  26,  &c. :  but  with  it  in  Jer. 
vi.  13:  Jonah  iii.  5)  even  to  the  great 

(one)  of  them  (that  is,  "  they  shall  be  all 
taught  of  God/'  as  cited  by  our  Lord  in 
John  vi.  45,  from  Isa.  liv.  13,  as  written 
&  TOIS  irpofyfiTais,  alluding  to  such  pas- 

sages as  this  and  Joel  ii.  28,  29.  See  also 
1  John  ii.  20,  27,  and  notes  there.  Under 

the  old  covenant,  the  priests'  lips  were  to 
keep  knowledge,  and  they  were  to  teach 

the  people  God's  ways :  under  the  New, there  is  no  more  need  for  the  believer  to 
have  recourse  to  man  for  teaching  in  the 
knowledge  of  God,  for  the  Holy  Spirit, 
which  is  given  to  all  that  ask,  reveals  the 
things  of  Christ  to  each,  according  to  the 
measure  of  his  spiritual  attainment  and 
strength  of  faith.  And  the  inner  reason 
of  this  now  follows,  making,  formally,  the 
third  of  these  better  promises,  but  in  fact 
bound  up  with,  and  the  condition  of,  the 
last  mentioned) :  12.]  because  (not, 
as  Michaelis  on  Peirce,  "  shall  know  me, 
that :"  but  tin  is  the  causal  particle :  see 
above,  and  cf.  the  conclusion,  Isa.  xxxiii. 

24s.  "By  God  passing  by  the  former 
guilt  of  His  sinful  people,  and  beginning 
a  new  relation  of  grace  with  them,  is 

this  blessed  change  made  possible."  De 
Wette.  Bleek  and  Delitzsch  have  good 

notes  here)  I  will  he  merciful  (rrtow.  "  In 
other  places  also  is  the  verb  rf?D  given 
in  the  LXX  by  the  formula  iXeus  €lp.i: 
always  of  God  only,  in  reference  to  men ; 
sometimes  absolutely,  3  Kings  viii.  30, 
39:  2  Chron.  vi.  21:  Amos  vii.  2;  but 
generally  with  a  dative,  either  of  the  per- 

the  first  of  the  Kpetrroves  sirayye^iai  on 
which  the  new  covenant  is  established) 
my  laws  into  their  mind  (5mj/oza,  their 
inward  parts,  their  spiritual  man,  as  dis- 

tinguished from  the  mere  sensorium  which 
receives  impressions  from  without :  Heb. 

rip),  and  on  their  heart  (LXX-A,  KCU  e-n-iyp. 
avrobs  eirl  ras  K.  avrwv.  Either  gen.,  dat. 
(as  B),  or  accus.  is  suitable :  if  aecus.,the  act 
of  transference  by  inscription,  rather  than 
the  fact  of  being  inscribed,  is  in.  view:  if  gen. 
sing.,  which  from  the  analogy  of  Sidvoiav, 
and  of  Prov.  vii.3  [Alex.]  Aid.  [so  Tromm. : 
not  Holmes]  (sTriypajtyov  eirl  TrAafcbs  T^S 
rcapdias  crou),  our  Kapfiias  most  likely  is, 

then  the  fact  of  their  superimposition'and covering  of  the  heart :  if  the  dat.,  then 
that  of  their  situation  upon  its  tablet. 
See  instances  of  the  gen.  and  accus.  in 

reff.)  will  I  inscribe  (-ypdtyco  LXX-B)  them 
(contrast  to  the  inscription  of  the  old  law, 
which  was  on  tables  of  stone :  see  2  Cor. 
iii.  3) :  and  I  will  be  to  them  for  (clvcu 
els,  b  rrn,  as  eh.  i.  5,  which  see)  a  God, 
and  they  shall  he  to  me  for  a  people. 
11.]  Second  of  the  Kpeirroves  eTrayyehiai 

- — universal  spread  of  the  knowledge  of 
God:  following  on  the  other,  that  God 
would  put  His  laws  in  their  minds  and 
write  them  in  their  hearts.  And  they  shall 
not  have  to  teach  (see  var.  readd.,  which 
give  the  later  usage  of  ov  [uj  with  the  in- 

die, fut.)  every  man  his  (fellow-) citizen 
(injnrw.  LXX-A  a5eA<£^:  33K,  as  text. 
The  LXX  have  severnl  times  rendered 
vroi  by  7roX(T7]s,  see  retf  j,  and  every  mail 

his  brother  (LXX-A  irXncriov),  saying 
Know  (Heb.  IIH,  plural:  "Know  ye") 
the  lord :  because  all  shall  know  (elS-qoxo 
is  properly  an  Ionic  future  of  efSco,  but 
used,  at  least  in  its  aoristic  form  efttyo-a, 
by  the  Attics  also,  e.  g.  Aristot.  de  Anima 
i.  2  (so  Lobeck :  but  I  cannot  find  it). 
See  Lobeck,  Phryn.  p.  743,  where  more 
examples  are  given.,  but  none  of  the  Attic 
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avr£)v  ov 

yv,  v  TreTTaXaico/cev   rrjv 

7  r 

IX. 

ere. 
ro   Be 

ev 

tea  i,™  ryr)pdcrKov  x  €771)9 

only.    Job  xn    8.  x  =  ch.  -vi.  8. 
s  Luke  i   6.     1  Kings  vui.  9, 11.  x   25.  see  Rom.  i.  32. 

1.     John  xvi.  2)  only.     Ex.od    xu.  25,  26. 

Luke  xn.  33. 
ch.  i  11 
(reff.)  only, see  note 
=  here  (John 
xxt.  IB) 

y  here  only.    Deut.  vn.  2.    Jer.  xxvm   (h.)  37  al  fi. 
a  =  ver.  6.    Rom.  ix.  4  (xu. 

^12.  rec  aft  a/napr.  avr&v  ins  KOLL  ru>v  avo^icav  avrwv  (prob  from  ch  x.  17 :  see  Bleete), 

with  ADKLN3  rel  [47  transposes  avo/u.  and  ajmapr."]  syr  [arm]  Chr  Thdrt  Damasc  : 
om  BK1  [17]  vulg  Syr  coptt  [seth]  (Clem).  (In  m  the  ver  begins  (by  Tiomoeotel]  rcai  rwv 
avopuav  :  but  for  avrwv,  it  has  avrov.)  (juy7?<rdTi<ro}Jt,ai  17.] 

CHAP.  IX.  1.  om  /cat  B  a1  b1  k  Syr  coptt  ThL  om  TJ  D1.  rec  aft  irp^Tf] 
ins  cr/ojj/r?,  with  rel  copt  [Euthal-ms  Thdrt]  5  e/ceirTj  m  :  [testamentum  seth :]  om  ABD 
KL[P]K  h  1  n1  17  latt  syrr  basm  arm  Thaum  Chrx  Cy^  Damasc  Thl. 

son  whom  God  forgives,  Num.  xiv.  20  : 
Jer.  v.  1, 7  ',  xxvii.  (1.)  20,  or  the  sins  which 
are  forgiven,  1  (3)  Kings  viii.  34,  36,  50  : 

Jer.  xliii.  (xxxvi.)  3."  Bleek)  to  their 
iniquities  (plur.  in  N.  T.  here  only,  but 
frequently  in  LXX,  e.  £.  1  Kings  iii.  13  : 
Jer.  ii.  22;  xviii.  23:  Ezek.  xii.  2:  Hosea 
x.  13  &c.),  and  of  their  sins  (see  var. 
readd.)  will  I  make  mention  no  more. 

13,]  Transition  to  the  antithetical 
parallel  which  he  is  about  to  draw  between 
the  former,  earthly  and  ceremonial,  and 
the  latter,  heavenly  and  actual  tabernacle : 
see  summary  at  ch.  ix.  1.  In  saying  (cf. 
reff.  Here,  as  in  each  of  those,  the  sub- 

ject is  God,  belonging  here  to  the  following 

verb  Tre-TraAcuco/cey :  'when  God  saith3}, 
'-  a  new  (covenant)/*  He  hath  made  old 
(Tra.X.ai<$a>5  a  word  peculiar  to  biblical  usage, 
and  in  the  N.  T.  to  Heb.  and  St.  Luke.  The 
LXX  have  it  a  few  times,  in  this  same 
meaning:  e.g.  Lam.  iii.  4,  eTra^aicacrev 
(rdpKo.  IJLOV  Kal  Sep/^a  /ULOV  :  Job  ix.  5,  6 
7raAcuo>j>  0/077.  Cf.  also  Job  xxxii.  15  :  Isa. 
Ixv.  22  :  Dan.  vii.  25  Theod.  Made  old, 

viz.  by  speaking  of, — and  where  God  is  the 
speaker,  actually  in  decree  establishing, 

seeing  that  all  God's  sayings  are  realities, 
— a  new  one.  Some  have  taken  the  word 

as  signifying  "Jiath  set  aside,  abrogated" 
"  antiquavit"  as  Erasmus.  But  this,  be- 

sides being  unexampled,  and  not  answer- 
ing to  the  technical  meaning  of  ( anti- 

quare/  does  not  tally  with  the  present 
participle  of  the  same  verb  below,  which 

cannot  be  rendered  *  is  being  abrogated  :' 
see  below.  Far  better  is  the  rendering,  of 
somewhat  questionable  Latinity,  but  very 

expressive,  "  veteravit,"  of  the  ital.  and 
vulg.:  see  again  below)  the  first  (covenant). 
ISTow  (transition,  by  8c,  from  a  particular 
assertion,  to  an  axiomatic  general  truth : 
as  in  Rom.  xiv.  23)  that  which  is  being 
made  old  (the  saying  of  God  irfiraXaiceKev 
that  first  covenant :  the  state  of  ira\aica<ris 
thereby  induced,  continues,  as  the  perfect 
(not  aor.,  ̂ raAafoxre,  because  the  act  was 

not  a  passing  one,  contemporaneous  with 
the  saying)  shews,  —  and  hence  the  cove- 

nant TraAcuot/rcu  continually.  The  vulg., 

which  had  "  veteravit  "  before,  here  adopts 
"antiquatur"  for  the  old  ital.  "  veteratur," 
which,  as  above  shewn,  was  far  better)  and 
getting  into  old  age  (see  reff.  :  and  cf, 
Xen.  Vectig.  i.  4,  of  fruits  of  the  earth,  — 

rots  CTT*  evLavr'bv  6d\\ovari  re  Kal  yypd- 
(TKovcrL  :  id.  Ages,  ii.  14,  r\  ̂ \v  rov 

i,  7)  S<?  TTJS  " ayf]par6$  zarnv  i  Herodian  iii.  2.  15,  ret 

eKsivow  yTjpdcravra  Kod  Trap9  aAA^Aois 
&vvTpift&VTa.  Ma/ce5^crij>  evaAamx  Kal  fPa>- 
fj,aloLs  5oOAa  T^eVTjrcu),  is  nigh  unto 
(see  ref.  and  note)  vanishing  away  (els 
a<pavi(T/j.bv  elVcu  -or  yevecrBai  is  a  com- 

mon phrase  with  the  LXX.  See  reff.,  and 
3  Kings  ix.  7:  4  Kings  xxii.  19  &c.,  in 
Trommius.  The  Writer  uses  the  expres- 

sion of  the  whole  time  subsequent  to  the 
utterance  of  the  prophecy.  At  that  time 
the  TraXaidxris  began,  by  the  mention  of  a, 
new  covenant:  and  from  that  time  the 

•first  covenant  might  be  regarded  as  ever 
dwindling  away,  so  to  speak,  and  near  its 
end,  which  God  might  bring  on  at  any 
time.  It  is  far  better  to  regard  the  eyv^s 
ouf>avi.crp,oxi  thus,  than,  with  some,  to  place 
it  at  the  time  of  the  Writer,  when  in  fact 
it  had  already  taken  place). 

CHAP.  IX.  1.]  The  chief  train  of  thought 

and  argument,  although  in  the  main  for- 
warded, has  been  for  the  present  somewhat 

broken,  by  the  long  citation  in  the  last 
chapter.  It  is  now  resumed.  Christ  is 
the  High  Priest  of  a  heavenly  tabernacle, 
the  Mediator  of  a  covenant  established 

upon  better  promises.  This  latter  has  been 
shewn  out  of  Scripture  :  and  it  has  been 
proved  that  the  old  covenant  was  by  that 
Scripture  pronounced  to  be  transitory  and 
near  its  end.  As  such,  it  is  now  compared 
in  detail  with  this  second  and  better  one, 

as  to  its  liturgical  apparatus^  and  prof- 
fered means  of  access  to  Gf-od.  These  are 

detailed  somewhat  minutely,  mention  being 
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b  =  ch.Tiu.2     TO    T€     D  OMlQV    c  KOO"IJU,ICOV. ren      Exod.  *  ' 
xxxv in.  23  [29].  c  Tit  n.  12  only  t.  (see  note.) 

even  made  of  some  which  are  not  insisted 
on,  nor  their  symbolism  explained :  and 
the  main  point  of  comparison,  the  access 
into  the  holiest  place,  is  hastened  on.  In 
this  particular  especially  the  infinite  supe- 

riority of  the  new  covenant  is  insisted  on  : 
and  the  whole  access  of  Christ  into  God's 
presence  for  us  is  elaborately  contrasted 
with  the  former  insufficient  ceremonial  ac- 

cess by  means  of  animal  sacrifices.  In  one 
point,  above  all,  is  this  contrast  brought 
out :  tlie  supreme  efficacy  of  the  blood 
of  Christ,  as  set  against  the  nullity  of  the 
blood  of  bulls  and  of  goats  to  purge  away 
sin.  Then  the  subject  of  the  heavenly 
tabernacle  and  holy  place  is  recurred  to, 

and  the  future  prospect  of  Christ's  re-ap- 
pearing from  thence  opened.  1 — 5.] 

(The  liturgical  appliances  of  the  first  cove- 
nant. 1.]  Now  accordingly  (jjiev 

answers  to  Sever.  6,  not  to  8e  ver.  11,  see 
there.  ovv  takes  up  the  thought  of 
ch.  viii.  5,  where  the  command  is  recited 
directing  Moses  to  make  the  tabernacle 
after  the  pattern  shewn  him  in  the  mount. 
In  pursuance  of  that  command  it  was  that 
%  irp^rrj  K.r.x.)  the  first  (covenant)  (not, 
the  first  tabernacle,  as  the  rec.  wrongly 
and  clumsily  glosses.  There  is  no  question 
between  a  first  and  second  tabernacle  ;  the 

fjLei^<av  Kal  reAetorepa  o"K7jvf)  is  a  prototype, 
not  an  after-thought.  The  gloss  has  pro- 

bably arisen  from  a  blunder  in  interpreting 
rrjs  7rpd>T-r]s  crKyvris  iu  ver.  8  :  see  there) 
had  (it  was  no  longer  subsisting  in  the 
Writer's  time  as  a  covenant,  however  its 
observances  might  be  still  surviving.  &>sel 
IXe-ye,  r6re  elxe,  vvv  OVK  %x€L'  SftKW(riv 
tfSt]  Tovrct)  avrfyv  €KK€^(t}pir]Kv?ai''  rc^re 

OVK  %<TTIV.  Chrys.  Or  perhaps  the  elxe 
may  refer  back  to  the  time  indicated  in 
ch.  viii.  5,  when  Moses  made  the  taber- 

nacle :  had,  when  its  liturgical  appliances 
were  first  provided.  But  I  prefer  the 
other  view)  also  (as  well  as  this  second 
and  more  perfect  covenant :  not  that  this 
has  all  the  things  below  mentioned,  but 
that  it  too  possesses  its  corresponding 
liturgical  appliances,  though  of  a  higher 

kind)  ordinances  ('-The  vulg.  renders  'jus- 
tificationes  cultures?  But  the  idea  of 
SiKcuwjjLa  is  ever  passive.  It  imports 
always  the  product  of  either  right  appoint- 

ment, or  righteous  judgment,  or  righteous 
conduct :  the  ordinance  having  the  force  of 
right  (ref.  Luke),  the  righteously  uttered 
judgment  (Rom.  v.  16),  the  decree  accord- 

ing to  righteousness  (Rev.  xv.  4),  the 

^    JOLp    d  KaT€0'fC€VaCr@'r) d  ch.  ui.  3,  4  reff. 

righteous  performance  (Horn.  v.  18);  here 
beyond  doubt,  and  ver.  10,  in  the  first  of 
these  senses,  in  which  the  LXX  have  it  for 

T2B-»pip,  pn  and  their  synonyms.  It  is  from 
StKatovv,  to  give  the  force  of  law,  to  make 
of  legal  obligation.  The  old  covenant  also 
had  liturgical  ordinances,  which  were  *juris 
divini/  ordinances  which  rested  their  obli- 

gatory right  upon  revelation  from  God  and 
declaration  of  His  will."  JDelitzsch)  of  ser- 

vice (worship :  see  ch.  viii.  5  and  note), 
and  its  (01%  the  :  see  below)  worldly  sanc- 

tuary (Thorn.  Aq.,  Luther,  al.  take  &VIQV 
not  in  a  local  but  in  an  ethical  sense,  = 

ayi6r-fi$ :  Wolf  understands  by  it  te  vasa 
sacra  totumque  apparatum  Leviticum/* 
But  as  the  whole  passage  treats  of  the  dis- 

tinction between  two  sanctuaries,  one  into 
which  the  Levitical  priests  entered,  and 
the  other  into  which  Christ  is  entered, 
it  is  certain  that  the  signification  must  be 
local  only.  As  regards  the  meaning  of 
KocrfUK<$v,  it  must  not  be  taken  with  Hom- 
berg  as  =  K6(r/Aiov,  1  Tim.  ii.  9 ;  iii.  2,  for 
both  usage  and  the  art.  are  against  this : 
nor  again,  with  Theodor.-mops.,  Thdrt., 
(Ec.(alt.),  Grot.,  Wetst.,  Hammond,  as 
crtip.fio\ov  rov  K^OT/AOU  :  nor  again  as 

Kypke,  "  toto  terrarum  orbe  celebratum/> as  Jos.  B.  J.  iv.  5.  2,  where  the  high  priests 
Ananus  and  Jesus  are  described  as  rjjs 

KOcrjJiLKTjs  GpycTKeias  Kardpxovres,  rrpos- 
KuvotiAGVoi  re  TO?S  e/c  rys  ofttou.ueV??.?, — a 
meaning  which  would  apply  only  to  the 
temple,  not  to  the  tabernacle,  which,  from 
ver.  2,  is  here  spoken  of:  nor  again  as 

Chrys.  (e-Trel  ot?j/  «•«!  <fE\\r)(ri  ftarbis  fyt 
tcocrtuiKbv  abrb  Ka\€i'  ov  yap  5^  oi 
*Iou5a?oi  K6fffjios  3)v}>  Thl.,  Erasmus,  al., 
which  would  only  be  true  of  a  part  of  the 
ayiov,  viz.  the  court  of  the  Gentiles  :  but 
as  in  ref.,  and  constantly  in  the  Fathers, 
t£  mundanvis*3  belonging  to  this  world.  So 
Plut.,  Consol.   in    BL,    Kara   r%v 

KOfj-p.iK^v  didra^LV :  Hierocl.  Carm.  Aur. 
126,  TT}S  KOfffJiiKTJs  6vra|(as.  So  that  it 
stands  opposed  to  ttrovpfoiov,  and  is  an 
epithet  distinguishing  the  sanctuary  of  the 
first  covenant  from  that  of  the  second,  not 
one  common  to  the  two.  This  is  also 
shewn  by  the  art.  r6,  to  the  consideration 
of  which  we  now  come.  The  art.  itself  is 
remarkable,  as  is  also  the  non-repetition  of 
it  before  Kotrjtu/c^.  And  this  latter  cir- 

cumstance has  induced  some,  among  whom 

is  Belitzsch,  to  take  KQO-JU.IKJI'  as  a  predi- 
cate, "and  its  (or,  the)  sanctuary,  a 

worldly  one."  For  the  necessity  or  veri 
similitude  of  this,  usage  is  alleged^  and  such 
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,  eV  rj  fj  re  e  \uxyta  KOI  rj  f  rpaTre^a  KCLI  rj  £  Trp66eo-i<$  e  Mat*,  r^w. 16  11  Mk.  xj.  33  only,  exc.  Rev.  i.  12  a!6.     EXOD.  xxv.  31—39.  f  Matt  xv.  27  al  fr.     EXOD.  xxr.  23—30. 
g  2  Chron.  xiu.  11.  2  Mace.  x.  3.  elsw.,  aprot  r^s  7rpo0e<rews,  as  Matt.  xu.  4  H.    Exod.  xl.  21.  (23.) 

passages  as  r2>  aru>fj.a  Gvrjrbv  airavres 
^xopev*  where  we  have  exoo  with  a  definite 
subst.  as  an  object,  and  an  indefinite  pre- 

dicate attached.  But  if  J  do  not  mistake, 
the  peculiar  arrangement  of  the  clause  here 
forbids  such  a  rendering.  For,  1.  elxcv  is 
not  peculiar  to  this  clause,  but  common  to 
the  two  of  which  the  sentence  consists : 
and  we  should  therefore  expect,  especially 
from  a  writer  so  careful  of  rhetorical  equili- 

brium, that  the  objects  in  the  two  clauses 
should  correspond  :  not  that  the  first  of 
them  should  be  merely  objective,  and  the 
second  predicative.  Again,  2.  the  use  and 
position  of  the  copula  re  seems  to  forbid 
any  such  disjoining  of  substantive  and 
epithet:  being,  however  loosely  used  in 
later  Greek,  a  closer  copula  than  /cat.  I 
conceive  the  article  to  be  rather  used  to 
distribute  the  object  and  epithet  which 
follow  it :  the  first  covenant  had  not  merely 
a  worldly  sanctuary,  but  the  only  sanctuary 
which  was  upon  earth  :  that  one  which  was 
constructed  after  the  pattern  of  things  in 
the  heavens.  Possibly  another  reason  for 
inserting  it  might  be,  to  define  beyond 
doubt  the  substantival  use  of  the  neuter 

adj.  OLJLQV  when  joined  with  an  epithet 
such  as  Koorfji.tK.6v.  As  to  the  omission  of 

the  art.  before  Kocr^iK.6v3  it  is  no  bai*  to 
rendering  the  adj.  as  an  epithet :  cf .  rov 
alcavos  rov  evecrr&ros  irovripQv,  Gal.  i.  4). 

2 — 5.]  lEpexegetic  of  rb  ayiov 
Ko(T]LLtK6y,  fa/  a  particular  detail.  2.] 
Por  the  tabernacle  (most  Commentators, 
as  De  Wette,  Bleek,  Liinemann,  Delitzsch, 
al.,  render  (correctly  enough  for  the  Greek, 
cf.  ch.  vi.  7  :  Acts  x.  41 ;  xix.  11 ;  xxvi.  22), 

*'  a  tabernacle,"  and  then  take  f}  irpdrrj 
as  specifying.  But  I  should  rather  query, 
•whether  this  be  not  carrying  nicety  too 
far  for  the  idiom  of  modern  languages : 
and  whether  we  can  come  closer  in  English 
to  ffKTjv^)  y  7rpt«m},  and  (rKrjifyj  7}  K^yo^ivii 
ayia,,  than  by  *  the  tabernacle,  namely,  the 
iirst  one/  and  *  the  tabernacle  which  was 
called  holy/  For  as  Delitzsch  remarks, 

"the  general  idea  <rK7jyf]  is  put  forward 
anarthrously,  and  afterwards  defined  by 

appositional  epithets  having  the  article/* 
But  when  we  say  fa  tabernacle/  we  do 
not  express  the  general  idea  crK.wfi,  hut 
an  indefinite  concrete  example  of  it.  The 
English  only  admits  such  expressions  in 
plurals  and  abstracts :  e.  g.  797  77  irtov<ra, 
"land  which  hath  drunk  :**  Swd/Aeis  ou% 
at  rvx.ov<ratf  tf  niiracles  of  no  common 
sort."  Or  we  may  say  that  in  both  cases 
crKyv-f)  being  thrown  emphatically  forward, 
loses  its  article.  At  all  events,  by  render- 

ing it  "a  tabernacle "  in  both  places,  as 
Delitzsch  (not  the  rest,  that  I  can  dis- 

cover), we  give  a  tinge  of  indefiniteness 
which  certainly  does  not  belong  to  it,  and 
seem  to  lose  the  solemn  reference  to  the 

well-known  tabernacle)  was  established 
(on  KaTacrtC£Da£ci>,  see  on  ch.  iii.  3.  It  is 
often  found  of  the  setting  up  or  establish- 

ing of  a  tent :  Xen.  Cyr.  ii.  1.  25,  (r/ojz/as- 
avTQis  /career /C€t5a<re :  ib.  30,  Kvpos  §e 
avrcp  ffKyvTiv  fjLev  /careovceuacraTo :  Jos. 
c.  Apion.  ii.  2,  Majwcr^y,  OT€  TTjjf  Trp&Tyv 
(rKTjvfyv  r$  0ew  /careor/ceuacret')  the  first 
one  (TrpcSrTj,  in  situation,  to  those  enter- 

ing :  see  Acts  xvi.  12  note,  and  compare 
the  Homeric  expression  Iv  Trpcarpari  6vpr)cri. 
In  the  citation,  from  Josephus  above,  the 
expression  is  used  in  a  temporal  sense,  as 
distinguished  from  the  subsequent  one,  in 
the  temple  of  Solomon.  The  question, 
whether  the  Writer  thinks  (locally)  of  two 
tabernacles,  or  is  speaking  of  the  first 
portion  of  one  and  the  same  tabernacle,  is 
of  no  great  importance :  the  former  would 
be  but  a  common  way  of  expressing  the 

latter:  and  we  can  hardly  deny  that  'two 
tabernacles '  are  spoken  of,  in  the  presence 
of  0*fc.  TJ  \€fyo}j.€V'ri  oiyia.  a.yltav  below),  in 
which,  were  (not,  ic  are/'  as  Luncm.,  hold- 

ing it  to  be  ruled  by  AeyeTcu  below.  But 

Ae'yeTcu  only  refers  to  a  name,  now,  as 
then,  given :  the  position  of  the  articles 

enumerated  in  the  TTP^TTJ  OTO/J/IT"  must  be contemporaneous  with  /career*,  above)  the 
candlestick  (with  seven  lights :  of  gold, 
carved  with  almond  flowers,  pomegranates 
and  lilies :  see  Exod.  xxv.  31 — 39 ;  xxxvii. 
17 — 24.  There  were  ten  of  these  in  the 
temple  of  Solomon,  see  1  Kings  viL  49 : 
2  Chron.  iv.  7 :  but  in  the  second  temple, 
the  Mosaic  regulation  was  returned  to, 
and  only  one  placed  iii  the  tabernacle  :  see 
1  Mace.  i.  21 ;  iv.  49 :  Jos.  Antt.  xii.  7.  6 : 
also  B.  J.  v.  5.  5  (see  below) ;  vii.  5.  5, 

where  he  describes  Vespasian's  triumph, 
and  the  candlestick  as  borne  in  it,  which 
is  now  to  be  seen  in  relief  011  the  arch  of 

Titus  at  Home)  and  the  table  (for  the 
shewbread ;  of  shittim  (acacia  ?)  wood, 

overlaid  with  gold,  Exod.  xxv.  23—30,- 
xxxvii.  10 — 16,  of  which  there  was  one 
only  in  the  Mosaic  tabernacle,  and  in  the 
second  temple  (1  Mace,  ut  supra),  but  ten 
in  Solomon's  temple,  see  2  Chron.  iv.  8; 
also  ib.  ver.  19 :  1  Chron.  xxviii.  16 : 
1  Kings  vii.  48)  and  the  shew  of  the  bread 
(there  can  be  little  doubt  that  Tholuck 
and  Delitzsch  are  right,  who  understand 
r\  irpoOecris  TWV  aprwv  not  of  the  custom 
of  exhibiting  the  bread,  but,  se«iug  that 
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i  ch  u  19  reft". 

3\OD   
 XXM X  NUM  u   10. 

SKmffsvm 
6.    2  Chi  on  iv  22.  v  7. 

9.    -a/ua,  ib.  10, 11  ) 

<?      -V  /  t    r/ 

rj  Xeyo/J,ev?i  *  cvyta 

e  TO  Sevrepov  ABDKI, 
A  r\         f&  £1  1) 
4  ̂ pvaovv  c 

/cat 
Iheteonly    (see  note  )    2  Chron  xxu   19.    Ezek.  vm.  11  only,    (-tav,  Luke  i. 

TO  ch  xi  7  reff.  nRex.x.  19.    EXOD  xxxi  7.    Num  Deut  Josh  passim 

aft  aprcoi>  ins  KCU  TO  xpvffow  6vfLLarr}piov,  omg  %p.  flujit,  KCU  in  ver  4,  B  basm  [03th]. 
ins  ra  bef  ayta  B.  aft  cr/ia.  (sic  A)  ins  uytuv  AB1  [Orig-mtJ. 

3.  ins  Ta  bef  ayta  and  TOJ^  bef  aytuv  BD3KLK3  [r£oi/(but  not  ra)  P  47  coptt]  :  om 
rel  [Chr  Euthal-ms  Oy^  Thdrt  Bamasc]. 

the  Writer  is  speaking  of  concrete  objects, 
as  '  strues  panum/  the  heap  of  bread  itself 
thus  exhibited,  irpoflccris,  says  Del.,  is 
the  Greek  word  for  nintfO.  We  have  it 

similarly  used  in  LXX,  ref.  2  Chron.  There 
it  is  in  the  plural,  which  Bleek  maintains 
would  have  been  the  case  here  were  it  so 
meant,  in  reference  to  the  double  row  of 
pieces:  but  I  cannot  see  why  the  whole 
mass  should  not  be  called  the  KpdOecrts) : 
which  tabernacle  (the  categorical  -fJTts, 
f  that  tabernacle  namely,  which  3)  is  called 
the  holy  place  (Erasmus,  Steph.,  Eras. 
Schmid,  Mill,  al.  write  this  ayia,  as  fern., 
and  agreeing  with  aKyvf),  and  so  Luther, 

bie  fyeilige/  and  E.  V.,  "the  sanctuary." 
The  vulg.,  "qu93  dicitur  sancta/'  ap- 

pears to  refer  the  clause  to  "  propositio 
panum"  immediately  preceding.  D-lat, 
(see  D1  in  digest)  has  "  sancta  sanctorum." There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  neut. 
plur.  This  is  insisted  on  as  early  as  by 
Thdrt. :  TrpoTrapo^vrdvcas  avayvtoffTGOv  ra 
dyta'  our co  yap  ij/j.a$  diSdcrKei  voziv  rb 
<er€pov  o]/0fj.a :  viz.  ayta  ayi(avs  ver.  3. 
So  Erasm.  (annot.)  and  all  the  moderns. 
But  even  thus  the  omission  of  the  art.  is 
significant.  The  Writer  is  not  so  much 
speaking  of  the  holy  p^oe  by  name,  ra 
ayia,  as  by  quality  and  predication,  (the) 
holy  (places),  3.]  But  (as  bringing 
out  by  anticipation  the  same  contrast 

which  we  have  in  vv.  6,  7,  et'y  ̂ kv  r^v 
7rpi(*)Tf]V  .  .  .  €i$  5e  TT?J>  §euTepcw)  after 

(i.  e.  in  entering :  '  behind,'  as  we  should 
say,  if  regarding  it  'in  situ/  So  Herod, 
iv.  49,  ol  ecr^aroi  -rrphs  tf\iov  ̂ v<r^4cav 
/Hera  Ku^ray  QiKeovcri)  the  second  veil 

(Kara-Tre'rao-fia.,  class.  irapair€racr[j.a,  see ch.  vi.  19,  is  used  in  the  LXX  for  the  veil 
or  curtain  hanging  before  the  sanctuary. 
There  were  in  reality  two  of  these,  as  de- 

scribed in  Exod.  xxvi,  31 — 37  :  one  before 
the  holy  of  holies  itself,  roiQ  (vv.  31 — 35), 
the  other  before  the  tabernacle  door,  TfDio 
(vv.  36,  37).  For  both  of  these  the  LXX 
in  Exod.  1.  c.  have  /carctTreraa-fta,  and  so 
also  for  the  first  veil  in  Num.  iii.  26.  And 
Josephus,  B.  J.  v.  5.  4,  rrpb  ?>€  rovrwv 
(the  gates  of  the  Trpwros  oT/cos)  tV^7j/cey 

KaraireracrfMa:  and  below,  §  5,  rb  8*  eV5o- 

rdrca  fj.spo$  .  . 
raVjuari  Trpbs  rb  e|w^e^.  Similarly  in 
Antt.  viii.  3,  3,  KaTeTeTao-e  5e  teal  ravras 
(the  outside  doors)  ras  Gvpas,  dfioictis  ro?s 

evSorepto  Karairerdo'juao'i,  Usually  how- 
ever in  the  LXX,  the  exterior  veil  is  called 

KaAu^a  or  eViVTracrT/Joy,  and  the  word 
/caraTreracr^ua  reserved  for  the  interior 
one.  So  Exod.  xxvi.  36:  cf.  Levit.  xxi. 

23,  7rA^?*'  Trpbs  rb  KaTair^raffjua.  ov  Trpos- 
eA6U(7eTa£  :  xxiv.  3  :  Num,  iv.  5.  And  so 
in  Philo,  Vita  Mos.  iii.  9,  vol.  ii.  p.  150, 
OTrep  ecrrlv  e/TreTv  Trp^ao^,  €ipy6jU€j/oi/ 

b  5'  efcrbs  trposayopeverai 
:  so  also  above,  §  5,  p.  148.  But 

elsewhere  he  calls  both  by  the  name  /cara- 
ir4racrjj,at  by  implication  at  least  :  e.  g. 
Be  Victim.  §  10,  p.  246,  avnicpv  rov  irpbs 
T0?y  afivrois  /caraTrercior^aToy,  ecrwT/pw 
rov  TTporepou:  and  De  Giganfc.  §  12,  vol.  i. 
p.  270,  rb  effurarov  KaraTreraffjua  K.  Trpo- 

Kd\vfifj.a  Trjs  5^s)  the  (not  "a"  see 
above)  tabernacle  which  is  called  holy 
of  holies  (ayia  again,  not  dyia,  see  above. 
DWJpn  ttjip,  sometimes  rb  ayiov  r&v 
dyluv,  a  periphrasis  of  the  superlative 
adopted  from  the  Heb.),  4.]  having 
(on  ̂xpvcra,  see  below)  a  golden  censer  (or, 
altar  of  incense)  ("Maxima  totius  epis- 
tolse  difficultas  in  verbis  hisce  consistifc, 
atque  hie  locus  fortasse  prseter  c^eteros 
dubium  apud  vcteres  reddidit  hnjus  epis- 
tolae  auctoritatem."  Calmet,  in  Tholuck. 
The  first  difficulty  is  respecting  the  mean- 

ing of  the  word  0-u|uttT«5ptov.  And  here 
the  etymology  gives  us  no  help.  For  the 
word  is  a  neut.  adj.,  importing  any  thing 
having  regard  to  or  employed  in  the 
burning  of  incense.  It  may  therefore 
mean  either  an  altar  upon  lohicli,  or  a 
censer  in  which  9  incense  was  burnt.  The 
latter  meaning  is  found  in  Bemosth.  p. 

617.  3,  e'KTrctJ/xara  5e  ̂   6vtuiar^pta,  kv  ̂ v 
£7rep/3aAA?7  T£  7rA??0ei  K.r.A.  :  Thuc.  vi.  4G, 

eTre'Se^av  ra  a.va,Bri  fjLa.ro,,  <pid\as  re  Kal 
owoxdas  Kai  Gvu.iar'fipia  /c.rA.  :  and  SO 
LXX,  reff.  :  Josephus,  Antt.  iv.  2.  4,  Ko^t- 

The  former,  in    Herod,   iv, 

162,  E£e'A0o>v,  &s  rb  h  AeA^oTtn 
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ptov  Hbv  aj-LoOe-rjrov  aj/e^ftrev  :  JElian,  V.  H. 
xii.  51,  Kal  KaraKXidevri  (NLeveKparet) 
Qv/j.iar'hpiov  irapeG-rjKe  (&i\iTnros)}  Kal 
edvfj.ia.ro  avrep.  It  is  true,  the  LXX 
have  generally  called  the  altar  of  incense 
rb  Quo'iaa'T'hpiov  6v/JLLdjjLaro$  or,  -TCUJ/,  cf. 
Exod.  xxx.  1,  27  :  Levit.  iv.  7  :  1  Chron. 
vi.  49;  xxviii.  18  :  2  Chron.  xxvi.  16,  19  : 

or  rb  Ovcriaa'T'bpiQV  rb  xpvcroiV,  Exod.  xl. 
5,  21-  (26)  :  Num.  iv.  11  :  3  Kings  vii.  48  : 
2  Chron.  iv.  19  :  or  rb  6v<ricurr.  rb  an- 
evavn  Kvpiov,  Levifc.  xvi.  12,  18  :  or  merely 
Tb  6vcn.acrr'f)piov,  where  the  context  shews 
which  altar  is  meant,  Levit.  xvi.  20  :  Num. 
iv.  13,  14  :  Deut.  xxxiii.  10  :  3  Kings  vi. 
20  :  and  also  Qvcnacrr^pia,  where  both  the 
altars,  of  burnt-offering  and  of  incense,  are 
intended,  Exod.  xxxi.  8:  Num.  iii.  31. 
But  later,  the  more  appropriate  word 
GvfjLtarTjpiof  became  the  usual  Hellenistic 
name  for  the  altar  of  incense.  So  Philo, 
Quis  Ber.  Biv.  Hser.  §  46,  vol.  i.  p.  504, 
TpiS>v  ovrcav  e^  rots  ayiots  CTKGV&V,  Ai>x~ 

vias,  TpaTref^s-,  Qvjjuarfipiov,  rb  fj&v  0u- 
^Lar^pLov  tt.rA.  :  and  id.  Vita  Mos.  iii.  §  7, 

vol.  ii.  p.  149,  eSji/j.tovpye'iro  Kal  crKevT] 
tepd,  Ktfiwr6s,  \vxvta,  rpdirega,  Ovfjt.iar'f]- 
PLOV,  fiwfj.6s.  And  Josephus,  Antt.  iii.  6. 
8;  iii.  8.  2,  3:  B.  J.  v.  5.  5,  Kal  rb 
p.ev  Trp&rov  ftepos  .  .  .  €?%ei/  eV  aurcp 
rpia  Oav/AacndiraTa  K.  irepi/Sdrjra 

So  also  Clem.-alex.  Strom,  v.  6. 
33,  pp.  665  f.  P.,  and  other  Fathers. 
And  thus  it  has  been  taken  here  by  the 

old  lat.  in  B,  by  CEc.^on  ver.  7  (Kal  6v- 
fULidarei  67T*  a^rov,  rovrecmv,  67rt  rov  XPU~ 
&ov  6vjLLiarriplov  oS  ̂ v  ev  Tots  a*y(ois  T&V 
ayi&v  /C.T.A.),  and  of  later  expositors  Tos- 
tatus  (on  Exod.  xxv.  qu.  6  ;  on  1  Kings  vi. 
qu.  16),  Calvin,  Justiniani,  Estius,  Corn. 
a-Lap.,  La  Cerda  (Adverss.  c.  81,  p.  112), 
Schlichtmg,  Junius,  J.  Cappellus,  Gerhard, 
Brochmann,  Mynster,  Owen,  Bleek,  Be 

"Wette,  Ebrard,  "Ltincmann,  Belitzsch.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  meaning  **  censer"  is 
adopted  by  Syr.,  vulg.  ("  turibulum  "),  Thl. 
(^uera  ye  rov  ^pucroi;  &v/u.ia.T7]plov  a7ra| 
€is??ei  rov  eviavrov  els  TOE,  ayia  rcov  aylw 
^AAo  yap  Ovfj-tar^ptov  Kal  &VAo  Qvffia.ffT'f}- 
piov,  011  ver.  7),  Anselm,  Th.  Aquin.,  Lyra, 
Luther,  Grot.,  Villalpandus  (on  Ezek.), 
Hammond,  De  Bieu,  Calov.  ,  Reland,  Lim- 
borch,  Wolf,  Bengel,  Wetst.,  Carpzov, 
Beyliug,  Michaelis,  Schulz,Bohme,  Stuart, 
Kuinoel,  Von  Geiiach,  Stier,  Bisping,  al. 
And  on  this  side  of  the  question  it  is 
remarkable,  that  much  stress  is  laid  by 

the  Mischna  upon  the  censer  to  be  used 
on  the  day  of  expiation,  as  distinguished 
from  that  used  on  any  other  day :  on  the 
fact  of  its  being  of  gold,  and  of  a  par- 

ticular and  precious  kind  of  gold.  I  give 
nearly  the  whole  passage  from  Surenhu- 
siuSj,  Ordo  Pestorum,  ii.  229,  as  certainly 
forming1  an  important  element  in  deciding 
the  difficulty.  "  In  omni  die  deproinpsit 
thuribulo  argentco  et  in  aureum  infun- 
debafc :  hodie  deprompsit  aureo,  et  intrabat 
cum  eo.  In  omni  die  deprompsit  thuribulo 
quod  quatuor  cabos  continebat,  et  in  alte- 
rum  inf undebat  quod  tres  cabos  capiebat : 
hodie  deproinpsit  thuribulo  quod  tres 
cabos  capiebat,  et  intrabat  cum  eo.  .  .  . 
In  ormii  die  grave,  hodie  leve :  in  omni 
die  manus  ejus  brevis  erat,  hodie  longa : 
in  omni  die  aurum  ejus  viride  erat,  hodie 
rufum"  (on  which  Sheringham  notes, 
te  Thuribulum  quo  singulis  diebus  odores 
incendebantur,  ex  auro  viridi  constabat, 

quod  minus  pi'etiosum  erat,  seel  pretiosum 
tamen.  Martial,  xii.  15,  *miratur  Scy- 
thicas  virentis  auri  Flammas  Jupiteiv  et 

stupet  superbi  Regis  delicias/  Sed  in 

die  expiationis  thuribulum  rutilante  a"uro coruscabat,  quod  genus  auri  pretiosissi- 
mum  et  prsestantissimum  fuifc,  et  Q^TID  in7, 
ut  aiunt  Talmudici,  vocabatur,  quia  juven- 
corum  sanguinem  specie  referebat.  Quam- 
vis  verisimilius  videtur  a  nomine  loci  sic 

vocari:  vide  2  Chron.  iii.  6JJ).  See  also 
the  citation  below  on  r^v  Kt$wr6v.  If 
this  latter  interpretation  be  adopted,  we 
are  involved  in  the  following  difficulty. 
This  golden  censer  is  no  where  named  in 

the  law:  the  word  rendered  "censer"  by 
E.  V.,  in  Levit.  xvi.  12,  is  nrrtio,  a  shallow 
basin,  in  which  the  high  priest  on  the  day 
of  atonement  was  to  take  incense  from  the 

incense-altar  into  the  holy  place:  and  is 
called  in  the  LXX.  irvpiiov,  not  6vfj.ia.r-fi- 
ptov.  Besides  which,  it  is  not  specified 
as  golden;  nor  was  it  kept  in  the  holy 
of  holies.  Indeed  it  could  not  have  been, 

or  the  high  priest  would  have  been  obliged 
to  fetch  it  from  thence  before  burning  in- 

cense in  it,  which  is  most  improbable. 
Of  these,  the  first- mentioned  objection  is 
not  decisive ;  for  our  Writer  is  speaking, 
not  of  Mosaic  usage  only,  but  of  several 
things  outside  the  provisions  of  the  law 
itself;  and  thus  our  explanation  of  any 

difficulty  need  not  be  sought  in  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  only,  but  also  in  sub- 

sequent Jewish  usage.  This  especially 
against  Belitzsch,  who,  strictly  confining 
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us  to  Mosaic  ordinance  here,  and  asserting 
that  the  Writer  speaks  of  it  and  nothing 
else,  yet  below,  on  the  pot  of  manna,  &c., 
confesses  that  he  follows  tradition.  If 
now,  influenced  by  the  above  difficulties, 
we  adopt  the  interpretation  e  altar  of 
incense'  for  dvfAiar'fjptov,  a  difficulty 
arises,  certainly  not  less  than  any  of  those 
adduced  above.  On  the  one  hand  the  word 

CXO-UCT-OL  at  first  sight  seems  to  admit  of  no 
other  meaning  than  a  local  one,  'contain- 

ing.' The  parallelism  with  Iv  tf  above 
appears  to  demand  this,  and  the  fact  that 
the  other  things  mentioned  are  beyond 
question  intended  to  be  in,  not  merely 
belonging  to,  the  Holy  of  holies.  On  this, 
see  more  below.  Taking  it  as  our  first  im- 

pression, we  are  startled  by  the  fact,  that 
the  altar  of  incense  was  not  in  the  Holy  of 
holies,  but  outside  it,  &rw  rov  irporepou 
KaraTrerdff/j.aro^,  as  Pliilo  de  Viet.  Off.  §  4, 
vol.  ii.  p.  253.  Hence  Bleck,  De  Wette, 
and  Luoeimum,  suppose  that  the  Writer 
lias  fallen  into  a  mistake,  and  Bleek  infers 
from  this  that  he  was  not  an  inhabitant 
of  Palestine,  but  an  Alexandrine.  But  as 
Delitzsch  observes,  whichever  he  were,  he 

must  have  been  a  5UJonjlrum  oou  Un= 
nnffenljett/  to  have  fallen  into  any  such 
error.  "Then,"  continues  Delitzsch, 
"since  we  cannot  submit  him  to  such  ail 
imputation,  is  there  any  intent  winch  our 
Writer  may  have  had,  inducing  him  to 
ascribe  the  altar  of  incense  to  the  Holy  of 
holies,  notwithstanding  that  he  knew  its 

local  situation  to  be  in  the  Holy  place  ?  " 

of  holies,  irrespective  of  the  veil,  as  sym- 
bolical of  the  heavenly  sanctuary,  and  had 

also  a  motive  to  include  in  it  the  altar  of 
incense,  whose  offerings  of  incense  are  the 
symbol  of  the  prayers  of  the  saints,  Rev. 

viii.  3  f."  And  even  so  it  is.  Not  only 
the  ET.  T.  writings,  but  the  O.  T.  also,  Isa. 
vi.  G,  speak  of  a  heavenly  altar,  which  is 
the  antitype  there  of  the  earthly  inn  mto. 
Considering  the  fact  that  this  antitypical 
altar  belonged  to  the  Holy  of  holies,  into 
which  Christ  entered  through  the  torn 
veil,  it  was  obvious  for  our  Writer  to 
reckon  the  typical  altar  also  among  the 
things  belonging  to  the  Holy  of  holies. 
Philo,  who  regarded  the  \vx^a  as  the 
type  of  heaven,  the  6up.ia.Tf]piov  as  crvfj.- 

Kdl  11  ̂  p(t/3oO$    A-CtpCOV  r)  st  /3\Ct(T'  ABDKL 
P^ab 
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(rets  (Vita  Mos.  iii.  10,  vol.  ii.  p.  251),  had 
no  such  motive.  Our  second  question  then 
is,  whether  our  Writer  is  justified,  having 
this  motive,  in  reckoning  the  altar  of  in- 

cense among  the  furniture  of  the  Holy  of 
holies.  And  our  answer  is,  Entirely  so: 
but  not  for  the  reason  given  by  Ebrard, 
because  the  smoke  of  the  incense  was  not 
intended  to  roll  backwards,  but  to  pene- 

trate into  the  holiest  place  as  the  symbol 
of  supplication  and  homage:  which  reason 
is  none  at  all  (but  see  below),  seeing  that 
the  same  might  be  said  of  the  smoke  of 
the  fat  of  the  altar  of  burnt-offering,  and 
in  the  same  way  the  golden  table  and  the 
shewbread  might  be  reckoned  in  the  Holy 
of  holies  -,  for  the  cakes,  a  thauk-offeriug 
of  the  twelve  tribes  for  the  blessing  be- 

stowed on  them,  lay  on  the  table,  that  He 
who  sat  between  the  cherubim  might  be- 

hold them.  Nor  can  we  refer  to  Exod. 
xxvi.  35,  where  the  only  reason  for  the 
altar  of  incense  no^  being  named  among 
the  furniture  outside  the  veil,  is,  that  its 
construction  was  not  yet  prescribed; — nor 
can  we  adduce  the  fact  of  its  being  called 
in  Exod.  xxx.  10,  D^jnznp,  holy  of  holies, 
seeing  that  the  altar  of  burnt-offering  is 
in  Exod.  xl.  10,  distinguished  by  the  same 
name.  But  the  following  considerations 
have  weight :  a.  that  the  altar  of  incense, 
by  Exod.  xxx,  6  and  xl.  5,  is  to  be  placed  be- 

fore the  ark  of  the  covenant  or  before  the 

Capporeth  (mercy-seat),  i.  e.  in  the  middle 
between  the  candlestick  on  the  right  and 
the  table  of  shewbread  on.  the  left,  so  that 
its  place  is  subordinate  to  the  ark  of  the 
covenant:  £.  that  on  the  day  of  atone- 

ment, it,  as  well  as  the  mercy-seat,  was 
sprinkled  with  theblood  of  the  sin-offering: 
y.  that  in  1  Kings  vi.  22,  as  well  as  by 
our  Writer,  it  is  reckoned  to  the  Holy  of 

holies,  being  there  called  "pi-ib  *vr«  ndran, 
the  altar  belonging  to  the  sanctuary  (E.V., 

"  the  altar  that  toas  by  the  oracle'3). Thenius  indeed  holds  Trib  to  be  an  error 

fur -Gin  >pc%  ''before  the  sanctuary,"  but 
Keil  maintains  rightly  that  that  passage 
of  Kings  and  our  passage  here  mutually 
defend  and  explain  one  another.  The 
solution  to  be  gathered  from  this  would 
be,  that  the  altar  of  incense,  being  ap- 

pointed by  the  Mosaic  ordinance  to  stand 
in  immediate  contiguity  to  the  veil  sepa- 

rating the  Holy  of  holies,  and  being  destined 
in  its  use  especially  for  the  service  of  the 
Holy  of  holies  (for  this,  notwithstanding 
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the  objection  brought  by  Delitzsch,  might 
have  weight ;  the  exterior  altar  of  burnt- 
offering  did  not  belong  in  any  such  strict 
sense  to  the  sanctuary  and  mercy-seat), 
and  being  described  in  more  than  one  place 
of  Scripture  (e.g.  Exod.  xxx.  6  :  1  Kings 
vi.  22)  as  connected  with  the  sanctuary,  is 
taken  by  the  Writer  as  appertaining  to  the 
Holy  of  holies  :,  he  choosing,  thus  to  de- 

scribe it,  the  somewhat  ambiguous  word 
exoucra,  and  not  £v  y  as  before.  For  we  may 
set  offagainst  what  was  just  now  said  about 
the  strict  parallel  at  first  sight  between 
€*/  rj  in  the  former  clause  and  exot/cra  in  this, 
that  it  may  be  fairly  alleged,  that  the  very 
fact  of  variation  of  terms,  in  such  a  paral- 

lelism, points  to  some  variation  of  mean- 
ing also.  I  have  thus  given  both  views 

of  the  solution  to  be  sought  :  and  will  now 
state  the  result.  1.  On  either  hypothesis, 
exovcra  cannot  be  kept  to  its  stricter  mean- 

ing of  containing*  For  neither  the  censer 
nor  the  incense-altar  was  kept  in  the  holy 
of  holies.  2.  The  language  of  the  Mischna 
concerning  the  golden  censer  is  very  strong, 

and  more  weight  still  is  given  to  it  *vhen 
we  reflect  that  it  is  especially  of  the  day 
of  expiation  that  our  Writer  is  preparing  to 
speak.  3.  The  word  xp^cro^v  should  not 
be  overlooked  in  the  consideration.  When 
the  ark  of  the  covenant  by  and  by  is  spoken 
of,  which  like  the  altar  of  incense  was  over- 

laid with  gold,  it  is  not  said  to  be  xPvcr°vv> 
but  only  Trepi/ce/caA.i/yU^u.ej/Tj  iravToQev  XPU" 
<ritp.  And  this  predicate  being  thus  em- 

phatically thrown  forward,  it  is  hardly 
possible  to  help  feeling  that  a  stress  is  laid 
on  it,  and  it  is  not  used  without  design. 
And  if  we  enquire  what  this  design  is,  we 
can  hardly  find  fault  with  the  reply  which 
says  that  it  is  to  distinguish  a  xPvffo^v 
Bvfj.iar'hpiov  from  some  other  kinds  of 
evptar-fipia.  4.  On  the  whole  then  I 
should  say  that  the  balance  inclines  to- 

wards the  *  censer  *  interpretation,  though 
I  do  not  feel  by  any  means  that  the  diffi- 

culty is  removed,  and  should  hail  any  new 
solution  which  might  clear  it  still  further) 
and  the  ark  of  the  covenant  (see  Exod. 
xxv.  10  ff. ;  xxxvii.  1  ff. :  called  by  this 
name,  rrypn  rtifcf.  Josh.  iii.  6  and  passim) 
covered  round  on  all  sides  (ea-uQev  *-ai 
€£a>0€j/,  Exod.  xxv.  11)  with  gold  (xpi»crMj>, 
not  xPV(r$*  perhaps  for  a  portion  of  gold, 
or  perhaps,  as  Delitzsch,  for  wrought 

gold.  See  Palm  and  Host's  Lex.  But  all distinction  between  the  words  seems  to 
have  been  lost  before  Hellenistio  Greek 

arose,  and  the  tendency  of  all  later  forms 
of  speech  is  to  adopt  diminutives  where  the 
elder  forms  used  the  primitives.  The  ark, 
a  chest,  was  of  shittim  (acacia)  wood,  over- 

laid with  plates  of  fine  gold,  Exod.  1.  c. 
The  ark  of  the  covenant  was  in  the  Holy  of 
holies  in  the  Mosaic  tabernacle,  and  in  the 
temple  of  Solomon,  1  Kings  viii.  4,  6.  In 
the  sack  by  the  Chaldeans,  it  disappeared. 
See  a  legend  respecting  its  fate  in  2  Mace. 
ii.  1  —  8,  where  curiously  enough  rfyv 

TOV  6vfjLt.djj.aTos  are  classed  to- 
gether. The  second  temple  did  not  con- 

tain it,  hut  it  was  represented  by  a  stone 
basement  three  fingers  high,  calledn*rnp  fan, 

"the  stone  of  foundation"  (Defitzsch: 
see  Gesen.  Thesaurus,  under  rrrnt?,  iii.). 

So  in  the  Mischna,  "  Ex  quo  abducta  est 
area,  lapis  ibi  erat  a  diebus  priorum  pro- 
phetaruin,  et  lapis  f  undationis  fuit  vocatus; 
altus  e  terra  tribus  digitis,  et  super  ipsuin 
thuribulum  collocabat."  So  Jos.  B.  J.  v. 

5.  5,  of  the  sanctuary,  in  his  time,  rb  51 
erSoTCvrw  ftepos  eficocri  /xev  $v  irrix&v* 
Siccpyero  5e  6fjioiu>$  KaTaTrfTacr/jLari  irpbs 

5e  K.  &xpwrov  K 
irafftv,  ayiov  8e  &yiov  cwaAeTro),  in  which 

(was)  a  golden  pot  (Exod.  xvi.  32  —  34. 
The  word  'golden'  ActjSe  <rrd(Mvov  XPV~ 
(rovv  eva,  is  added  by  the  LXX  :  so  also 
Philo  de  Cougr.  Quaer.  Erud.  Gr.  18,  vol.  i. 

p.  533,  cv  0-Tdju.vep  xPV(rV  '  the  Heb.  has 
merely  "a  pot/'  as  E.  V.)  containing  the 
manna  (viz.  an  omer,  each  man's  daily 
share,  laid  up  for  a  memorial,  cf.  Exod. 
xvi.  32  with  ib.  16.  That  this  pot  was  to 
be  placed  in  the  arfo,  is  not  said  there,  but 
it  was  gathered  probably  from  the  words 
"  before  the  Lord."  In  1  Kings  viii.  9  and 
2  Chron.  v.  10,  it  is  stated  that  there  was 

nothing  in  the  ark  in  Solomon's  temple, 
except  the  two  tables  which  Moses  put 
therein  at  Horeb.  But  this,  as  Delitzsch 
observes,  will  not  prove  any  thing  against 
the  pot  of  manna  and  the  rod  having  once 
been  there  ;  nay  rather,  from  the  express 
declaration  that  there  was  then  nothing 
but  the  tables  of  stone,  it  would  seem  that 
formerly  there  had  been  other  things  there. 
The  Rabbis  certainly  treat  of  the  pot  of 
inanna  as  of  the  rod,  as  being  in  the  arlc  : 
see  the  testimonies  of  Levi  ben  Gershom 
and  Abarbanel  in  Wetst.,  h.  1.),  and  the 
rod  of  Aaron  which  budded  (see  Num. 

xvii.  1  —  11.  It  was  to  be  laid  up  "  before 
the  testimony,"  in  which  Ben  Gershom. 
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IX. 

^ EVOD° xxv       W  ySpOVpLV    X  OOgfJ<f    y  fCCLTCtdKld^OWTCi    TO    z  LKCKTITlplOV*     TTSpi  ABDKL 
17  ff  "       *       ?          5      a  >/  *     -v  /  h          \    h*     i  fi         '  *\      tt  P^  a  b 

x «  Acts vu. 2.  o)v  ov/c  a eo"TLV  vvv  \&yeiv  DKara  DCLteoo9.     °  TOVTCOV  oe  OVTOO?  c  i  gh  k Ps  a.%%iiu3.  1  m  n  o 

Sir.  MI  4.  xxiv.  16.  xh    7    1  7.  see  Sir  s.li\  8.  y  here  onlj  t.    (-crfctos,  Ezclx  xx  28)     =  crucnaacj',      17.47 
1  c      CTKta^.,Exod  XXXMU  8A.(notl'MB     irept/caXuTTT,,  3  Kmgs  MII  7  ?  Rom  in  25  only      E\od 
1.  c.  \xxi.  7  al  d  s-_  heio  onh    (sec  1  Cor  xi.  20  )  "          b  heie  only.     Pro\.xxix   11.    PLito,  Thetet. p.  157  B.    Poljb.i.4  6al.  c  -  1  Cox    xu  27.  xu   27.    Rom  xi  25  al. 

rec  xepou/3ifx,  with  KL  rel  [valg(with  demid)  copt  Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Bamasc 
(-j3e^  AP  m  Chr-2-mss)]  :  txt  [I)1]^  [am(with  fuld)  sah  Primas]  (-pew  BD3). 
ins  «ai  bef  So£i)«?  B1.  KaTacrKtafov  A[P]  17.  €VG<TTIV  (but  6f  erased)  K. 

sees  a  proof  that  it  was  in  the  ark  :  {<  ex 
eo  autem,  quod  dicit  coram  testimonio  po- 
tius  quam  coram  area,  discimus,  intra 
arcam  fuisse."  Abarbanei  refers  to  "  tra- 

dttio  qusedam  Rabbinorum  nostrorum." 
See  Wetst.  as  above.  The  Gemara  (Joma 
52  b)  mentions  a  tradition  that  with  the 
ark  disappeared  the  pot  o£  manna,  and 
the  cruse  of  anointing  oil,  and  the  rod  of 
Aaron  with  its  almonds  and  blossoms,  and 
the  chest  which  the  Philistines  sent  for  a 

trespass-offering,  1  Sam.  vi.  4,  8),  and  the 
tables  of  the  covenant  (viz.  the  tables  of 
stone  on  which  the  ten  commandments 
were  written  by  the  finger  of  God,  Exod. 
xxv.  16 ;  xxxj.  18:  Deut.  x.  1—5  :  1  Kings 
viii.  9  :  2  Chron.  v.  10,  as  above.  It  will 
be  seen  from  these  references,  that  these 
tables  were  ordered  to  be  put  in  the  ark) : 

5.]  and  (8e,  as  contrasted  to 
( within5)  over  above  it  (the  ark  of 
the  covenant)  (the)  cherubim  (the  well- 
known  fourfold  animal  forms,  fencing  from 
human,  approach,  and  at  the  same  time 
bearing  up  and  supporting,  the  glory  of 
God ;  symbolizing,  as  I  believe  and  have 
elsewhere  maintained  (Hulsean  Lectures 
for  1841,  Lect,  i.  See  also  note  on  Rev. 

iv.  6—8),  the  creation  of  G-od.  See  more 
below)  of  glory  (3)  T&  &/5o|a,  ̂   T&  $vra 
TTJS  5^775,  TOVTC&TI  TOV  6>€oD  :  CEc.,  Cyril, 
similarly  ThL,  .  .  .  .  ̂  ra  \eiTovpyiKcx,  TOV 
6eou,  K.  irpbs  5^£av  aurou  fora. :  and 
Chrys,  .  ,  .  .  7)  TO,  viroKdrw  TOV  0eov. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  latter 
class  of  meanings  is  to  be  taken,  though 
Cameras,  Beza(vers,),  Est.,  Corn.  a-Lap., 
Schlichting,  Kuinoel,  al.  adopt  the  former. 
For  we  may  well  say,  why  such  a  peri- 

phrasis if  a  mere  epithet  were  intended, 
when  we  have  already  the  epithets  XPV~ 
<rovv  and  -repiKeKaAv/u/ieVTit/  xpucrt^  ?  The 
Sof-a  is  the  Shechinah,  or  bright  cloud  of 
glory,  in  which  Jehovah  appeared  between, 
the  cherubic  forms,  and  to  which,  as  at- 

tendants, and  watchers,  and  upholders, 
they  belonged.  The  want  of  the  art.  be- 

fore $Q%KI$  is  no  argument  for  the  other 
view,  as  5<£|«  is  often  used  thus  anarthrous 
for  the  Shechinah :  cf.  Exod.  xl,  28  (34), 
K.  €Kd,\vtyGV  if  v6(f>e\y  T))V  cncyvfyv  TOV 
fjiaprvpiov,  K.  5<f|??y  Kvpiov  eir\7](r97j  TJ 

j :  1  Kings  iv.  22 :  Ezek.  ix.  3 ;  x. 

18  al.  On  the  Cherubim,  see  further 
Winer,  Realw.  sub  voce)  overshadow- 

ing (casting  shadow  down  upon,  causing 
to  be  KardffKLov :  see  reff.  Exod.  xeP0-u- 
piv  here,  as  usually,  is  neuter :  cf .  Gen. 
iii.  24  :  Exod.  xxv.  18  al. :  sometimes  the 
LXX  have  used  it  masc. :  e.  g.  Exod.  xxv. 
20 ;  xxviii.  23  al.  There  seems  to  be  a 
reason  for  the  variation :  the  neut.  being 
employed  when  they  are  spoken  of  merely 
as  figures,  the  masc.  when  as  agents. 
The  neut.  prevails  in  Philo  :  Josephus  has 
at  X6pov/3eis  Antt.  iii.  6.  5,  and  al  X6POU" 
/3e7s  ib.  viii.  3.  3)  the  mercy-seat  (the 
iXaa-T-tipiov  iirlBepa,  of  Exod.  xxv.  17:  the 
massive  golden  cover  of  the  ark  of  the 
covenant,  on  which  the  glory  of  Jehovah 
appeared  between  the  cherubim :  Heb. 
mb3,  cover.  It  was  that  upon  which 
especially  the  blood  of  the  propitiatory 
sacrifice  was  sprinkled  on  the  day  of  atone- 

ment, Levit.  xvi.  15,  and  from  this  cir- 
cumstance apparently,  the  propitiation 

taking  place  on  it,  it  obtained  its  name  of 
IXao-T^piov.  It  was  the  footstool  of  God, 
1  Chron.  xxviii.  2:  Ps,  xcix,  5;  cxxxii.  7: 
Lam.  ii.  1 ;  the  spot  where  He,  the  God 
of  the  covenant,  met  with  Israel,  the  people 
of  the  covenant:  see  Exod.  xxv.  22 :  Levit. 
xvi.  2  :  Num.  vii.  89.  See  also  Philo  de 

Prof.  §  19,  vol.  i.  p.  561,  rris  Se  '/Aewr 
SiW^uecos1,  -rb  eTrifle/ua  rr)s  KiftcaTOv,  /caAe? 
5e  aurb  (AatTTTjptoj/ :  Vita  Mos.  iii.  8,  vol. 
ii.  p.  150,  |/y  €7ri0€/ia  cbscwel  ir&pa, 

v  ev  lepcus  J3l@\oi$ 
TO  5e  €TrlOefj.a  T&  7rpos 

oj/.  ThL,  h.  1.,  says,  tX 
rb  iru>ju.a  Tys  KI&UTOV,  cos  ̂ «  TTJS 

*ypa<f>ris  avTTjs  fJLaQ'fja'r)  aKpifiecrTepov*  Kal 
IJL^  airaTyOels  TO?S  TLVUV  \6yois,  &\\o  TL 
voj}ffr)s  TOVTO  el^at) :  concerning  which, 
it  is  not  (opportune)  (this  use  of  eVrif 
with  inf.,  =  e|€(Trfj/,  is  pure  Attic)  now  to 
speak  one  by  one  (i.  e.  particularly,  'sin- 
gillatim  :*  so  Kara  fxepos  iu  Plato,  Theaet. 
157  B,  5e?  5e  feat  KCCTCC  /xepos  OUTCO  \4yctv 
Kal  Trepl  iro\\£>v  adpoicrQej/Tcav  :  Polyb.  iii. 
32.  3 ;  19.  11,  iT€pl  &v  ̂ /46?y  T^  /cara^aepos 
....  5tao"a^cro/zei/,  al.  in  Bleek.  The 
clause  refers  evidently  not  to  the  Cheru- 

bim only,  but  to  all  the  contents  of  the 

sanctuary  ̂ just  mentioned.  So  Chrys., 
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/career  K6vacr/ji€v  a*v 

oevrepav  l  a,7ra£  rov \ 

)/oi9 

XaoO   m 

TT\V  irporrjv 

B  \arpe  la?  h  e Se 

TOUTO 

• 
eavrov    /ecu  rcov    rov rov 

. 

Rom  x'u  in. fExop.  xxx. 

f  J^    Acts 

20  o1ii>.xl" 

Acts  xxi  18tonly-f.  ̂   g  ver  1.  h  ch  MU.  5  reff.  of  sacred  rites,  Lev.  ̂ .i  22  TOV  /ueyai> 

apxtepe'a,  oirore  fte'AAot  Ta?  vo/j,<*>  TrposTeray/xeVas'  eTrireAeiv  Aeiroupyi'as,  Philo,  de  Somn.  i.  37, •\ol  i.  p.  653  i  EXOD.  s..vx.  10  Ln\ir  S.M.  34.  see  %er.  25  k  ch.  MI.  20. 
Ichv.  1  reff.  m  here  only.     Gen   xlui  12.     Judith  v.  20.     Sn.  xxui.  2.  Ii.  19.     1  Mace   xin.  39  only. 
nch.  xu.  27      1  Cor.  i.  11.  ui.  13.     Col.  i.  8.     1  Pet.  i  11.    2  Pet.  i   14  only.    Exod.  ti.3.  o  ch  in.  7  reff. 

the  morning  and  evening  care  of  the  lamps, 
the  morning  and  evening  offering  of  in- 

cense, and  the  weekly  change  of  the  shew- 
bread),  7.]  hut  into  the  second  (in- 

nermost, the  Holy  of  holies)  once  in  the 
year  (i.e.  on  the  day  of  atonement,  the 
10th  day  of  the  7th  month  :  the  same  ex- 

pression is  used  in  reff.  Exod.  and  Levit. 
The  entrance  took  place,  on  that  day, 
twice  at  least,  from  Levit.  xvi.  12 — 16 : 
the  Mischna  says,  four  (three?)  times, 
Joma  v.  1 ;  vii.  4.  Much  trouble  has  been 
spent  by  antiquarians  on  the  question : 
see  the  whole  treated  in  Bleek,  if  it  be 
thought  worth  while  ;  it  may  suffice  here 
to  say  that  the  Writer  follows  the  ordinary 

way  of  speaking  among  the  Jews  and  our- 
selves, meaning  by  *  once/  on  one  occa- 

sion. No  one  would  think,  if  I  said  I  was 
in  the  habit  of  seeing  a  certain  person  but 
once  in  every  year,  of  asking  how  long  I 
spent  in  his  company  during  that  day,  and 
how  often  I  looked  upon  him.  Cf.  Philo, 
Leg.  ad  Cai.  §  39,  vol.  ii.  p.  591,  *l$  & 

vy/Jiasra.  TIVO,  \v9  irepl  >v 

OVK  ecm  ̂ crl  i/O^  \4yeiu  Kara  /j,€po$,  torus 
&s  fjiaftpov  Seo/xeVcu^  \6yov).  6,  7.] 
We  now  have  that  whereunto  the  above 
details  have  been  tending,  viz.  the  use 
made  of  Hie  sanctuary  ty  the  high 
priest  on  the  day  of  atonement.  6.] 
But  (transitional)  these  things  being  thus 
arranged  (it  is  impossible  in  English  to 
give  the  force  of  the  perfect  participle  as 
connected  with  the  present  which  follows. 

To  say  'having  been  arranged/  and  fol- 
low it  by  *  enter,5  would  be  a  solecism : 

•which  shews,  that  our  participle  'having 
been3  is  not  so  much  a  perfect  as  an 
aorist.  Resolved,  the  sentence  would  be : 

'these  things  have  been  thus  arranged 
(i.  e.  were  thus  arranged  and  continue  so), 

and  the  priests  enter.'  In  taking-  our 
present-perfect  participle,  e  being/  we 
lose  the  historical  past  involved  in  the 
perfect,  pointing  to  the  time  when  they 
were  so  arranged.  To  carry  the  sense  of 

*  abiding  even  now/  in  the  perfect,  so  far, 
as  to  suppose  the  Writer  to  imagine  that 
the  ark  &c.  were  still,  at  the  time  he  was 
writing,  in  the  Sanctuary  (BL,  Lunem., 
De  W.),  is  quite  unnecessary,  and  indeed 
unreasonable :  he  clearly  conceives  of  the 
whole  system  and  arrangement  as  sub- 

sisting, but  not  in  every  minute  detaiL 
The  arrangement  was  essential  to  the 
system:  the  failure  of  some  of  its  parts, 

accidental  to  it.  KarecrKc-uacrfJi,.  in  allu- 
sion to  the  same  word  ver.  2),  into  the 

first  (foremost)  tabernacle  (indeed)  con- 
tinually (i.  e.  day  by  day,  at  any  time, 

without  limits  prescribed  by  the  law  :  cer- 
tainly, twice  at  least  in  every  day,  see 

Exod.  xxx.  7  if.)  enter  (on  the  present, 
see  above.  It  must  not,  as  in  vulg.,  be 

rendered  by  an  imperfect,  "  introibant  /' 
D-lat.,  "  intrabant :"  Luther,  gin  gen :  and 
E.  V.,  "went/'  which  is  remarkable,  as 
Beza's  version  has  "ingrediuntur")  the 
priests  (the  ordinary  priests)  accomplish- 

ing the  services  (so  Herod.,  &AAas  re 

0/7770- /cms-  luvpias  eTrrreAeoixn :  he  uses  ITT*- 
TeAeu'  likewise  of  6vcrias3  iir  63 ;  iv.  26  : 
evxv^as,  ii.  63  :  6prds,  iv.  186.  See  other 
examples  in  Bl.  The  services  meant  are 

ouy,  id.  de 

Monarch,  ii.  2,  p.  223 :  aira£  KO.T*  eVxau- T&V,  Jos.  B.  J.  v.  5.  7 :  and  3  Mace.  i.  11) 
the  high  priest  alone,  not  without  (see 
ch.  vii.  20)  blood,  which  he  offers  (see 
ch.  viii.  3)  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
ignorances  (sins  of  ignorance,  see  ch.  v.  2  : 
of.  Philo,  Plant.  Noe,  §  25,  vol.  i.  p.  345, 
at  ...  Qvoriai  .  «  .  uTrojUt/x^er/covcrat  Tasr 
itcdarrcvv  ayvoias  re  K.  Sia/Jiaprias.  See 

Schweighauser's  Lexicon  Polybianum, 
where  he  gives  as  the  sense  of  #yy<ua, 

"  peccatum,  delictum,  prsesertim  errore  efc 

per  imprudentiam  commissum  :"  giving numerous  instances.  But  further  on,  he 

says,  "  ISTonnunquam  tamen  de  graviori 

culpa  et  deliberate  erirnine  usurpatur  :" 
giving  also  examples.  And  similarly  under 
ayj/oeco,  "nude,  peccare :  TroAe/xeTV  TO?S 
ayvo'fjaraa-i,  bellum  gerere  cum  eis  qui  pec- 
carunt,  deliquerunt,  v.  11.  5 :  ra,  yyvoi}- 

fjL&va,  errata,  peccata,  xxxviiL  1.  5."  So 
that  here  the  word  may  have  a  wider  mean- 

ing than  mere  sins  of  ignorance)  of  the 
people  (it  has  been  a  question,  whether 
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IX. 

. rov rrjv 

crrdvw, 
ABBKL 

acl.  (xxxiu.)  1  m  n  o 
6  only.  r  =  ch.  MU,  2  reff.  s  Mr.  gen  ,  Matt.  sc.  5  ̂ Gen  in  24.  Prov.vu.  27.  Jer.  11  18  al.  17.47 
«  here  (Lulte  xxiii.,9il  Mk,,  25.  Acts  xv.  2  al*  )  only.  Polyb  v.  5.  3.  Ttov  errjo-tW  ̂ Syj  crraati/  exo^Twv  =  TCOI/ 

er.  eirexoyTwv,  id.  c.  6.  u  —  ch.  vm.  5  rc!F.  v  Gospp.,  passim  (but  Mt.  Mk.  L.  only).    Epp  , 
ch.  xi.  19  only.    Eccl.  i.  17  A  (not  F.JBtf. 

8.  juTjTrojs  ireQavepwo-ai  Dl[-gr].  for  €-n,  tin  T)1[-gr]. 
9.  afb  tins  ins  trpurvj  D1,  qui  priori  par  abula  D-lat. 

favrov  can  be  taken  as  dependent  on  £7- 
vori{j.a,r(av~~st  on  behalf  of  his  own  sins 
and  those  of  the  people/'  So  vulg.  ("  pro 
sua  et  populi  ignorantia  "),  Luth.,  Calv. 
(vers.),  Schlichting,  Limborch  (vers.),  al.  : 
but  as  above  Syr.,  D-lat.  ("  pro  se  et  populi 
delictis"),  Faber  Stap.,  Vatabl.,  Erasm. 
(vers.),  Beza(vers.),  Calov.,  Bengel,  Sclmlz, 
B5hme,  Be  Wette,  al.  And  no  doubt 

grammatically  this  latter  is  in  strict- 
ness right  :  the  other  rendering  requiring 

r&v  before  eavrov.  The  question  however 
in  all  such  cases  is  not  whether  the  sense 
would  not  be  better  expressed  by  a  more 
elegant  construction,  bub  whether  the 
N.  T.  dialect  was  likely  to  have  expressed 
it  without  that  more  elegant  construction. 
And  here,  though  I  prefer  the  more  strictly 
grammatical  rendering,  I  am  by  no  means 
sure  that  the  other  is  absolutely  excluded. 
The  parallel  of  ch.  vii.  27,  irp6repov  vircp 
T&V  l^icav  afj.a.priaJjS}  .....  lireira  TOJV 
TOV  Aaou,  is  very  strong  :  and  we  have  a 
similar  irregularity  of  grammatical  con- 

struction in  1  John  ii.  2,  tKacr/jibs  -rrepl  T«J> 

-rl  K.T.\.  :  ib.  7.  7,  $77X0? 
K.  T^V  &*\4\y(]V  rtav  <ra/?5 

a.\\a  Kal  Trepl  fthov  TOV  K6<rp.ov)  I 
8.]  the  Holy  Spirit  signifying  (by,  the  typi- 

cal arrangement  of  the  sanctuary,  exclud- 
ing all  from  it  except  the  high  priest  once 

a  year  :  8iriX.owTos  is  not,  as  Semler,  to  be 
referred  back  to  the  prophecy  of  Jeremiah 
above  quoted.  We  often  have  the  verb  in 

this  meaning  of  'signifying  ty  a  repre- 
sentation :'  so  in  ch.  xii.  27,  and  Jos.  Antt. 

iii.  7.  3,  TTfptrlderai  r^v  fj. 

5*
 

vvxw  l/cci-repo? :  cf.  also  viii.  6.  2.  See 
Libanius  and  Hermogenes  in  Wetst.  In 

the  latter,  S^AoiV,  "subindicare,"  is  op- 
posed to  QotvepSis  \cytLv)  thjs  (which  fol- 
lows), that  the  way  to  ('  of:'  so  in  reff., — 

see  Kiihner  ii.  p.  176,  Anm.  4:  but  not 

Eur.  Hipp.  1197,  where  the  genitives  are 
governed  by  €i>6vf :  cf.  *v6i>$  ff((>uv  .  .  . 
7rA€?jc,  Thuc.  viii.  96,  and  Lob.  on  Phryn. 
p.  144)  tlie  holy  places  (i.  e.  the  true  holy 
places  in  heaven  :  for  it  is  of  antitype,  not 
of  type,  that  the  Writer  is  here  speaking. 
Hence  there  is  no  danger  of  mistaking  TO, 
a-yia  here  for  the  outer  tabernacle :  it  is 

as  in  reff.,  and  r&  ayioi/  in  Ezek.  xli.  23 
and  Levit.  xvi.  16,  17,  20,  23,  27,  the  holy 

place  /car'  ̂ ox'hv.  Syr.  has  a  curious 
rendering  —  "the  way  of  the  holy  ones" 
(masc.))  has  not  yet  been  manifested 
(not,  had  not  :  the  present  form  is  main- 

tained throughout  :  see  below)  while  the 
first  tabernacle  is  as  yet  standing  (what 
first  tabernacle?  That  which  was  first 
in  timet  or  first  in  order  of  space  / 
Clearly  the  latter,  which  has  already  been 
used  in  ver.  6  :  no  reason  can  be  given  for 
changing  the  sense  to  the  temporal  one, 
especially  as  the  Writer  is  regarding  the 
whole  as  present,  and  drawing  no  contrast 
as  to  time.  In  fact,  if  time  be  regarded, 
the  heavenly,  not  the  earthly  tabernacle  is 
the  first.  Still  less,  with  Peirce  and  Sykes, 
can  we  understand  the  tabernacle  in  the 

wilderness,  as  distinguished  from  the  tem- 
ple: which  would  yield  no  assignable  sense. 

Bleek  supposes  that  TJ  TrpwrTj  orKijvi],  thus 
understood,  symbolizes  the  whole  Jewish 
Levzticpl  worship  which  took  place  in  the 
first  or  o^ter  tabernacle  :  Ebrard,  that  the 
whole,  exterior  and  interior  tabernacle, 
is  symbolical,  the  exterior  of  relative,  the 
interior  of  absolute  holiness  :  and  he  sees 

an  equality  of  ratios  which  he  thus  ex- 
presses —  irpc&rr}  ffKwh  *  ayta  ay  lav  1  1 

(TrpciJTT)  cncrivf)  -f-  ayia  aytcuf)  "  Christ. 
But  both  of  these  ideas  are  well  refuted  by 
Delitzsch,  who  reminds  us  that  the  first  as 

well  as  the  second  tabernacle  was  symboli- 
cal of  heavenly  things.  Thl.  says,  #px€rat 

A.ox7rb^  a,vay<ayLK.(arepQV  fleajpelV  ra  irepl 

r<av  crKrjv&v,  Kal  tyrjo'lv,  8n  eVetS-Jj  ra,  juev 
ayia  T&V  hyi<av  &j8ara  %v  rots  &\\ois 
iepsvffiVf  &  rviros  fieri  TOV  ovpavov,  77 

rb  ej-caOev  QwiatTriipiov  rb  %aA/co9v 
evdbs  oScra,  ̂ dcri/j-os  %v  avrols  8/cfc  iravrds) 

oSo"a  TTJS  Kara  vdfjiov  Xarpe^as, 

arvfjLfioXiK&St  *6ri  eeas  ov  '/crrarai 
a.vTrit  rovreffTiv  ecus  o5  Kparet 

6  vdpos  Kal  at  /car*  avrbv  AarpeTat  re- 
Xovvrai,  OVK  isffri  BoiffifJios  tf  T£>V  aytcav 
6$6s,  rovTtcrnv  tf  els  rbv  ovpavbv  e^yoSoy, 
rots  rcfcs  TOLavras  \aTpeias  ̂ TriTcAoDcrii/, 

ovTois  ftev  atyavfjs  etrri  Kal  orro/ce- 

<55bs  atfrTj.    The  phrase 
<riv    ex€tv>    besides    ref.    Polyb.,   occurs 
in  Plut.  Symp.  viii.  8,  el  via.  irdBn 
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/3d\T}  w  66?  TOV  W  KCLlpQV  TOV  X  €V€CTT'Y]fCOTa>   ?  KCiff1  7JV 

/cat  QvcrLai  z  7rpo$<pepovra(,  fJirj  Sf  z/a/z-ez/at  Kara  a  crvve$>rjcriv  x  ̂ 

\arpevovra,    10  d 

. 

:    and   In    Dion.   Hal.   vi.    p.  415, 
f   ovpavSs   re   /cat   777   r}jv   avr^v 

(rrariv    exaxn.     See   other   examples    in 
Kypke.     On    the    sense,    cf.    Jos.   Antt. 
iii.   7.  7,   T^]V  8e  rpirriv  j^o?pav  (rrjsr  CTKT)- 

Luke  i.  20. 

4.  2  Thess.  li.  2.  2  Tim.  in  1  only  1  Mace,  xu  44.  y  =  Acts  xv.  11.  xx%ii  25.  2  Thess,  n.  3  al. 
zch.  v,  Ireff  a  Acts  xxi'.  1,  1  Cor.  \m.  7,  &c.  x.  25,  &c.  2  Cor.  i.  12.  ch.  x.  2  al  Ecclx. 

20.  Wisd.  xvi.  11  only.  b  ch.  u  10  reff.  c  absol.,  ch.  x.  2  refF.  fch.  via  5  reff  ) 
d  ch  \m  1  reff.  e  plur.,  Matt.  xiv.  15  ||  L.  Mark  VIL.  19.  Luke  iu.  11.  1  Cor,  vi.  13.  1  Tim.  i. 

3.  ch.  xin.  9  only.     Job  ii.  5. 

rec  (for  V)  to,  with  D3KL[P]  rel  D-lat  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt  Thl :  txt  ABD1**  17  vulg 
[Chr]  Damasc  OEc  Primas. 

arpo$4>€povTai,  to  which  consequently  those 
interpreters  are  obliged  to  do  violence. 
Accordingly  we  have  modifications  of  this 
view,  e.  g.  that  of  Ebrard,  al.,  reading 

Ko.6*  ov  below,  that  o  Kaip.  6  €V€<TT7]K<as  is 
the  present  time  of  offering  O.  T.  sacrifices, 
in  which  the  readers  of  the  Epistle  were 
still  taking  a  part.  "  The  author  might 
have  called  the  time  of  the  O.  T.  worship 

*  the  past  time/  and  he  would  doubtless 
have  so  called  it,  had  he  been  minded  to 
speak  from  his  own  standing-point :  but 
with  practical  wisdom  he  here  speaks  from 
that  of  his  readers,  who  yet  joined  in  the 
temple  worship,  and  for  whom  the  period 

of  sacrifices  was  not  yet  passed  away." 
Ebrard:— that  of  Bleek,  Tholuck,-and  Lxi- 
iiemann,  "  This  irp&Tri  cntyvh  is,  or  there 
lies  in  its  establishment,  a  parabolic  setting 
forth  of  the  character  of  the  present  time 
in  general,  i.  e.  of  the  time  of  the  O.T., — 
of  Judaism."  Bl.     And  so  E.  V.,  "  which 
was  a  figure  for  the  time  then  present/* 
See  more  below  under  Kcupov  SiopQdoffecas), 
according  to  which  (irapa&oX-fiv :  so  (Ecum., 
Ka.6*    *r]v    Trapa&oXfyv    Kal     KaO*    fry    TVTTQVI 
i.  e.   in   accordance  with   which  typical 
meaning;    a  specification  accounting  for 
and    justifying   the    profitless    character 
of  the  ordinances  about  to  be  spoken  of. 
Some  (as  Liin.,  al.)  have  referred  V  to 

Trpc&Tris  crK-rivrjs,  but  Ka0*  1}v  would  hurdly 
thus  apply :  we  should  rather  expect  ev  f. 

Those  who  read  /cad'  Sv  naturally  refer  it 
to  Katp6vs  thereby  modifying  their  view  of 
what  is  to  be  understood  by  T}>V  Kaip.  r. 
iv€(rrrfK6ra :    see  above)  both  gifts   and 
sacrifices  are  offered  (see  refF.  for  these 
words.     The    present    implies    only   the 
matter-of-fact  endurance  of  the  Levitical 
offerings,   not   their    subsistence    in   the 
divine  plan)  having  no  power  (JJLTJ  8uv.,  sub- 

jective, *qus9  non  valeant:*   not  ov  Svv., 
*  invalida/  *  quse  non  valent.*     The  gen- 

der of  the  participle,  as  so  often,  is  taken 
from  the  subst.  next  to  it)  to  perfect  in. 
conscience  (see  below)  Mm  that  serveth 
(i.  e.  not  the  priests,  as  Est.,  al.,  who  ̂ Trerc- 
Xovv  ras   Aarpctay,   but  the  people,  who 

offered    through    them.      "The    offering 
Israelite  assures, — doing,  as  he  does,  that 
which  God's  law  requires, — his  part,  as  a 

aveirifia.TOJ'  etvcu  rdis  av6pc&- 
9.]  the  wMch  (^rts  = 

*  quippe  quse/  as  almost  always.  TJTIS,  viz. 
the  first  or  anterior  tabernacle,  and  that 
especially  considered  as  obstructing,  by  its 
yet  remaining,  the  way  into  the  holiest. 
This  is  better  than  with  Primasius  to 
understand  qiicB  rest  and  account  for  the 

gender  by  attraction)  is  (not,  ""  was,"  see 
above)  a  parable  (rovrea-rt  rinros  K.  cr/cta- 
ypatyla,  Thl.  irapapoXij  is  predicate,  not 
subject,  as  Calvin,  Storr,  De  W.,  al.  If 
we  make  it  subject,  the  verb  to  be  supplied 
would  not  be  the  mere  copula,  but  a  sig- 

nificant verb,  which  would  require  to  be 
expressed)  for  (in  reference  to  :  or  it  may 
be  taken  as  indicating  the  terminus  ad 

quern,  '  until  :'  but  I  prefer  the  other  : 
see  reff.)  the  time  (period,  or  season,  with 
reference  to  the  divine  dispensations)  now 
present  (so  Primasius,  commenting  on  the 

"parabola  temporis  instantis"  of  the  vulg., 
"  Quod  enim  agebatur  in  templo  turn,  tem- 

poris, figura  erat  et  similitude  istius  veri- 
tatis  quse  jam  in  ecclesia  completur/*  And 
thus  recently,  and  to  my  mind  decisively, 
DeKtzsch.  But  observe,  the  first  taber- 

nacle was  not  a  parable  of  the  present  time, 
so  that  6  rcaipbs  6  HvecrryKdos  should  be 
the  thing  represented  :  —  but  a  parable,  — 
for,  reserved  unto,  or  given  in  reference 
to,  the  present  time,  —  of  heavenly  things, 
to  which  the  access  is  in  the  present 
time  revealed.  This  application  of 
TOV  Kaip.  T.  Ivccrr.  to  the  time  now  pre- 

sent, has  not  been  the  general  view  of 
Commentators,  xaipbv  £v€crTyic6raf  says 
Chrys.,  TTOIQV  Aeyct;  rbj/  irpb  TT??  TOV 
Xptffrov  irapovtrias'  fJL€Tct  y&p  TTtyv  irapov- 
<riav  TOV  XP10"70**  OVKCTI  Katp6$  tcmv 

and  thus  CEc.,  Thl.,  Schlichting, 
Seb.  Schmidt,  Baumg.,  Bengel,  Stein,  al. 
But  this  meaning,  "  the  time  which  was 
instant,"  would  not  agree  with  the  pres. 
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(ch.  i  4.  YUI.  6)  onlj.    Deut.  xxu  9                         h  =  ch,  vl.  2  reff.  i  Luke  i  6.    Horn  i.  32   n  26.  \.  16,      17    47 

18.  vm.4   ̂ er.  1.    Rev.  x^   4   six.  8  only     Ezod   xv.  25,  26.  k  see  Col  n  13                       1  of  time,  Matt       *'•»' xu  23     Acts  xx  7      1  Tim   vi.  U    ch.  in.  U  al     Ps  en    19.  m  and  constr.,  Luke  six  44.     Acts  in. 
19.  2  Tim.  iv.  6  al.    Ps  xxxvi.39.  n  here  only  t.    Poljbv.88.2al.fr.  o  Luke  %.  1.  xxin. 
23.    John  xu  38.  xxi.  9.    Actb  acxui  20.    1  Cor  ix.  IGonly.    Job  xii  3 

10.  rec  K<U  $tKai<aju.a<n.,  with  D3KL  rel  vulg1  syr  Chr  Thdrfc  Damasc  : 
(and  lat)  sah  :  ttai  8</ca<aj,uara  BN3  672.  219  :  txt  A[P]H1  17  Syr  copt  arm  [Euthal-ms] 
Cyrr  (The  question  seems  to  be  whether  St/catoytatn  was  an  alteration  to  suit  the 
grecedg  datives,  or  Sitfcua^ara  to  suit  the  follg  eTriKeL^va.  In  the  former  case  tcai 
would  find  its  way  into  the  txt  and  the  readg  of  B  is  a  conjunction  of  the  two  :  in  the 
latter  Kat  would  naturally  lie  struck  out  as  coupling  different  cases  and  the  readg  of 
B  was  previous  to  its  being  expunged.) 

member,  in  the  people  of  the  law  and  of  the 
promised  salvation  :  he  obtains  also,  if  he 
does  this  with  right  feeling,  operations  of 
divine  grace,  which  he  seeks  in  the  way 
prescribed  :  but,  seeing  that  the  Holy  of 
holies  is  not  yet  unveiled,  the  offerings  can- 

not reAeiwo'ai  him  Kara  eryyeiS^oaz',  i.  e. 
cannot  put  his  moral-religious  conscious- 

ness, in  its  inward  feeling,  into  a  state  of 
entire  and  joyful  looking  for  of  salvation, 
so  that  bis  a-vvflfyais  should  be  an  on- 

ward-waxing consciousness  of  perfect  re- 
storation, of  entire  clearing  up,  of  total 

emancipation,  of  his  relation  to  God/' 
Delitzsch  :  who  continues,  "  The  material 
offerings  of  animals  are  only  parables,  re- 

ferring to  the  time  when  that  which  is 
parabolically  set  forth  becomes  actual  and 
passes  into  reality.  They  are,  considered 
of  themselves,  incapable  of  any  action  on 

the  inner  part  of  a  man,  they  are"), 
10  ]  only  (consisting-)  in  (supply  ovcrou  or 
Trpos<$>Gp6fji.evai,  and  understand  M  as 
pointing  out  the  ground  whereupon,  the 
condition  wherein,  the  offering  of  the 
§&pd  re  Kal  Bvo-iaL  subsisted.  Some  of  the 
ancient  Commentators  joined  eiri  with 
reAawow,  —  "not  able  to  perfect  .  .  .  .  in 
his  conscience,  only  as  regards  meats  and  " 
...  So  CEc.,  at  \arpelai,  <p7i<riv>  OVK  fo- 
Xvov  fyvxiKws  TWO,  reAetwcrcu,  aAAa  Trepl 
T}\V  ffdpKa  elxov  rfyv  &fpyeiav  K.  TO,  crap- 
KIKO.  K.T.A.  And  so  recently  Ebrard.  But 
tins  is  not  the  fact,  as  it  would  be  here 
stated.  The  gifts  and  offerings,  e.  g.  those 
of  the  day  of  atonement,  had  far  other 
reference  than  merely  to  meats  and  drinks 
and  washings:  nay,  these  were  parables 
in  reference  to  higher  things.  Another 
set  joined  it  with  AarpeiWra,  "him,  who 
serveth  under  condition  of  meats  "  &c.  But 
this  is  questionable  as  to  usage,  and  would 
make  a  very  lame  and  dragging  sentence. 
Thl.  apparently  joins  4irl  with  ̂ /cet/x.e^a 
below  :  fi6vovs  077cr£/>,  ̂ iriKelfjieya  TO?S  r6re 

u/.  Others,  us  Grot., 
Bengel,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  give  wi  the 

meaning  "  together  with"  which  is  hardly 

either  philologically  or  contextually  suit- 
able. If  SiKaiwp.acm'  be  read,  then  on  this 

view  it  would  be  more  likely  &AA<ns  Si/rcu^- 
\JLO.(TLV  :  if  SiKaicofJtaTo,,  it  could  hardly  be 
said  that  the  meats  and  drinks  and  wash- 

ings were  fo/ccuc^ara  in  the  same  sense  as 
the  S&pci  re  K.  Qvcrtat,  seeing  that  they 
were  only  their  conditions,  not  their  cog- 

nates) meats  and  drinks  and  divers 
washings  (probably  the  Writer  has  in 
mind  both  the  legal  and  the  Talmudical 

conditions  imposed  upon  the  Aarpeuoj/res-. 
See  the  very  parallel  place,  Col.  ii.  16.  The 
law  prescribed  much  about  eating :  nothing 
about  drinking,  except  some  general  rules 
of  uncleanness,  such  as  Levit.  .xi.  34, — and 
in  peculiar  cases,  such  as  the  prohibition  of 
wine  to  the  Nazarite,  Num.  vi.  3, — and  to 
the  priests  when  on  actual  service  in  the 
tabernacle,  Levit.  x.  9.  But  subsequent 
circumstances  and  usage  added  other  ob- 

servances and  precedents :  as  e.  g.  Dan.  i. 
8 :  Hagg.  ii.  13.  See  Matt,  xxiii.  24 :  Ttom. 
xiv.  21.  So  there  is  no  necessity  to  sup- 

pose that  the  allusion  is  to  the  feasts  after 
sacrifice  (ch.  xiii.  10),  or  to  the  passover, 
The  8id<|>opoi  pairriorfxot  may  refer  to  all 
the  various  washings  ordained  by  the  Jaw, 
Exod.  xxix.  4:  Levit.  xi.  25,  28,  32,  40; 
xiv.  Q-^Q  .  xv.  5  ff. ,-  xvi.  4,  24  ff. :  Num. 
viii.  7 ;  xix.  17  ff.  al.  But  it  seems  likely 
that  not  the  sacerdotal  washings,  so  much 
as  those  prescribed  to  or  observed  by  the 
people,  are  mainly  in  view :  such  as  those 
mentioned  in  Mark  vii.  4j,  ordinances  of 
(the)  flesh,  (i.  e.  belonging  to  flesh,  as 
opposed  to  spirit.  They  regarded  material 
things,  gifts,  sacrifices,  meats,  drinks,  wash- 

ings, which  from  their  very  nature  could 
only  affect  the  out  ward,  not  the  inward  man. 
Of  course  Sucaiujxara  crapKos  is  in  appo- 

sition with  ti&pd  re  Kal  tivalai.  The  ordi- 
nary reading,  Kal  tiiKai&iJ.acru',  has,  besides 

manuscript  authority,  these  two  objections 
against  it :  1.  seeing  that  the  things  men- 

tioned were  themselves  SiKcu w/uara  crapKds, 
we  should  rather  require  (see  above)  Kal 
#AAoi$  Si/catdj/icuru' ;  2.  we  should  have 
Si/A'ctytej.'CH  followed  by  ̂Tn/cefyxeva,  which, 
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q  ch.  x.  1.  see  ch.  li.  5.  vi.  5.  xui   14.    Rom.  v.  14. 

11.  for  jueAAo^Tcyv,  "yGvo^evuv  BD1  syrr  Chr-ms(secunda  manu),jfaefor«w  D-lat :  txt 
AD3KL[P]K  rel  vulg  syr-mg  coptt  seth  [arm]  Eus2  Cyr-jer2  Cyrx  Chr-2-mss(and 
montf)  [Euthal-ms  Ps-Atl^  Procl]  Thdrt  Dainasc. 

however  possibly  allowable,  would  cer- 
tainly be  very  harsh),  imposed  (cf.  II.  £. 

458,  Kparepfy  GirtKeiareT*  avdyKT)  :  also  Acts 
xv.  10,  28,  which  is  a  remarkable  parallel. 
etrel  5e  fuybs  3\v  6  v6fi.o$  fiapvs,  et/c^rwy 
cT-Tre  T&  eTn/cetjiiei/a.  Thl.  :  who  then,  as 
(Ec.,  quotes  Acts  xv.  10)  until  the  season 
of  rectification  (i.  e.  when  all  these  things 
would  be  better  arranged,  the  substance 
put  where  the  shadow  was  before, 
the  sufficient  grace  where  the  insufficient 
type.  8iop0ci>cn.s,  cf.  ref.  and  Aristot 
Polit.  8 :  TO);/  inirrovrcav  ot/coSoyUTj^uarcoj/ 
K.  <5ScDy  (rcorrjpia  KCU  fit6pOca(ris.  See  many 
more  instances  of  its  use  in  Lobeck's 
note  on  Phryn.  p.  250  f.  The  expres- 

sion probably  refers  to  ch.  viii.  8  f., 
— the  time  when  God  would  make  with 
His  people  a  better  covenant.  I  need 
hardly  remind  the  reader  who  has  kept 

pace  with  what  has  been  said  on  rov  Kaip'bv 
rbv  eveoTTTj/c^Tct  above,  that  this  Katpos 
8iop0w<rctois  is  one  and  the  same  with  that. 
Those  who  give  another  meaning  there,  yet 
agree  in  referring  these  words  to  Christian 
times).  11, 12.]  The  fulfilment  of  these 

types  "by  Christ.  But  (the  contrast  is  to 
the  ̂   SwdfjL.  and  the  ̂ XPL  *o"p*  above — 
to  the  ineffectiveness  and  the  merely  pro- 

visional nature  of  the  Levitical  offerings) 

Christ  (not  *  Jesus  *  here :  because  the 
Writer  will  introduce  with  emphasis  that 
name  which  carries  with  it  the  fulfilment 

of  all  type  and  prophecy.  Nor  again,  6 
Xptarros  (irapayev.  5e  6  %p.)»  because  he 

will  not  say  that  ( the  Messiah  *  was  come, but  will  use  that  well-known  name  as  a 
personal  name  belonging  to  Him  whom 

now  all  Christians  know  by  it)  having" 
appeared  (irapcryfyvccrOai  is  the  usual 
word  for  appearing  or  coming  forward 
as  a  historical  person  :  appearing  on  the 
stage  of  the  world :  see  reff.  And  it  is 
of  this  appearance  of  Christ  in  history 
that  the  word  is  here  used.  That  appear- 

ance was  the  point  of  demarcation  be- 
tween prophecy  and  fulfilment,  between 

the  old  covenant  and  the  new.  So  that 
7rapcryev<$fji.€vo$  is  rather  to  be  taken  of 
the  whole  accomplished  course  of  Christ 
summed  up  in  one,  than  either  of  His  first 
incarnation  upon  earth,  or  of  His  full 
inauguration  into  His  Melehisedek  High 
Priesthood  in  heaven.  Chrys.,  ThL,  al. 

join  it  so  closely  to  doxtepe^s-  T.  /x.  ay.  as 
to  make  that  predicatory  clause  the  very 

object  of  His  Trapayevfa-Qai  :  so  Thl.,,  OVK 
elTre  5e  yez  6fj.€vos  a-px-  «AAa  Trapaye- 
v6fj.€vos  apx-j  TOVTecrriv  els  avrb  rovro 

ov  irp6reov  naeevero,  eTra 

aKOirbs  rov  Trapayeyo^eVcu  avrbv  els  r$)V 
yr\v  ̂   apxLGpaxrvvrj  ?)j/+  Chrys.  very 
similarly,  adding,  els-  coirb  rovro  e\Q<av, 
ovx  erepov  SiaSe^dj&ej/os'  ou  irpdrepov 
irapeyevero,  real  r6re  eyeVero,  aAAo;  a/xa 
^\6e.  But  there  is  no  need  of  this.  It 
was  not  els  TO  elvai  apxtepea,  but  as  being 
apxi-epevs,  that  Christ  TrapeyeveTO.  There 
is  no  need  for  a  comma  after  Trccpayej'Jjue- 
vos  on  the  rendering  above  given)  as 
High  Priest  of  the  good  things  to  come 
(the  question  of  the  reading  has  much 
divided  Commentators  here.  I  have  had 

no  hesitation  in  retaining  the  rec.,  be- 
lieving yevoyiivwv  to  have  been  either  a 

clerical  error,  01*  a  correction  in  the  sense 
given  e.  g.  by  Ebrard,  who  requires  a  con- 

trast between  the  mere  anti  typical  and 
foreshadowed  goods  of  the  O.T.  and  the 
substantial  and  fulfilled  goods  of  the  N.  T. 
But  no  such  contrast  is  here  to  be  found. 
The  contrast  is  between  weak  rites  which 
could  not,  and  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  which 
can,  purify  the  conscience  :  the  stress  of 
our  sentence  is  not  at  all  on  ra  jueAAoj/ra 

or  ra  f)£v6p,eva.  ayaQd,  but  on  xptff'r&s  ̂  
the  first  degree,  and  oil  Trapayey^cFos-  in 
the  second,  apx^p^s  is  the  office  com- 

mon to  both  the  subjects  of  comparison. 
TO.  jxeXXovra  o/ya6d  are  in  this  case  the 
blessed  promises  of  the  Christian  cove- 

nant, different,  in  the  very  nature  of  the 
case,  from  their  ̂ ueAAoi/Ta  ctyafla,  but  still, 
in  formal  expression,  a  term  common  to 
them  and  us  :  so  that  the  expression  apx~ 
tepevs  ru>v  peXXAvrtev  ayaO&v  might  in 
its  scantiness  of  sense  have  been  used  of  a 

Jewish  high  priest,  just  as  it  is  in  its  ful- 
ness of  completed  sense  used  of  Christ 

now.  Herein  I  should  differ  both  from 
Hofmann  and  Belitzsch,  the  former  of 
whom  (Schriftb*  ii.  1.  292)  maintains  that 
the  difference  between  the  O.T.  and  the 

N.  T.  High  Priest  is  that  the  one  is  an 
dpxiepeus  ayatfcci/,  which  the  other  was 
not  :  and  the  latter,  disputing  this  distinc- 

tion, states  the  difference  to  be,  that  the 
one  is  an  dpx*  T<*V  p-cXXovTcov  dyaOtiv, 
which  the  other  was  not.  The  fact  being, 
that  both  might  be  described  as  opx-  r&v 
fjLt\\6vra>v  ayaSw^,  but  thut  Christ  has 
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6a>v,    r  SLO,     T?}? r22.ACljSm       V&Vy      l  Ota      T7]?       B  jU€i£OZ>0<?       fCau 
v   6.  >•>  /  v  /  > 

3  =  Matt.  xi.  'yCLOOTTOL'yjTOVy       TOVT&CfTUV  OV 11.  ch.  \i.  13 
al.  fr.  t  =  Rom.  xn.  2.     1  Cor.  xui.  10.    James  i.  25.  u  4-cts  vn.  48.  xui.  2^. 

24:  only,    Isa.  xvi.  12.  v  ch  i^»  14  refF.  w  =  (see  note.)  Rom.  via.  21. 

ov 

Eph.  11   11    -ver. 

by  His  revelation  brought  life  and  i 
tality  to  light  ;  so  that  those  words  bear 
another  and  a  more  blessed  meaning  now 
than  they  could  then  :  in  fact,  that,  as 
brought  out  in  ch.  x.  1,  which  is  a  key- 

text  to  open  this,  the  law  had  o-Ktav  rwv 
/ueAAcWcoy  dyaQ&v,  whereas  we  have 
avr^v  T^\V  €t«(J^a  r&v  irpay^drc^v.  After 
what  has  been  said,  it  is  hardly  necessary 
to  add  that  I  take  jj^XXovra  as  meaning 

not,  which  were  future  *  respeotu  legist 
but  which  are  now  future  ;  the  K  A^povojuia 
fytyBapros  of  1  Pet.  i,  4,  the  £\irt£&neva  of 
our  ch.  xi.  1  :  see  our  Writer's  usage  in 
reff.  The  gen.  after  apxtepeds  is,  as  Hofm. 
and  Delitzsch  well  remark,  not  an  attri- 

butive, but  an  objective  one  :  the  /xeAAoj/ra 
dyaOd  are  the  objects  and  ultimate  regard 
of  his  High  Priesthood),  through  the 
greater  and  more  perfect  tabernacle,  not 

made  vjith  hands,'  that  is,  not  of  this 
creation  (1.  JECoio  are  these  words  to  be 
constructed  ?  2.  (Co  ivhat  tabernacle  do 

they  refer  ?  1.  They  belong  to  eisyXBev 
below,  not  to  Tra>pa,y€v6fj.evo$  ap^eped? 
above,  as  Priraasius,  Luther,  Schulz,  al. 
For  in  that  case,  oi>8e  would  be  left  without 
any  preceding  member  of  the  negation  to 
follow,  or  it  must  be  considered  as  the 
sequence  to  ov  TCL^TTIJS  rr)s  Krurewr,  or  to 
ou  X€ipoironftr0v,  either  of  which  would  be 
absurd.  So  likewise  recently  Hofmann,, 
joining  however  the  whole,  down  to  iSiov 
aijACLTos,  with  the  subject  a,pxi€P*^s*  Of 
his  whole  view,  I  shall  treat  below.  3, 
The  Bid  is  local  ;  as  the  Jewish  high  priest 
passed  through  the  irpdrrj  <TKi\vfi  in  enter- 

ing into  the  earthly  ayia,  so  our  High 
Priest  has  passed  through  the  lAeifav  /c. 
T€\€tor£pa  cr/cTjW?  to  enter  into  the  hea- 

venly ayia  (on  the  second  5  tec,  see  below), 
But,  this  settled^  what  is  this  greater  and 
more  perfect  tabernacle  P  The  Fathers  for 

the  most  part  interpret  it  of  Christ's  body 
or  human  nature,  So,  Chrys.  (not  however 
excluding  the  other  interpretation,  but 
maintaining  that  different  things  are  typi- 

fied by  the  same  types  :  dp%  s  IT  cos  teal 
ffntiv^v  K.  /caraTreracr/za  /c.  ov  pen/by  rb 
<rcafJ.a  Ka\*i  ;  .  .  .  TIVOS  odv  eVe/ccj/  rovro 

erepov rbv  avrbv erepov 
\6yov 

6    ovpavos    CCTTIV*    &STrep    yap   aTTOT 
TO,  &yia  Karwrreraarfj,^  Kal   TJ   crap£  - 

Tovara  rty  0€6rrjraf  Kal   ffK.t\v)}   dfJLoiws  7} 
crdpi;,    %xovcra    T$\V    ̂ e^T^ra*     teal & 

dpxtcptfa),  Thl.(similarly),  Thdrt.,  <Ec., 
Ambros.  (on  Psal.  cxviii.),  Primas.,  Clarius, 
Calvin,  Beza,  Est.,  Jac.  Cappellus,  Grotius, 
Hammond,  Bengel,  al.  Ebrard  takes  it  of 

Christ's  Jioly  life,  and  ra  ayia  of  His  exal- 
tation; passing,  in  fact,  from  reality  into 

symbol  :  CEcolampadius,  Cajetan,  Corn. 
a-Lap.,  Calov.,  Wittich,  Wolf,  al.  of  the 
Church  on  earth  ;  Justiniani  and  Carpzov 
(relying  on  several  passages  of  Philo, 
where  the  world  is  called  the  temple  of 

God),  the  whole  world:  Hofmann,  the  glori- 
fied IBody  of  Christ,  which,  and  not  the 

Body  of  His  flesh,  he  maintains  can  alone 
be  said  to  be  ov  rc^rrjs  TTJ?  KT /crews,  and 
in  which  dwells  (Col.  ii.  9)  all  the  fulness 
of  the  Godhead  bodily.  Bleek,  De  Wette, 
Liinem.,  and  Stier,  the  loiver  region  of  the 
heavens^  through  which  Christ  passed  in. 
ascending  to  the  throne  of  God :  Tholuck, 
merely  a  superadded  feature,  having  no 
representation  in  reality,  but  serving  only 
to  complete  the  idea  of  a  heavenly  sanc- 

tuary. Delitzsch  keeps  to  his  interpreta- 

tion* in  ch.  viii.  2  (which  see  discussed  in note  there)  as  against  Hofmann.  But 
here,  as  there,  I  believe  that  his  and  Hof- 
mann's  views  run  up  into  one :  though 
perhaps  here  the  weight  is  on  his  side,  as  it 
was  there  on  Hofmann's.  Hofm/s  reason 
for  joining  5ta  TTJS  jue££  *  -  •  folov  afytaros-, 
with  apxi-Gpevs,  is,  that  unless  it  be  so 
joined,  the  stress  laid  on  elsTj\dev  <f<£ct7ra£ 
is  split  up  and  weakened  by  the  negative 
and  positive  qualifications  appended  to 
€is7J\0ev.  But  the  answer  is  plain,  with 
Belitzsch,  that  nothing  can  be  farther 
from  the  truth ;  these  qualifications  being 
in  fact  the  very  conditions,  on  which  the 
completeness  and  finality  of  that  entrance 
depended.  Another  of  Hofm/s  objections 
may  be  as  easily  answered ;  viz.  that  if 

we  join  di&  .  .  .  .  St*  both  with  e!y$?A0ef 
we  must  understand  the  'first  5/c£  local, 
the  second  instrumental.  But  as  the 

preposition  in  Greek  carries  both  mean- 
ings, so  does  it  both  in  German  (bttrd)), 

and  in  English  (through) :  and  besides, 
both  meanings  are,  in  their  inner  import, 
one  and  the  same.  The  o-Kyvf)  here,  as  in 
ch.  viii.  2,  is  the  ovpavol  (ch.  iv,  14,  Si- 
€\yXv06Ta  robs  ovpavotis)  through  which 
Christ  passed  not  only  locally,  but  condi- 

tionally, being  the  abode  of  blessed  spirits 
and  just  men  made  perfect  =  His  mystical 
Body  (see  on  ch.  viii.  2  :  and  below,  on  the 
other  epithets  of  this  tabernacle),  and  r& 

ayta  is  the  6  ovpavbs  avr6$  (ver.  24,  ex's- 
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rov  a      ov ISlo 

ek  °  TO,  ayia,  d  atcovlav  e  \vrpco- 

y  rpycov 

p«  a  b  c  aifjLaro?  €l<?t)\0ev  b        ' <*  f  &  h  k  ,, 
1  m  n  O  but  Tp.  Aid.  &  some  MSS.)  y  here,  &c  (3oe)  and  ch  x  4  only.    Isa  xxxiv  6  z  as  ab<n  e 
17.47  (x)      Luke  xv  23,27,30     Rev.  iv  7  only     E*ek  i  10  a  Acts  xx  28.  ch.  xtn.  12    iv   10 

b  ch  111.  27  reff  c  ch.  \iu  2.  d  ch.  v,  9  reff  fern.,  2  The&s  n.  16  only.  e  Luke 
i  68.  11.  38  only.    Ps  c\  9    (.see  note.) 

12.  ins  €LS  ra  ayia.  bef  e^>ow.,  retaining1  same  words  below  K^K-corr1  disapproving). 
£aft  TO,  ay»  ins  T&V  ayi(av  P.]] 

7?A.0ez/  els  auT^v  rbi/  ovpavdv),  the  espe- 
cial abode  of  the  invisible  and  unapproach- 
able God.  As  regards  the  epithets  of  this 

(TKrivr),  first  it  is  distinguished  by  the  art. 
TTJS,  =  nearly  fKf-ivrjs  rris,  '  that  taberna- 

cle of  which  we  know*  Then  it  is  called 
jji,€i£a)v,  in  contrast  with  the  small  extent 
and  import  of  that  other,  and  TeXeiorepa, 
in  contrast  with  its  ineffectiveness  and  its 
exclusion  from  the  divine  presence :  perhaps 
also  with  its  merely  symbolical,  and  its 
transitory  nature.  "  The  indeterminate  ov 
XetpoTroL'fiTov.,  a  word  of  St.  Luke  in  similar 
connexion,  Acts  vii.  48 ;  xvii.  24,  is  ex- 

plained by  the  Writer  himself  by  ouravrys 
rys  Krltrews,  and  serves  as  an  apposition 
to  the  preceding.  That  tabernacle  is  not 
built  by  hands  of  men,  but  by  the  Lord 
Himself,  ch.  viii.  2;  it  is  of  His  own  im- 

mediate placing,  not  belonging  to  this 
creation,  not  only  not  to  this  material 
creation  which  surrounds  us,  out  of  which 
we  get  our  building  materials,  but  alto- 

gether not  to  this  first  and  present  crea- 
tion: it  belongs  to  the  age  of  the  future, 

to  the  glorified  world."  Delitzsch.  The 
rendering  *' not  of  this  building"  E.  V., 
also  Erasm.,  Luther,  Beza,  Wolf,  Bengal, 
Kuinoel,  al.,  is  wrong,  and  misses  the  idea, 
giving  in  fact  a  tautological  explanation 
for  ov  xe*po7roi7jTou.  As  to  the  word  x61" 
poTroiTjTos,  it  is  classical,  see  Herod,  ii. 
140 :  Time.  ii.  77  :  Pausan.  Eliac.  ii.  19  : 

Polyb.  i.  75.  4  •>  iv.  64.  4 ;  and  other  ex- 
amples in  Bleek),  nor  yet  (ot>8£,  exclusive, 

but  not  necessarily  climacteiical ;  q.d.  'no, 
nor  with  any  of  the  typical  accompani- 

ments of  that  other  tabernacle/  It  is 

neatly  stated  by  Delitzsch,  that  o&re  is 

the  opposite  of  Kai '  and/  ovSe  of  Kal  *  also ') 
through  (as  a  medium  of  preparation  and 
approach.  The  instrumental  sense  very 
nearly  approaches  the  local :  so  that  there 
need  be  no  scruple  about  the  apparently 
different  senses  given  to  8ia  in  the  two 
clauses :  see  above)  blood  of  goats  and 
calves  (the  plurals  are  simply  generic  :  for 
the  portion  of  the  ceremonies  of  the  day  of 
atonement,  see  ref.  Levit.),  nay  rather  (on 
this  strongly  contrasting  8c,  see  note  ch. 
ii.  6)  through,  (see  above ;  through,  as  His 
medium  of  entrance  :  it  was  as  a  key  open- 

ing the  holiest  to  Him)  His  own  blood  (not 
ISiou,  nor  $ta  rov  cuftaroj  rov 

tSiou,  but,  which  is  more  emphatic  than 
either  after  the  former  anarthrous  afyaros, 

5ia  rov  ifiiov  afaaros — q.  d.  *  through  that 
blood  of  His  own.*  St.  Luke  has  used  the 
very  same  expression  in  ref .  Acts)  entered 
(xpi<rr6s  above  is  the  emphatic  subject  of 
the  whole  sentence)  once  for  all  (see  ref.) 
into  the  holy  places,  and  obtained  (on 
€t>pC<rK«  in  this  sense,  see  ch.  iv.  16.  The 
aor.  part,  is  contemporary  with  the  aor. 
itself  dsyXB ev.  The  redemption  was  not 
accomplished  when  He  entered,  but  accom- 

plished ly  His  entering.  And  our  only 
way  of  expressing  this  contemporaneity  in 
English  is  by  resolving  the  part,  into 
another  aorist  with,  the  copula,  as  in  airo- 
KptQels  elTre,  and  similar  cases.  Consult 
the  note  on  ch.  ii.  10,  which  is  not,  how- 

ever, a  strictly  parallel  case.  Here  as  there, 
the  contemporaneous  completion  of  the  two 
acts  must  be  kept  in  view,  and  any  such 

rendering  as  Ebrard's,  "in bringing  about," 
carefully  avoided.  The  form  of  the  word, 
€L-pap,£j/os,  is  Alexandrine,  found  also  in 
Philo,  but  not  in  Attic  Greek :  see  Lobeck 
on  Phryn.  p.  139  f.  The  middle  is  of  that 
force  which  Kruger  calls  dynamic,  Sprach- 
lehre  §  52. 8.  It  imports  the  full  casting  of 
oneself  into  the  action :  thus  in  an  ordinary 
case,  rovs  rbv  Tr6\ffj,ov  iroiovvras,  Isocr., 

but  yA7*s  OVK  e/c  irapepyov  rbv  ir6\eju.ov 
ITTOLCITO,  Thucyd.  So  that  evpd^vos  here 
gives  an  energy  and  full  solemnity  to  the 
personal  agency  of  our  Eedeemer  in  the 
work  of  our  redemption,  which  cvp&v 
would  not  give)  eternal  redemption  for  us 
(alwtav,  answering  to  e<f>a7ra£  above:  as 
Hofmann  remarks,  the  \vrpc0o~is  is  the  aim 
and  end  of  the  approach  of  our  High  Priest 
to  God  :  if  then  this  approach  has  once  for 
all  taken,  place,  the  Xvrpoxrts  is  therewith 
for  ever  accomplished.  For  the  fern,  form 
alavtav,  see  ref.  2  Thess.  It  occurs  some- 

times in  the  LXX :  e.  g.  Num.  xxv.  13  : 

Isa.lxi.  4  al.  X-urpwcris  (reff.)  is  used  else- 
where by  St.  Luke  only :  so  also  XuTpc^T^y, 

Acts  vii.  35.  Xvrpovo-6ai,  Luke  xxiv.  21, 
is  also  used  by  St.  Paul  once,  Titus  ii.  14, 

and  St.  Peter,  1  Pet.  i.  18.  airo^vrpua-is 
is  St.  Paul's  word,  occurring  also  in  Luke 
xxi.  28,  and  in  our  ver.  15,  and  ch.  xi.  35. 
In  both  words,  as  applied  to  our  final 
redemption  at  the  coming  of  Christ,  the 
idea  of  ransom  is  rather  in  the  background, 
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cnv 
n .      13  el  yap  TO  ai/j,a  y 

im  pavri^ovcra  rot/9  n 

tea 

eh.  x.  4      Ps.  xhx    13.     Isa   u  11.         h  as  above  (g).     Matt   xxu  4.     Acts  x»v.  13  only          i  NUM.  six   9  (pavrtcr/u-d?). 
Matt   xi.  21.     Lxxke  x.  13  only.  Iheieonly.  miv.  19,  21.  ch,  x  22  only.     Lev   M  27.     4  Kings  ix. 

33.    Ps.  1.  7  (9)  only.    (-Ttcrjuds,  cli  xu.  24  )  n  =  Matt.  xv.  11,  «S.c.  ||      Acts  (X.  15.  xi.  9)  xxi,  3b  only  t. 

13.  rec  transp  Tpay&v  and  ravpcav,  with   KL[P]  rel   syr  [aefch  arm]  Atlit  Cyr-jerj 
Cyr[-p2  Didj  Chi^  Euthal-ms  Damasc]  Ambra:  txb  ABDK  latt  Syr  coptt  Tbdrt  Priinas. 

Redemption  (vv.  27,  28).  In  distinction 
from  the  legal  offering's  which  were  con- 

stantly repeated,  He  has,  hy  his  offering 
of  Himself,  performed  the  actual  will  of 
God  which  willed  salvation  (ch.  x.  1  —  10)  : 
our  Sanctification  is  now  for  ever  accom  - 
plished,  and  the  exalted  Saviour  reigns  in 
expectation  of  ultimate  victory  (x.  11— 
14)  :  and  the  promised  new  covenant  lias 
come  in,  resting1  on  an  eternal  forgiveness 
of  sins  which  requires  no  further  offering1 
(x.  15—  IS)/'  Delitzsch.  13,  14.] 
Argument,  '  a  minori  ad  majus/  to  shew 
the  cleansing  power  of  Christ's  blood.  3?  or 
(rendering  a  reason  for  al<av.  \vrp.  evpa- 
ywei/oy)  if  (with  indie.,  —  *  as  we  know  it 
does  ?)  the  blood  (TO  af/xa,  compared  with 
rb  aTjua  below,  because  it  is  not  the  one 
blood  compared  with  the  other  in  its 
quality,  but  the  shedding  of  the  one  blood 
compared  with  the  shedding  of  the  other  : 
the  articles  then  distribute  the  subject  in 
each  case)  of  g-oats  and  bulls  (viz.  the 
yearly  offering  on  the  day  of  atonement, 
X<evit.  xvi.  ravpcev  this  time,  both  as  more 
precise,  males  alone  being  offered,  and  as 
forming  an  alliteration  with  Tpdyvv)  and 
ashes  of  an  heifer  (see  the  whole  ordi- 

nance, full  of  significance,  in  Num.  xix.  1  —  • 
22.  o-7ro8ds  has  no  art.  because  the  ashes 
were  to  be  laid  up,  and  a  portion  used  as 
wanted)  sprinkling-  (=  ̂ avrifo^v-n  ITT!. 
pavTi^civ  is  a  Hellenistic  form  :  fiatvetj/  is 
the  pure  Greek,  and  also  the  commoner 
form  in  the  LXX  (14  times  :  the  other  3 
only.  See  reff.)  :  who  however  in  Num. 
xix.  call  the  water  in  which  were  ashes  of 
the  red  heifer,  VSoop  fiavrur/nov)  those  who 
have  "been  defiled  (D-lat,,  vulg.,  Luth., Calv.,  De  Wette  in  his  version,  al.  make 
this  accus.  depend  on  ayidfei.  But  to 
this  there  are  two  objections  :  1.  it  is 
much  less  likely  that  fiavrlCovcra,  should 
be  absolute,  than  that  aytd£et.  should  :  2. 
on  this  hypothesis,  those  who  were  the  sub- 

jects of  the  virtue  of  the  blood  of  the  goats 
and  bulls  would  also  be  described  as  /ce- 
Koivoa^voLy  which  they  were  not  in  the 
same  sense  as  those  who  were  sprinkled 
with  the  water  of  separation  containing  the 
ashes  of  the  heifer.  This  latter  objection. 
is  to  me  decisive.  The  word  KOI  vow,  in 
this  usage  of  to  make  unclean,  to  defile,  as 
the  opposite  of  «yic££<w,  as  Koiv6s  itself 

? 

and  that  of  deliverance  prevails  over  it : 
but  In  both,  as  applied  to  the  redemp- 

tion which  Christ  wrought  by  His  death, 
the  idea  of  price  paid  for  redemption  and 
redemption  by  that  price,  is  kept  promi- 

nent. This  may  be  especially  shewn  by 
the  two  great  texts  Matt.  xx.  28  (and 

||  Mark),  6  vl'bs  T.  &vQ.  .  .  .  ̂A0ei/  Sovvai  T. ^/vx^v  aiirov  \\JTpov  avrl  TroAAaJv,  and 
1  Tim.  ii.  6,  6  Sobs  savrbv  avri\vrpov  vnep 
-rrdvrow.  The  price  paid  for  our  redemp- 

tion is  His  death  (ver.  15)  as  the  sacrifice 
of  Himself,  TituS  ii.  14  :  1  Tim.  ii.  5  f., — 
His  blood  Eph.  i.  7,  as  the  sacrifice  of  His 
life,  Matt.  xx.  28  :  1  Pet.  i.  19.  And  here 
also  it  is  His  blood  which  is  the  \v-rpov. 
Delitzsch,  from  whom  the  substance  of  the 
above  is  taken,  goes  on  to  shew,  on  fche 
ground  of  the  analogy  between  Christ  and 
the  0.  T.  high  priests  who  took  the  blood 
in  before  God  and  sprinkled  it  on  His  mercy- 
seat,  that  it  was  God  to  whom  this  \vrpov 
was  paid,  and  not,  as  many  of  the  Fathers 
held,  Satan.  See  his  notes,  in  his  Comra. 

pp.  386-7.  On  the  matter  itself, — the  en- trance of  Christ  into  the  holiest  5m  rov 
IStov  aVaros,  I  cannot  do  better  than  refer 
the  student  to  the  following  pages  of  De- 

litzsch, where  he  has  treated  at  length, 
and  in  a  most  interesting1  manner,  the 
various  hypotheses.  1  do  not  sum  up  the 
results  here,  because  it  is  a  subject  of  such 
peculiar  solemnity,  that  the  mind  requires 
its  treatment  in  full,  in  order  to  approach 
it  reverently  :  and  such  full  treatment 
would  far  exceed  the  limits  of  a  general 
commentary.  I  have  indicated  some  of 
the  principal  lines  of  hypothesis  on  ch.  xii. 
24,  where  the  direct  mention  of  the  afftoc 
fravTicr/j.ov  makes  it  necessary). 

13 — X.  18.]  ̂ Enlargement  upon,  and 
substantiation  ojt  aiuvitzy  \vrpwcrty  evpd- 
juevos  :  on  which  then  follows,  x.  19  ffl, 
the  third  or  directly  hortatory  part  of  the 
Epistle.  "For  the  blood  of  His  self- 
offering  purifies  inwardly  unto  the  living 
service  of  the  living  God  (vv.  13, 14) :  His 
redeeming  death  is  the  inaugurating  act  of 
a  new  covenant  and  of  the  heavenly  sanc- 

tuary (vv.  15 — 23)  j  His  entrance  into  the 
antitypical  holiest  place  is  the  conclusion 
of  his  all-sufficing  atonement  for  sin  (vv. 
24—26),  after  which  only  remains  His  re- 

appearance to  complete  the  realization  pf 
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over  agaiiist  ayios,  is  Hellenistic,  and  first 
found  in  the  N.  T. :  the  LXX  have  for  it 
fjLtaivto  and  $e/3??A.i4cy,  and  for  the  person 
defiled,  aicddapros.  In  1  Mace.  i.  47,  62 
only,  is  K.oiv6s  found  in  the  sense  of  unclean) 
sanctifieth  to  (so  as  to  bring  about)  the 

purity  (not  "purifying/*  as  E.  V.)  of  the 
flesh,  (it  is  evident,  that  the  Writer  speaks 
only  of  the  Levitical  rites  in  their  matter- 
of-fact  results  as  'opera  operata/  not  of 
any  divine  grace  which  might  accrue  to 
the  soul  of  the  faithful  Israelite  from  a 

spiritual  partaking  in  them.  The  out- 
ward effect  of  the  sacrifices  of  the  day  of 

atonement,  as  well  as  of  the  sprinkling 
of  the  ashes  of  the  heifer,  was,  to  render 
ceremonially  pure  before  God,  in  the 
one  case  from  the  imputation  of  the 
defilement  of  sin  on  the  whole  people, 
in  the  other,  from  the  defilement  actu- 

ally contracted  by  contact  with  death 
or  uncleanness.  These  effects  they  had  in 
themselves  :  what  others  they  had,  out  o£ 
themselves,  belonged  not  so  much  to  them, 
as  to  that  great  Sacrifice  which  they 
represented),  how  much,  more  (see  the 
logical  connexion  at  the  end)  shall  the 

"blood  of  (the)  Christ,  who  through  the eternal  Spirit  offered  HIMSELF  (emphatic) 
without  fault  to  God  (first,  when  did  He 
offer  Himself?  Clearly  not,  as  Socinus, 

Schlichting,  Grot.,  which  last  says,  "  Ob- 
latio  autem  Christi  hie  intelligitur  ea,  quae 
oblationi  legali  in  adyto  factae  respondet, 
ea  autem  est  non  oblatio  in  altari  crucis 

facta,  sed  facta  in  adyio  ccalesti  -."  with 
whom  Bleek  agrees.  For,  as  Delitzsch 
rightly  observes,  when  Christ  is  anti- 
typically  or  by  way  of  contrast  compared 
with  the  victims  of  the  0.  T.  sacrifices,  as 
the  ritual  word  &/j.<a/u.ov  here  shews  that 
He  is,  then  beyond  question  the  offering 
on  the  cross  is  intended,  which  corresponds 
to  the  slaying  the  victim  and  offering  him 
on  the  altar.  Besides  which,  the  "  oblatio 
in  adyto  "  was  but  the  completion  of  the 
"  oblatio  in  altari,"  and,  when  Christ's  self- 
offering  is  spoken,  of  generally,  we  are  to 
take  the  whole  from  the  beginning,  not 
merely  that  which  was  the  last  act  of  it. 
This  will  guide  us  to  the  meaning  of  the 
somewhat  difficult  words  8ia  irve-ujxctTos 
alcwov :  for  thus  do  we  read,  and  not 

aylov,  which  appears  to  have  originated  in 
a  mistaken  view  of  the  words.  The  animals 
which  were  offered,  had  no  will,  no  irveS/ta 
of  their  own,  which  could  concur  with  the 
act  of  sacrifice.  Theirs  was  a  transitory 
life,  of  no  potency  or  virtue.  They  were 
offered  §ia  v6fj.ou  rather  than  5za  any  con- 

sent, or  agency,  or  counteragency,  of  their 
own.  But  Christ  offered  Himself,  with 
His  own  consent  assisting  and  empowering 
the  sacrifice.  And  what  was  that  consent  ? 
the  consent  of  what  ?  of  the  spirit  of  a  man  ? 
such  a  consent  as  yours  or  mine,  given  in 
and  through  our  finite  spirit  whose  acts  are 
bounded  by  its  own  allotted  space  in  time 
and  its  own  responsibilities  ?  No :  but  the 
consenting  act  of  His  divine  Personality — 
His  Trj/eCjuct  al&viov,  His  Godhead,  which, 
from  before  time  acquiesced  in,  and  wrought 
with,  the  redemption-purpose  of  the  Father. 
Thus  we  have  -rrv^vfj-a,  contrasted  with  ffc£p£ 
in  speaking  of  our  Lord,  in  several  places  : 
cf.  Rom.  i.  3,  4 :  1  Tim.  iii.  16  : 1  Pet.  iii. 
18.  This  divine  Personality  it  was,  which 
in  the  Resurrection  so  completely  ruled 

and  absorbed  His  o-dpj- :  this,  which  causes 
Him  to  be  spoken  of  by  St.  Paul  in  1  Cor. 
xv.  45  as  a  irvevfjia  fwoTroiovv,  and  in 
2  Cor.  iii.  17  f .  as  absolutely  rb  ?n/€t//m. 
Not  however  that  any  confusion  hence 
arises  in  the  distinction  of  the  divine  Per- 

sons :  TTvevjULa  ai&viov  is  not  the  Spirit 
of  the  Father  dwelling  in  Christ,  nor  is  it 
the  Holy  Spirit  given  without  measure  to 
Christ,  but  it  is  the  divine  Spirit  of  the 
Godhead  which  Christ  Himself  had  and 

was  in  His  inner  Personal^.  And  I  con- 
clude with  Delitzsch  as  to  the  relevancy  of 

such  a  clause  here:  the  eternal  spirit  is 

absolute  spirit,  divine  spirit,  and  thus  self- 
conscious,  laying  down  its  own  course 
purely  of  itself  unbound  by  conditions, 

simply  and  entirely  free  :  so  that  Christ's 
offering  of  Himself  2ua  irvev/^aros  alcaviov 
is,  as  such,  a  moral  act  of  absolute  worth, 
as  Baumg.,  Von  Gerlach,  Ebrard,  Liinem., 
al.  "  Jam  vero,"  says  Seb.  Schmidt,  "  cum 
hie  Spiritus  seternus  adeoque  infimtus  sit, 
utiquepondus  meriti  et  satisfactionis,  quod 
ab  eodem  spiritu  est,  jeternum  et  infinitum 
est.  Quod  si  seternum  et  infinitum  sit,  ne 
quidem  infinita  Dei  justitia  in  eo  aliquid 

desiderari  potuit."  The  Sictis  beautifully 
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paraphrased  by  (Ecolampadius,  "per  ar- 
dentissimam  caritatem  a  Spiritu  ejus  seter- 
110  profectam."  See  for  the  prep.,  in  this 
connexion,  Acts  i.  2  ,•  xi.  28 ;  xxi.  4.  Ifc  is 

"by  virtue  of — so  that  His  divine  Spirit  was 
the  agent  iu  the  irposQopd,  penetrating  and 
acting  on  the  Humanity.  afxtojxos,  as 
above  observed,  is  (reff.)  the  regular  word 
of  tbe  ritual  in  reference  to  the  victims 
which  must  be  without  spot  when  offered. 
Therefore  to  understand  it  of  the  perfec- 

tion of  the  glorified  human  nature  of  the 
ascended  Saviour,  as  Schlichting  and  the 
Socinian  interpreters,  is  clearly  beside  tbe 

i  meaning,  and  contrary  to  analogy.  See 
many  further  details  on  this  difficult  pas- 

sage in  Bleek  and  Delitzsch),  purify  our 
(the  question  of  reading,  rjtu.5)i>  or  u/x.wj>, 
is  one  not  easy  to  settle.  At  the  word 
jcatfapter  we  unfortunately  lose  the  evi- 

dence of  B,  the  MS.  terminating  there, 
and  being  completed  by  a  later  hand. 
Prom  all  analogy  it  would  seem  that  we 
must  infer  rifjiwv  to  have  been  its  reading 
here.  It  is  true,  as  Bl.  and  Delitzsch 
assert,  that  vy.£v  has  a  more  lively  and 

emphatic  aspect :  "  habet  aliquid  inexpec- 
tatum,"  as  Bohme:  but  I  cannot  bring 
myself  for  this  purely  subjective  reason  to 
desert  the  guidance  of  the  best  and  oldest 
MSS.,  though  their  company  is  now 
weakened  by  the  defect  of  its  most  im- 

portant member)  conscience  (our  English 
word  conscience  does  not  reach  the  fulness 

of  owefttyo-is,  the  self-consciousness  as 
regards  G-od,  the  inner  consciousness  of 
relation  to  Him.  This  is,  by  the  blood 
of  Christ,  shed  in  the  power  of  the  divine 
Spirit,  thoroughly  purified,  freed  from 
the  terror  of  guilt,  cleared  from  alienation 
from  Him  and  from  all  selfish  regards 
and  carnal  pretences,  and  rendered  living 
and  real  as  He  is  living  and  real)  from, 
dead  works  (just  as  death  was  under  the 
old  law  the  fountain  of  ceremonial  pollu- 

tion, and  any  one  by  touching  a  dead  body 
became  unclean,  so  carnal  works,  having 
their  origin  in  sin,  with  which  death  is 
bound  up,  pollute  the  conscience.  They 
are  like  the  touching  of  the  dead  body, 

rendering  the  man  unclean  in  God's  sight, 
as  not  springing  from  life  in  Him  :  in- 

ducing decay  and  corruption  in  the  spirit. 
See  on  ch.  vi.  1,  and  Chrys.  there  quoted. 
Here,  the  reference  to  the  dead  body  can 
hardly  be  set  aside,  being  more  pointed 
than  there,  where  I  have  rather  advo- 

cated the  general  sense  of  vwpSs. 
Tbe  Writer  does  not  here  set  forth  how 
this  blood  of  Christ  acts  in  purifying  the 
conscience  :  it  is  not  his  aim  now  to  speak 
of  our  way  of  participation  of  its  benefits, 
but  merely  of  its  cleansing  power  itself) 
in  order  to  the  serving  (ministering  to, 
which  the  unclean  might  not  do  in  the 
ceremonial  sanctuary,  nor  can  the  unclean 
do  in  heart  and  life)  the  living  God 
(God  in  His  spiritual  reality  and  absolute 
holiness :  not  a  God  concealed  by  veils  and 
signs,  but  approached  in  His  verity  by 
the  sanctified  soul)  ?  15.]  See  sum- 

mary above  at  ver.  13.  This  pre-eminent 
spiritual  virtue  of  His  redeeming  blood 
constitutes  his  fitness  to  be  Mediator  of 
the  new  covenant,  the  main  blessing  of 
which,  forgiveness,  extends  even  back  over 
the  insufficient  former  one,  and  ensures 
the  inheritance  to  the  called.  And  on  this 
account  (8ia  TOVTO  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
Schlichting,  Bdhme,  and  Bleek,  prospec- 
tively,  responded  to  by  the  flaws'  below : 
for  in  this  case  we  should  have  an  entire 
break  between  the  last  verse  and  this.  It 
is  true,  us  Del.  observes,  that  a  new  side  of 
Christ's  work  is  here  introduced :  but  it  is 
one  which  stands  in  the  closest  relation  to 
that  which  has  preceded.  Rather  should 
we  refer  5tci  rovro  backwards,  and  under- 

stand it,  on  account  of  this  virtue  of  JEKs 
Mood :  or  if  it  seem  better,  extend  its 
reference  further  back  still,  over  vv. 
11 — 14,  on  account  of  the  great  work 
which  jHe  hath  accomplished  by  his  death : 

=  'because  these  things  are  soj)  is  He 
mediator  of  a  new  covenant  (see  ch.  viii. 
6  and  note.  There  is  a  stress  on  KCUVTJS, 
but  not  so  strong  an  one  as  Bl.  and  Del. 
suppose :  Del.  would  explain, — therefore  is 
tbe  covenant,  of  which  He  is  the  mediator, 
a  new  one.  But  surely  this  predicate 
does  not  carry  the  logical  weight  of  the 
sentence,  but  rather  both  the  words,  8m- 

6-qK-qs  KOIVTJS,  the  latter  of  which  is  taken 
up  and  responded  to  by  irpcbrr)  below,  and 
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q  —  here  3ce  only  ?  (Gal.  ni.  15.)  so  StariOecrQat,  StaQrix-nv,  Plato,  Legg.  922  c.  923  E.  (al.  in  Bleek.) 
r  ch.  via.  10  (reff.)  *•  16-  Acts  m  25.  s  =  ver.  23.  Bom.  xm.  5.  t  =  here  only,  (see  note.) 

the  former  by  *6wov  y&p  StaG-fifcy  in  the  next 
verse.  For  its  meaning  here,  see  below),  in 
order  that,— death,  having  taken  place, 
for  the  propitiation  of  the  transgressions 
under  the  first  covenant,— they  who 
have  been  called  may  receive  the  pro- 

mise of  the  eternal  inheritance  (first,  the 
object  of  the  new  covenant  is  an  eternal 
inheritance, — cf.  TCI.  p.4\\oi/rct  ay  add,  ver. 
11,  j]  otKov/u.ei'Ti  %  ̂ ueAAoucra,  ch.  ii.  5  : 
and  therefore  the  idea  of  inheritance 

having  once  come  in,  gives  to  StaB-fim)  that 
shade  of  meaning  which  is  deepened  and 
insisted  on  below,  viz.  that  of  a  TES- 

TAMENTARY covenant  or  arrangement* 
Then,  going  backwards  from  K\7ipovo- 
ftiaVy — ^irayyeXtctv  XaftcocrLv,  an  expression 
(see  reff.)  used  also  by  St.  Luke,  is  to  be 
taken  in  the  sense  of  receiving  the  ful- 

filment of  a  promise,  not  merely  of  having 
thepromise  granted.  Then,  the  K€K\T]fj.evoL 

are  the  K^crecos  3irovpaviov  jue'roxoi  of ch.  iii.  1 :  cf.  also  ̂   &»u  fc\7j<ns  of  Phil, 
iii.  14 :  and  reff.  here.  Calvin  well  re- 

marks, **  Loquitur  de  vocatis,  ut  Judaeos, 
quihujus  vocationis  erant  participes,  mag  is 

officiat."  This  end,  of  the  called  being  put 
in  possession  of  the  promise  of  the  eternal 
inheritance,  is  to  be  attained,  Qa.v6.rov 
y^vo{ji4vov  els  aTroXvrpcacriy  TU>V  £irl  vrj 
irpc&Trj  Sta07]Kr}  Trapaftdfreuj'.  Without 
this  death,  it  could  not  be  attained.  The 
full  reason  of  this,  that  death  must  take 
place  first,  is  presently  gone  into :  it  is  with 
the  concluding  words  of  this  clause  that 
we  are  at  present  concerned.  These  trans- 

gressions under  tkejirst  covenant  are  in 
fact  those  of  all  mankind.  Israel  was  a 

pattern  of  God's  dealings  with  all :  and His  revelation  of  His  will  to  Israel  extended 

categorically  to  all  mankind.  Against  this 
will,  primsevally  revealed,  revealed  to  the 
patriarchs,  revealed  in  the  law,  our  parents 
and  the  antediluvian  earth,  the  sons  of 

Noah  and  the  postdiluvian  earth,  Israel  it- 
self as  a  people,  hadL^deeply  and  repeatedly 

transgressed :  and  before  a  .new  inheritance 
by  testament  could  come  in,  tliere  must  be 
a  propitiation  of  all  these  former  trans- 

gressions. All  the  propitiatory  sacrifices, 
so  called,  of  the  former  covenant,  were  but 
imperfect  and  typical :  but  as  this  is  to  be 
a  real  inheritance,  so  there  must  be  real 
and  actual  propitiation.  Cf.  the  remark- 

able parallel,  Acts  xiii.  39,  a?rb 

OVK 
TQ-UTU*  iras  6  irtcrTetow  SiKai- 

ovrat.  See  more  below.  Tins  is  fully  and 
strikingly  treated  by  Hofmann,  Schriftb. 
ii.  1.  300  :  see  also  Delitzsch's  note  here. 

It  is  right  to  mention  that  some 
versions  and  expositors  take  K^KKfi^voi 
TTjs*  alwvtov  K\ripovofji.ia.s  together.  Thus 
Syr.,  Faber  Stap.,  Chr,  F.  Schmid,  al.,  and 
recently,  Tholuck  and  Ebrard  (this  latter, 
apparently,  missing  the  sense  of  faay- 
ys\ia,v  \aj3eiv)  :  which  arrangement  would 
perhaps  be  grammatically  justifiable,  but 

according  neither  to  our  Writer's  usage, 
nor  to  the  requirements  of  the  sentence. 
The  severing  of  a  genitive  in  government 
from  its  governing  noun  is  not  uncommon 
in  our  Epistle,  and  frequently  found  in 
other  governments  also,  in  St.  Luke  :  and, 
the  stress  being  here  on  inheritance,  as 
presently  taken  up  in  the  next  verse,  it  is 
not  probable  that  it  would  be  introduced 
merely  in  the  most  insignificant  place  pos- 

sible, as  a  mere  adjunct  to  the  description 
of  the  subject  of  the  sentence.  So  that 
on  all  grounds  tlie  other  and  more  usually 
accepted  construction  is  to  be  preferred. 
The  em  with  dat.  TT?  Trpdry  SiaB'fiKp,  in  the 
sense  of  *  under*  '  during  the  time  of,3  the 
first  5ia0.,  easily  gets  its  meaning  from 
the  primitive  sense  of  close  superposition. 
The  things  happening  cVi  TT?  TrpcZTrj 
SiaB'fiKr},  had  it  for  their  substratum,  were 
superimposed  on  it,  as  it  were.  See  ch. 
x.  28;  and  Winer,  edn.  6,  §  48.  c). 
16.]  For  (justification  of  Oavarov  yevofj,*- 
vov,  by  an  appeal  to  common  usage)  where 
a  testament  is  (it  is  quite  in  vain  to  at- 

tempt to  deny  the  testamentary  sense  of 

SiaO-qicr)  in  this  verse.  Many  have  made 
the  attempt  :  e.  g.  Codurcus,  in  a  long  ex- 

cursus, which  may  be  seen  in  Critici  Sacri, 
vol.  vii.  part  2,  fol.  1067  ff.  :  Whitby  in 
loc.,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Michaelis,  al.,  and  re- 

cently Ebrard  and  Hofmann.  As  these 
recent  expositors  have  written  with  the 
others  before  them,  it  may  be  well  to  give 
an  account  of  their  views  of  the  passage. 
Ebrard  understands  it  thus  :  '  *  Wherever 
sinful  man  will  enter  into  a  covenant  with 

the  holy  God,  the  man  must  first  die,  — 
must  first  atone  for  his  guilt  by  death  (or 

must  put  in  a  substitute  for  himself)/' 
This  he  gives  as  the  summary  of  his  argu- 

mentation. But,  as  Hofmann  asks,  where 
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v  ch.  u.  2  reff. 

does  be  find  one  word  of  this  in  the  general 
assertion  of  the  Writer  ?  The  text  speaks 
nxiomatically  of  something  which  every 
one  knows  in  common  life.  Ebrard  inter- 

prets theologically :  by  a  declaration  which 
it  requires  a  theologian  to  accept.  The 

Writer  speaks  in  the  abstract — of  all 
Siae^rccu  whatever:  Ebrard  interprets  in 
the  concrete — of  one  particular  set  of 
SiaQriKat.  It  is  true,  Eb.  attempts  to 
anticipate  this  objection,  by  saying  that 
from  the  context,  every  one  would  know 
what  sort  of  SiaB-fiivn  was  meant.  But 
this  does  not  meet  it  in  the  least  degree. 
Our  verse  is  a  perfectly  general  axiom, 
extending  over  all  SiaQrjKai.,  in  whatsoever 
sense  the  word  be  taken.  Hofmann  on 
the  other  hand  rejects  (Schriftb.  ii.  1.  302 

if.)  both  meanings,  testament  and  covenant, 
and  maintains  that  of  ordinance,  dispo- 

sition, understanding  that  disposition  to 
extend  to  the  whole  property.  Then,,  he 

says  (see  also  Weissagung  u.  Erfullung,  ii. 
165),  **  This  idea  of  necessity  implies  that 
he  must  die  who  makes  such  a  disposition 
of  his  whole  property  :  because,  as  long  as 
he  lives,  he  can  be  always  adding  to  his 

property,  so  that  this  disposition  (5 JO^K??) 
cannot  be  meant  to  be  used  of  the  time 

while  the  disposer  is  alive."  But  this, 
though  approaching  nearer  the  true  mean- 

ing, is  just  as  futile  as  the  other.  Why 
may  not  a  man  yet  living  make  snch  a 
disposition?  And  if  it  cannot  be  made 
till  death,  wherein  does  it  in  reality  diffbr 
from  a  testament?  It  would  be  quite 

impossible  to  follow  out  the  various  argu- 
mentations by  which  the  testamentary 

sense  has  been  sought  to  be  evaded.  It  will 
be  far  more  profitable  for  us  to  endeavour 
to  substantiate  that  which  I  believe  to  be 
the  only  admissible  acceptation.  And  this 
I  will  do  by  starting  from  the  word  itself 
about  which  all  the  question  is  raised. 

8ta6-nKti,  from  SraritfeVcu,  'disponere,3  Sta- 
ri0€(r6ai,  *  disponere  sibi/  regards,  in  or- 

dinary Greek  usage,  that  disposition  of  a 
man's  property  which  he  makes  in  prospect 
of  his  death,  and  signifies,  1.  a  will  or  tes- 

tament. So  in  Plato,  Legg.  xi.  p.  926  B,, 

&s  "&.V  §La.Q'i)K.T}v  ypdcpy  T&  ctvrov  Start- 
depevos,  and  in  reff.  :  in  Demosth.  1136. 
12,  TT>  5/a07?K77*>,  V  &f  yvyffltov  ftvrvv 
iraiScov  6  Trar^p  SiddiqTat,  eav  Q.Tro$a,vto<riv 
of  TrcuSes-  -jrplv  ri^araL,  Kvpiav  eli/cu,  and 
al.  On  the  other  hand,  the  word  is  by  no 
means  tied  to  this  its  more  usual  meaning. 
The  general  one,  of  a  disposition  of  any 
kind,  is  sometimes  found  applied  to  other 
circumstances  than  those  at  the  close  of 

life.  So  Aristoph.  Av.  439,  where  Peis- 

jap 

thetserus  says,  jma.  rbv  *A7r^A\o?  *-y<}>  ̂ ler 
ov,  -fif  p/n  SiaQcovTal  y*  oftJe  ̂ LaQ^ic^v 
CjUOi,  .  .  .  fJL'fjre  SdKVGiv  rovrovs  e/xe  /c.r.A.  : 
where  it  evidently  means  a  covenant,  an 
agreement.  And  iii  this  sense,  either  where 
there  are  two  distinct  parties,  or  where  one 

only  arranges  or  ordains  a  *  dispositio/  do we  rind  the  word  most  often  used  in  the 
LXX  and  N.  T.  In  the  former  sense,  2. 
of  a  covenant,  with  two  agreeing  parties, 
it  is  not  so  frequent  as  in  the  latter  :  but 
we  find  it  Gen.  xxi.  27,  32,  SiMevro  a^- 
4>6rtpoi  Siae-fiKrjv.  in  Job  xl.  23  (xli.  4) 
of  Leviathan,  fl^crera:  Se  ̂ uera  crov  cna- 
e^K-nv  :  2  Kings  iii.  12  :  Josh.  ix.  6,  11 
al.  fr.  The  other  sense,  3.  that  of  a  dis- 

position or  ordinance  made  by  God  irpd? 
riva,  or  yuera  rivos,  is  the  most  ordinary 
one  in  the  LXX.  To  it  may  be  referred 
almost  all  the  passages  where  in  a  loose 
sense  of  the  word  we  in  English  render 
'  covenant  :y  e.  g.  Gen.  vi.  18;  ix.  9  &c.; 
xv.  18  :  and  a  hundred  other  places.  In 
this  latter  sense  it  is  that  the  word  has 
come  to  be  used  absolutely  and  technically 

as  in  rj  KI&&T&S  rfjs  diaB^Krjs,  •$)  Szafl^/o? 
Kuplov,  &c. :  and  in  the  quotation  in  our 
ch.  viii.  0  ff.  Now,  having  these  three 
leading  senses  of  the  word  before  us^we 
are  to  enquire,  which  of  them  our  Writer 
is  likely  to  have  intended  when  he  wrote  as 
a  general  axiom,  #7rou  5^677^77,  Q&varrov 
avdyKf}  (pepsorOat  rou  StaOejULcvov.  It  is 
obvious  that  in  no  general  axiomatic 
sense  can  it  be  predicated  of  a  cove- 

nant, or  of  an  ordinance.  There  may 

be  particular  instances  where  a  death  (set- 
ting aside  for  a  moment  rov  SiaQeju&ov) 

might  have  been  the  requisite  ratification 
of  a  covenant,  or  result  of  an  ordinance : 
but  such  particular  cases  are  clearly  not 
here  in  question.  Only  when  we  recur  to 
sense  (1),  that  of  a  testament,  can  it  be 
true,  that  where  a  SiaO^Krj  is,  there  must 
of  necessity  be  death,  and  that,  the  death 
rov  StaBe/j.evovj  of  him  who  has  made  the 
testament.  And  i£  it  be  objected  to  this, 
that  a  testament  may  exist  many  years 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  answer 

is  easy,  that  the  Writer  here  defines  his 
own  meaning  of  ftirov  diaQTjK-r),  when  be 
says  8ia0iJKirj  y&p  e-irl  v&Kpols  pepaia  :  viz. 
that  the  document  in  question  does  not 
in  reality  become  a  Smtf^/cr?,  a  disposition, 
till  it  is  of  force,  till  things  are  disposed 
by  it.  I  believe  then  it  will  be  found  that 
we  must  at  all  hazards  accept  the  mean- 

ing testament  here,  as  being  the  only  one 
which  will  in  any  way  meet  the  plain  re- 

quirements of  the  verse)  there  is  necessity 
that  tlie  death,  (Bdvarov  is  prefixed  before 
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6.    James  v.  16.  y  ch  11  17  refT  z  ch   x.  20  onlv     Deut  xx.  5     3  Kings' -un. 36     (-via,  John  x  22.    -i/tcr/xo?,  Num    MI  £4     -VKTt?,  ib  88  1  [-i/uxrts  B] ) 

ACDKL 
P«  a  b  c 
d  e  f  K  h 

V7m4n7°       17'  £or  /*^OT6,  ^77  Tore  Di«s  Isidexpr. 
u'*{         18.  rec  ouS',  with  [K(e  sil)  P]»   rel   [Damasc]  :  txt  ACDL  a  c  h  k  o  17  [47  Chr 

Thdrt]. — o5e^  ot»5ej/  ??  D1.  aft  irpcorrj  ins  diaO^Kr)  D](and  lat). 

-n,  as  carrying  the  whole  weight  of 
emphasis,  and  is  for  this  reason  also  anar- 

throus) of  him  who  made  it  (the  testator, 
as  E.  V.,  hut  it  is  important  to  mark  that 
it  is  Siafle/zeVou,  not  Siari&f/j,4^ou9  as  it 
ought  to  he  on  the  interpretation  of  Ebr.  al. 
In  the  meaning,  Christ  is  the  ̂ laQi^vos : 

and  this  agrees  wonderfully  with  Sfc.Luke's 
manner  of  speaking  in  that  text  which  is 
in  fact  the  key-text  to  this :  nay(b  SiaTiOc- 
(j,at  vfjuv  Ka6ci)$  8i€0€To  fjioi  6  iraryp  fj.ov 
/SacriAeiay,  Luke  xxii.  29.  There  the  great 
and  primary  SiaQe/j-evos  is  the  Father,  who 
is  not  here  in  question,  as  neither  is  His 

SiaB'fjH.'r)  with  His  Son  :  but  as  regards  us, 
the  dia,QefjL€vo$  is  Christ;  to  whom  alone, 
as  human,  the  axiom,  spoken  of  human 
relations,  is  applicable,  and  not  to  the 
divine  Father.  And  when  Ebrard  insists 
on  the  former  of  these  facts,  and  altogether 
omits  noticing  the  second,  saying  that  ac- 

cording to  our  interpretation  God  Himself 
must  have  died,  we  can  only  marvel  at  this 
fresh  instance  of  the  inconceivable  rashness 

and  carelessness  which  unfortunately  cha- 
racterize his  spirited  and  clever  commen- 

*  tary)  be  implied  (it  is  not  easy  to  express 
the  exact  sense  of  4>€p€<r6ca  here.  For 
we  must  remember,  1.  that  we  have  had 
Qavdrov  ytvofMevov  in  ver.  15,  quite  far 
enough  off  to  prevent  it  being  probable 
that  <j)€p€<rdai  is  a  mere  rhetorical  elegance 
to  avoid  repeating  yeve<r6ai,  and  inducing 
us  to  think  that  some  meaning  different 
from  7ejt/eV0cu  is  here  intended  :  even  could 
it  be  shewn  that  tyepecrdat  could  bear  to  be 
rendered  zr  yti>eo"6ai,  which  I  am  not  aware 
that  it  has  been :  2.  that  in  looking  for  a 
sense  for  cpepecrdai,  we  must  be  careful  not 
to  give  too  pregnant  or  emphatic  an  one, 
seeing  that  it  holds  a  very  insignificant  and 
unemphatic  place  in  the  sentence.  This 
being  premised,  I  believe  the  most  suitable 
sense  will  be  found  in  such  phrases  as 
Ttdcras  alrtas  ̂ epeu',  to  allege  all  grounds, 
Demosth.  p.  1328.  22;  Trapa^ely/nara  <£e- 
petv,  to  produce  examples,  Polyb.  xvii.  13. 
7 '9  Qflpeiv  nvl  robs  aTroXoytarfjLOits,  to  make 
one's  apologies  to,  id.  i.  32. 4.  And  of  these 
I  would  take  '  alleged,3  e  carried  in  to  the 
matter,3  in  fact,  *  implied,3  which  seems 
the  best  word  :  he  who  speaks  of  foafl^o?, 
(afta)  <p€pei,  carries  in  to,  involves  in,  that 
assertion,  the  death  of  the  foafle^ej/os-.  On 

the  logical  connexion,  see  below)  :  17.] 
for  (renders  a  fresh  reason  within  the 
domain  of  the  former  yap,  explaining  the 

axiom  of  ver.  16)  a  testament  is  of  "force (p€J3cua,  see  on  ch.  ii.  2,  and  Horn.  iv.  16) 
in  the  case  of  the  dead  (liri,  over,  the  thing 
predicated  being  the  substratum  or  condi- 

tion of  the  subject.  Doubtless  in  choosing 
the  plural,  and  indeed  the  word  itself,  the 
Writer  has  in  his  mind  the  transition  which 
he  is  about  to  make  from  the  death  of  the 
New  Testament  to  the  typical  deaths  of  the 
Old,  which  were  of  animals,  between  which 
and  men,  vcicpd,  not  cbro0aj'<Wa,  would  he 
the  common  term),  seeing  that  it  (a  5*a- 
077/C7?)  is  never  (we  should  expect  otiirore 
here,  the  assertion  being  absolute  and  of 
matter  of  fact  :  but  it  appears  to  be  a  habit 
of  later  writers  after  eVef  to  use  the  subjec- 

tive, not  the  objective  negation.  So  JSlian 
XU.    63,     €7T€\    fJL^J    TTO.VV    %V    TrXoVCTLOS  '.     Lu- 
cian,  Hermot.  47,  eVell  fj.rjSevbs  yyepdvos 
TOiovrov  es  ye  rb  Tca,pbv  tviropovpevi  Ptol. 
Geogr.  viii.,  eVel  /x^Sev  eT^e  roiovrov  .  .  . 
avTLirapaypd<j>€tv.  But  we  must  not  render 
fjLT/jTroTG  as  =  /u.TJTrci),  which  vulg.,  Ftiber 
Stap.,  Erasm.,  Luther,  Calv.,  Bohme  have 
done.  Many  expositors  take  it  inter- 

rogatively: "surely  it  is  not  ?}>  &c.  So (Ec.,  Thl.,  De  Dieu,  Bengel,  Lachmann, 
and  even  Delitzsch  :  but  quite  unnecessa- 

rily, as  the  above  usage  is  undoubted,  and 
the  question  introduces  an  unnecessary 
harshness)  availing  when  (OT€  correspond- 

ing to  /UTJITOTC)  he  that  made  it  is  alive 
18.]  Whence  (TOUTCO-TI,  S^rt  avay- Kou6v  Icrrt  rb  Qdvarov  irpofiyiiffQai  TT)S 

Thl,)  neither  has  the  first 
i,  testament)  been  inaugurated 

(perf.,  inasmuch  as  the  rites  £c.  belonging 
to  it  were  still  subsisting,  !YK(UVI£CI>  is  an 
Alexandrine  verb  :  used  in  the  LXX  for  to 
re-create  or  make  anew  :  also  for  to  put 
forth  as  new,  to  inaugurate  :  see  reff.,  and 
numerous  citations  in  Trommius.  Notice 
that  the  reference  is,  here,  simply  to 
the  first  encaenia  of  the  law  when  it  was 
put  forth  as  new  :  not  to  any  subsequent 
renewal  of  sacrifices  by  death  :  this  is  pre- 

sently alluded  to,  vv.  21  ff.  Thl.  gives  for rovretrri, 

ews  K.  TTJS  j8€j8cuc6cr€ccs  eAa$ev)  with- 
out (apart  from,  free  from  the  exhibi- 
tion of)  blood.  19.]  For  (explana- 
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c  Rev.  ul4 
only     Deut. 

TO ACDKL 

\r/ 

LL€.Ta  V />>/,i  r  N    A    r  ' 
€06017  a  KQICKIVQV  KCU,      VCTCTCDTTOV. 

/  \  \  5      /  * Trdvra   TOV    \aov   §  epdvncrev, 
k 

klrtino 

17    47 

*«••« xvu  3,T 
x\  uu  12,  16 
only.    Exod.  xx^.4.    Num.  xix  6.  e  John  xix  29  onh,    Exod.  xu.  22  al.  ,     . 
13reff  hch.  x.  29  rett  i  Josh  xxui  16.    Judg.  11  20  al.  k  attr.,  ch.  vi  10  icff.  1  e 

^  , 

re    TO    *  j3i/3\iov 

j  20  ToOro  TO  h 
f  =  Luke  iv.  17,  20. 

.,  ch.  vi  10  icff. 
22.  w  Ttpos,  here  only.    1  Kings  xx.  29    2  Chron.  xix  9.    Su.  xh.  3  dat  ,Matt  iv  6  I!  L.  (from  Ps  xc  11)    xvu.  9  al. 

19.  aft  Trarnjs  ins  TTJS  D1  Chrr  rec  om  rov  (bef  VQVLOV),  with  D3K[P]K1  rel  Chr 
Dainasc  :  ins  ACD!LN3  g  k  17  [47  Euthal-ms]  Chr-ms  Thdrt  Thl.       om  VTTO  D^.gr]. 

recom  rtov  (bef  rpayw),  with  [P]  rel  Thdrfc  [Damasc]  :  ins  ACDfN1]  latfc  [Euthal- 
ms]  Thdrt-ms.  —  om  /cat  TWV  rpayav  (homceotel)  KLN3  k  syrr  Chrj-.  transp  ̂ 00"%^^  and 
rpa.'yaj'  B.  rec  eppai/rttrev,  with  [P]  rel:  txt  ACDKLK  f  o  17  [47  Euthal-ms]. 

20.  for  everezAaro,  dieBero  C  lect-1. 

tion  of  the  assertion  in  last  verse)  when 
every  commandment  had  heen  spoken 
according  to  the  law  (these  last  words, 
Kara  TOV  vcijjiov,  belong  not  to  ej/ro- 
A?5s,  as  vulg.  ("lecto  eniin  omni  man- 

date legis  ")>  Schlicht.,  Calov.,  Jac. 
CappelL,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Bengel,  Chr.  F. 
Schmid,  Bohme,  Bleek,  De  Wettc,  al., 
which  would  be  more  naturally  TTJS  Kara 
r.  v.  (as  indeed  Thl.  gives  it  in  his  altern.: 

TovTeVrr,  KaQbs  6  6sbs  ei/ofio^erTjcref  *Lva. 
XaXyQaxriv  els  ra  &ra  -navrbs  TOV  Aaou* 
^7,  irdo"r)S  efroA^s  TTJS  warcfc 

),  —  but  to  Aa- 
]y,  spoken  according  to  the  law,  i.  e. 

as  the  law  directed,  not  varying  from  it  in 
any  point.  The  law  was  6  v6pos  r&v  ef- 
ToAoh/,  and  these  eVroAat  were  faithfully 
reported)  by  Moses  to  all  the  people  (see 
Exod.  xxiv.  3,  Kal  $ir)yf)<ra.To  r$  AacjJ 
trdvra  ra  ̂ /xara  TOV  ̂ eoO  /cal  Ta  5ifcaic6- 
/zara.  The  iravTt,  not  given  in  Exodus, 
may  be  inferred  from  aircKplBji  5e  iras 
6  Aa^y,  which  follows  in  the  same  verse), 
taking  the  blood  (the  additional  detail  of 
Exod.  xxiv.  5  is  omitted,  viz.  that  "he  sent 
young  men  of  the  children  of  Israel,  which 
offered  burnt-offerings,  and  sacrificed  peace- 
offerings  of  oxen  unto  the  Lord."  It  was 
of  this  blood  that  Moses  took)  of  the  calves 
and  goats  (the  former  only  are  mentioned 

in  Exodus  :  one  rnrr1?  D^pbu).  But  this  is 
only  said  of  the  peace-offerings.  The 
burnt-offerings  (see  above)  after  the  ana- 

logy of  the  rites  on  the  day  of  atonement, 
might  be  presumed  to  be  goats.  Indeed 
the  key  to  the  additions  made  here  to  the 
text  of  Exodus  is,  that  the  account  is  filled 

tip  by  subsequent  usage.  We  may  pre- 
sume, that  the  solemn  legal  appointment 

of  various  ceremonial  details  was  in  fact 
only  a  divine  sanction  of  practices  already 
existing  :  sacrifice  having  been  long  in  use, 
and  that  under  the  direction  and  approval 
of  God  Himself)  with  water  (prescribed, 
in  Num.  xix.  6,  17,  to  be  mixed  with  the 
ashes  of  the  red  heifer  which  were  to  bo 

kept  for  purifying :  cf.  also  Levit.  xiv.  50  f. : 
see  above),  and  scarlet  wool  and  hyssop 
(see  Levit.  xiv.  4-9  ff. :  by  comparing  which 
with  Num.  xix.  as  above,  it  may  fairly  be 
inferred,  as  our  text  here  assures  us  was  the 
fact,  that  these  instruments  were  the  ordi- 

nary ones  in  cleansing  and  sprinkling,  even 
before  their  positive  enactment  as  such  by 
the  law.  The  hyssop  indeed  we  find  thus 
prescribed,  ref.  Exod.,  in  sprinkling  the 
blood  on  the  door-posts  at  the  Passover. 
As  to  the  manner  of  using,  the  stalk  or 
bunch  of  hyssop  was  wrapt  round  with 
scarlet  wool  to  make  it  absorb  the  blood, 
being  tied  with  the  same  wool  to  a  staffof 
cedar-wood  to  keep  it  stiff.  On  hyssop  it- 

self, there  are  various  opinions,  enumerated 

in  Winer,  Eealw.,  "Ysop."  The  most 
approved  makes  it  to  be  a  plant  growing 

on  walls,  *  hyssopus  officinalis/  with  small 
lancet-formed  woolly  leaves,  about  an  inch 
long,  a  knotty  stalk  from  1  foot  to  1\  high, 
with  blue  (sometimes  white)  flowers),  he 
sprinkled  both  the  book  itself  (nothing  is 
said  of  this  inJExod.  xxiv.  And  hence 

some  have  endeavoured  to  take  a-urrf  TC  TO 
pipXtov  \rith  XafJcSv,  not  with  IpdvTtcrev. 
So  the  Coptic  and  Armen.  versions :  and  so 
Grot.,  Wittich,  Cramer,  Bengel,  Michael  is, 
Storr,  al.  But  it  is  obvious,  that  the  KaC 
after  tSifixiov  renders  this  impossible.  The 
book  is  of  course  that  out  of  which  he  had 

just  read  the  ordinances  of  God :  rb  #i- 
jSA.ioj'  TVJS  Siafl^KTjs.  If,  as  Stier  supposes, 
Moses  took  the  book  (Exod.  xxiv.  7)  from 

oft1  the  altar,  where  it  was  lying  when  he 
sprinkled  the  altar  with  blood,  then  the 
book  was  sprinkled  likewise :  but  nothing 
in  the  text  of  Exodus  implies  this)  and  all 
the  people  (LXX,  Xafi&v  Se  MWVCTTJS  TO 
at]ua,  /careor/ceSacrej/  TOV  Xaov.  Of  course 
the  words  irdi/Ta  rbv  \a6v  are  not  to  be 

taken  to  mean  that  he  sprinkled  every  indi- 
vidual; but  merely  the  whole  mass,  as  they 

stood),  saying,  20.]  This  is  the  blood 
of  the  testament  (LXX,  IM  TO  aty*  T^S 
dia,Q'f}Kri$.  It  has  been  suggested,  first  it 
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21   m  KCU    TT)V     CTK'TjVrjV     m  Sfi     KOL    TTOVTa  m  Heb.,  here 

q  oioi'w     g 

•TT/DO? 

n  Matt  xii. 29  ||.    2  Tim   u,  20  al.    Exod  xl  8  (10).  o  1  Chron.  ix.  28.  see  Num.  iv.  12.    2  Chron.  xxiv.  14. 
p  ch,  \m.  6.     Luke  i.  23.    2  Cor  ix.  12.     Phil.  li.  17,  30  only.  q  Heb  ,  here  only. 

21.  rec  ep/>avTicre,  with  D3[P]  rel:  txt  ACJ^KLX  f  o  17  [47]. 

would  appear  by  Bohme,  that  the  change 
has  been  made  by  the  Writer  after  the  tenor 
of  the  1ST.  T.  inauguration  of  the  testament 
by  our  Lord,  rovro  rb  iror^piov  7)  KCUV^ 
SiaO'fjKT)  €vr$  al/mari  fjiov,  Lukexxii.  20,  the 
only  Gospel  in  which  ea-nv  fails)  which. 
God  (LXX,  tcvpios  :  changed  apparently  to 
preserve  more  completely  the  (XT.  cha- 

racter of  the  saying)  commanded  (LXX 
8t60eTo,  which  would  seem  at  first  sight 
more  appropriate  to  ver.  16.  But  €vr4\- 
A.e<r0cu  5m0^/c77v  is  a  common  LXX  ex- 

pression elsewhere,  see  besides  reff.  Deut. 
iv.  13  i  xxix.  1 :  Ps.  ex.  9 :  Jer.  xi.  3)  in 
regard  to  yon  (it  is  much  disputed,  how 
the  logic  of  this  passage  can  cohere  :  seeing 

that,  how  properly  soever  the  latter  §ia0->7/c?7 
may  be  spoken  of  and  argued  on  as  being 
a  testament,  the  former  one  could  have  no 
such  character,  and  consequently  cannot  be 
thus  argued  on.  And  the  question  is  very 
variously  answered  according  to  the  stand- 

ing-point of  different  Commentators.  Even 
such  as  Tholuck,  Lunemann,  and  Bleek, 

question  the  applicability  of  the  Writer's 
argument.  But,  I  believe,  wrongly.  The 
matter  seems  to  stand  thus.  The  word 
5*a077/c7?  has  the  double  sense  of  a  covenant 
and  a  testament.  Both  tbese  senses  may 
be  applied  to  both  SiaOriKat :  to  the  latter 
more  properly  belongs  the  testamentary 
sense,  but  to  the  former  also  in  as  far  as  it 
was  typical  of  and  foreshadowed  the  other. 
In  the  latter,  all  is  clear.  Chrisib,  the  heir 
of  all  things,  has  bequeathed  to  us  His 
people  an  everlasting  inheritance;  has  died, 
sealing  the  testament  with  His  blood.  In 
the  former  all  this  is  formally,  though  in- 

adequately represented.  The  KX'npovo^ia, 
faintly  shadowed  forth  by  temporal  posses- 

sions, had  yet  a  recognized  blessed  meaning 
far  beyond  those  possessions  :  the  testator 
was  imperfectly,  but  still  was  formally 
represented  by  the  animals  slain  in  sacri- 

fice :  there  was  a  death,  there  was  a 
sprinkling  of  and  sealing  by  blood :  and 
surely  it  requires  no  more  stretch  of  con- 

cession to  acknowledge  the  victim  in  sa- 
crifice to  represent  the  Lamb  of  God  in 

his  sonship  and  his  heritorship,  than  it 
does  in  his  innocence  and  propitiatory 
power.  The  one  idea  is  just  as  poorly 
and  inadequately  set  forth  by  it  as  the 
other.  But  in  both  eases  there  is  an 
inheritance,  and  in  both  it  is  the  same. 
In  both  it  is  bequeathed:  in  the  latter 

actually  by  One  who  has  come  in  person 

and  died  ;  *in  the  former,  only  typically,  by 
the  same  One  ceremonially  present.  So 
that,  if  our  o8ev  in  ver.  18  were  to  be  filled 

up,  it  would  be,  *  Whence,  i.  e.  since  the 
former  covenant  also  had  its  testamentary 
side,  and  thus  was  analogous  to  as  well 

as  typical  of  the  latter.'  The  charge 
brought  against  the  Writer  on  account  of 
his  transition  of  meaning  in  fcad^/n?,  is 
equally  without  foundation.  He  is  thinking 
in  Greek.  In  Greek,  StaO-fiKT)  has  these 
two  meanings:  not  divided  off  from  one 
another  by  any  such  line  of  demarcation  as 
when  expressed  by  two  separate  words,  but 
both  lying  under  one  and  the  same  word. 
What  more  common,  or  more  ordina- 

rily accepted,  than  to  educe  out  of  some 
one  word  its  various  shades  of  meaning, 
and  argue  on  each  separately  as  regards 
the  matter  in  hand  ?  Take  the  very  word 
*  Testament '  as  an  example.  In  our  com- 

mon parlance  it  now  means  a  book :  the 
Old  Testament,  the  book  of  the  former 
covenant,  the  New  Testament,  the  book  of 
the  latter.  But  we  do  not  therefore  sink 
the  other  and  deeper  meaning;  nay  we 
rather  insist  on  it,  that  it  may  not  become 
lost  in  that  other  and  more  familiar  one. 

I  cannot  see  how  the  Writer's  method  of 
procedure  here  differs  essentially  from 
this).  21.]  And  moreover  i.e  in 
like  manner  sprinkled  with  the  blood  the 
tabernacle  and  all  the  vessels  of  the  mi- 

nistry (this  cannot  be  spoken  of  the  same 
occasion  as  that  referred  to  in  the  previous 
verses :  for  at  that  time  the  tabernacle  did 
not  exist.  Nor  again  can  it  be  said  of  any 
practice  of  sprinkling  with  blood  which 
existed  throughout  the  legal  ordinances: 
for  the  aorist  shews  the  reference  to  be  to 
some  one  act,  and  the  subject  of  the  verb 
is,  as  before,  Moses.  This  being  so,  we 
must  look  beyond  the  ordinances  of  the 
law  itself  for  the  fact  here  detailed.  For 
all  that  we  have  in  the  law  respecting  the 
dedication  of  the  tabernacle  and  its  vessels 

is  in  Exod.  xl.  9,  10,  where  Moses  is  com- 
manded to  take  the  anointing  oil,  and  to 

anoint  the  tabernacle  and  all  that  is  there- 
in, and  to  hallow  it,  and  all  the  vessels 

thereof.  So  that  our  Writer  is  probably 
referring  to  some  traditional  account, 
which  added  to  this  anointing  \\ith  oil, 
the  sprinkling  with  blood.  And  this  is 
not  merely  a  hypothesis.  For  Josephus, 
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r  Acts  xui  44. 

xix  26  only  -f ,  •*  /v    ~  "  ' 

onYyacc*'2    "tcara  rov  vouov,  /cal a  =  M«tf    vn 

eV    ai^aii    irdvra    i  fca8api%erai  ACDKL 

Dpi?  v  alLLare/cyvcTLa^  ov   <VLV6TaL^*lf%£ 

t  ver."  14 

ovv  ra 

™»    &   ok,17m4? 

t  ver.  14 

u  ch.  vm  4.  \er  19     Acts  xxii.  12  al.  v  here  only  t.  see  3  Kings  xvin  28.  w  absol..  =  Mark  m 
29  (Luke  iv.  19  bis)  only.    (ch.  x  18  al )  x  ver.  16  y  ch.  iv  11  reff  via.  5. 

Antt.  iii.  8.  6,  gives  the  following  remark- 
able account,  agreeing  with  ours  almost 

verbatim  :  MooLierfJs  5e  .  .  .  .  GK  rovalftaros 

rcav  r^Qv^vdov  TTJZ/  re  (TroK^v  rov  'Aapca- 
vos  Kal  avrbv  cr^v  rots  iraidlv  tyfaivev, 
....  eirl  pep  ovv  yjuepas  €irra  rovrov  rhv 
rpdirov  avrovs  re  Kal  ras  crro\c(,$  eflepa- 
ireve,  ri\v  re  cnc7)V7]V  Kal  ra  Trepl  aurfyv 

re 

yivrtov  Kad*  eKacrryv 
yevos.  In  Levit.  viii.  30,  from  which  the 
account  of  anointing  Aaron  and  his  sons  is 
taken,  distinct  mention  is  made  of  sprink- 

ling on  thorn,  and  on  their  garments,  the 
blood  which  was  on  the  altar.  It  was  a 
natural  addition,  to  extend  that  sprinkling 
to  the  tabernacle  and  its  vessels:  especially 
as  (Levit.  ver.  15)  the  altar  was  already 
to  be  touched  with  the  blood.  Plrilo,  Vita 

Mos.  iii.  18,  vol.  ii.  p.  158,  cited  by  Carp- 
zov  and  others  as  asserting  the  same  as 
Dur  text,  does  not  do  so,  as  Bleek  has 
pointed  out.  He  merely  exactly  reproduces 
the  directions  of  Levit.  viii.  10,  30), 
^22.]  and  almost  (one  may  say  that)  (the 
ffxe86i>  belongs,  not  to  the  irdvra,  nor  to 
the  Iv  aifxari  (Bengel,  Bohme),  nor  to  the 
Kadapiijerat  (as  Chrys.,  CEc.,  Till,  SI&T/ 
rb  crx*3bi/  wposed'nKe  ;  3i6ri  t-KelVa  ou/c  ̂ v 
KaOap  iff  fibs  r  eke  LOS),  but  to  the  whole 
assertion,  Iv  atjjuxTi  ircxvTa  KadapC^erai, 

Kal  xwP*ts  atV-  K.r.\.  In  the  two  other 
places  where  crxeSov  is  used  in  the  N.  T. 
(reff,  :  both,  observe,  in  St.  Luke),  it  is 
closely  joined  with  iras)  in  blood  all 
things  are  purified  (there  is  a  combination 
throughout  of  the  ideas  of  the  inheritance 
by  testament,  whereof  the  death  is  a  con- 

dition, and  the  purification  by  covenant, 
whereof  the  death  is  the  efficient  cause. 
The  combination  is  not  a  rhetorical  figure 
in  the  mind  of  the  Writer,  but  a  deep 
truth  in  the  verity  of  God.  The  same 
Death  which  purifies  us  from  guilt,  makes 
us  partakers  of  the  kingdom  of  glory  :  the 
same  Blood  which  cleanses  us  from  sin, 
seals  the  testament  of  our  inheritance. 
The  fact  that  almost  in  all  cases  the  law 

purified  by  blood,  provides  for  such  excep- 
tions as  Exod.  xix.  30:  Levit.  xv.  5  ff.; 

xvi.  26,  28;  xxii.  6:  Num.  xxxi.  22  —  24) 
according  to  the  law  (i.  e.  receive  legal 
purification),  and  (crx^^v  still  rules  the 
sentence  :  see  above)  apart  from  shedding 
of  blood  (aifxaTCK^-ucria  seems  to  be  a  word 

coined  by  the  sacred  Writer  to  express  his 
meaning.  There  has  been  a  question,  whe- 

ther it  imports  the  shedding  of  blood  in 
the  slaughter  of  the  victims,  or  the  pour- 

ing out  of  the  blood  at  the  foot  of  the  al- 
tar, so  often  enjoined  in  the  ordinances  of 

legal  sacrifice.  On  this  question  I  give  the 
substance  of  Delitzsch's  remarks.  "For 
the  second  of  these  meanings  it  may  be 
alleged,  1.  that  the  mere  shedding  of  blood 
(nicprnp)  is  an  expression  in  the  0.  T.  ritual 
by  no  means  confined  to  sacrificial  rites 
properly  so  called,  in  which  the  catching 
of  the  blood  by  the  priest  is  the  first  step  : 
2.  that  €KX^€LV  rb  aTjua  (rrapa  or  eirl  vfy 
jSdartv  rou  Qvcriaerrrjpiov)  is  the  ordinary 
LXX  expression  for  the  usual  nrr'DUJ 

(pouring  out  of  the  blood)  in  sin-offerings, 
while  for  the  usual  npjni  (sprinkling)  in. 

expiatory,  peace,  and  whole  burnt-offerings 
we  have  usually  TrposxeW  rb  al^ot.  (eVl  or 

trpbs  rb  OvviaffTripiQv}, — once  7reptx6/ett/> 2  Chron.  xxix.  22,  once  at  least  i/cxeet^, 
4  Kings  xvi.  15  Ed-vat.  (irposx«  AB),  and 
once  TrpossKxttW)  Exod.  xxix.  16  Aid. 

(7rpo?x-AB)  ....  But  still  it  is  to  me  more 
probable  that  the  Writer  here  has  the 
shedding  of  blood  in  mind.  It  would  not 
by  any  means  follow,  that  he  treats  this 
blood-shedding  as  a  propitiation.  He  does 
not  directly  call  it  the  medium  of  forgive- 

ness, he  says  only,  that  apart  from  it 
there  was  no  remission,  that  it  is  the  in- 

dispensable means  to  obtain  the  expiatory 

ferr  DU,  life's  blood   That  however 
which  determines  me  to  refer  the  afyuare/r- 

Xvcri'a  to  the  shedding  of  blood,  is  not 
entirely  the  usage,  as  Bl.,  but  the  rb  inrfp 
VJJL&V  €Kxwd/Aevoi'  of  the  institution  of 
the  Lord's  Supper  in  Luke  xxii.  20  (cf, 
xi.  50), — at  all  events  the  close  parallel  in 
word  and  in  thought  to  that.  It  is  hardly 
probable  that  the  Writer  would  mean  an 

e'/cxee/y  (-x^*17)  (&Pa  of  which  that  so 
called  on  Christ's  part  is  not  the  antitype ; 
not  to  say  that  since  ver.  13,  al/xa  and 
Qdvaros  have  been  ideas  most  closely  con- 

nected." See  this  followed  out  much 

further  in  Delitzsch's  note)  there  cometh 
not  (taketh  not  place)  remission  (viz. 
a/Aapri&v :  an  expression  occurring  eight 
times  in  St.  Luke  and  the  Acts  to  once  in 
St.  Matt,  and  twice  in  St.  Mark.  As  to 
the  fact,  Levit.  xvii.  11  sufficiently  proves 
it :  and  the  Habbis  deduced  from  that  pas- 
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sage  an  axiom  almost  verbatim  the  same  as 

our  text:  DTO  Nb«  rnD3  f»N,  **non  est  ex- 
piatio  nisi  per  sanguinem."  The  case  of 
the  poor  man,  who  cannot  afford  the  animal 
victim,  Levit.  v.  11 — 13,  which  seems  to 
present  an  exception  and  to  justify  the  ap- 

plication of  the  <rx^^v  to  this  clause,  is  not 
counted  as  one  by  Delitzsch,  but  as  merely 
a  negative  expression  of  the  need  of  recon- 

ciliation. But  1  do  not  see  how  this  can 
be  said  :  see  ver.  13  there).  23.]  There 

(was)  (more  probably  than  '  is,9  seeing  that 
he  was  before  speaking,  not  of  the  renewed 
cleansing  year  by  year,  but  of  the  solemn 
inauguration  :  and  much  more,  now  that 
he  is  coming  to  speak  of  the  heavenly 
sanctuary,  must  he  be  asserting  a  necessity 
not  of  continually  renewed  cleansing,  but 
of  a  past  one,  once  for  all)  necessity  there- 

fore (this  first  inference  follows  from  the 
facts  just  mentioned :  and  is  introduced 
only  to  lead  the  way  to  the  second,  •avra 
5e  /C.T.X.,  which  itself  is  a  conclusion  from 
the  analogy  between  type  and  antitype,  and 

is  the  converse  of  the  e  a  fortiori  *  propo- 
sition of  vv.  13, 14)  that  the  delineations 

not,  "patterns  :y>  at  least  not  in  the  pre- 
sent acceptation  of  that  word.  The  hea- 
venly things  themselves  would  be  the  pat- 

terns, or  antitypes.  See  on  ch.  viii.  5) 
of  the  things  in  the  heavens  (i.  e.  of  the 
heavenly  tabernacle  with  its  contents :  see 
below)  should  be  purified  (for  the  eyKai- 
vtfav  was  in  fact  not  only  an  inauguration, 
but  a  purification  likewise:  and  the  proposi- 

tion of  ver.  22, — *  wherever  there  is  &0eo*is:, 
there  is  aiparetcxvcria,* — will  bear  convert- 

ing,— wherever  there  is  a  sprinkling  with 
blood,  there  is  remission,  and  consequently, 
puri  fication)  with  these  (i.  e.  not  the  various 
purifications  mentioned  up  to  this  time,  the 
ashes  of  the  red  heifer  included,  as  Liineni., 
ill. ;  for  these  last  were  never  used  to  purify 
the  tabernacle  or  its  vessels :  nor  again, 

'*  blood  and  the  like,"  e.  g.  the  oil  which 
was  used  with  it,  as  De  Wetfce,  al.;  for  this 
has  not  been  mentioned :  nor,  "  talibus, 
nempe  rebus  Leviticis,"  as  Bohme,  which 
is  far  too  vague.  It  is  the  blood,  and  that 
only,  which  is  meant :  the  plural  being 
used  most  probably  to  indicate  the  animals 
slain,  the  rpayoi  K.  pdax01))  ̂ u^  the 
heavenly  things  themselves  (i.  e.  heaven 
and  the  things  therein :  cf.  els  avrlw  r^v 
ovpav6v  in  the  next  verse,  of  which  Bleek 
well  remarks,  that  the  junction  to  this  by 
yap  can  only  then  be  valid  when  those 
words  refer  to  the  same  as  our  avra  ra 
eirovpdvia.  But  it  has  appeared  difficult  to 
Commentators  to  understand,  how  heaven 

,,  avra  8e  ra  z  eirovpdvia  *ch,iu.  i 

itself  should  need  this  cleansing.  Conse- 
quently various  expedients  have  been 

adopted :  and  various  meanings  given, 
either  to  ra  eirovpdi/ia  or  to  the  verb. 
Luther,  Calv.,  Beza,  Grot,,  Le  Clerc, 
Ebrard,  Ltinem.,  al.  (not  Bleek,  as  Ebr.) 
would  understand  Ka6api^€a-6ai  to  be  ap. 
plied  only  by  zeugma  to  the  second  member 
of  our  sentence,  and  would  get  out  of  it 

the  idea  HyKatvt^ecrQai,  or  "  aditum  pati," 
or  something  of  the  kind.  But  to  this  we 
may  answer,  with  Delitzsch.,  that  every 
kind  of  inauguration,  or  patefaction,  passed 
upon  the  heavenly  things  themselves  by 
means  of  blood,  must  mean  an  inauguration 
or  patefaction  by  means  of  propitiatory 
purification  :  so  that  the  difficulty  remains 
where  it  was.  Ttios.  Aquinas  ("Mundantur 
coelestia,  quatenus  homines  mundantur  a 

peccatis "),  Bengcl  ("  i.  e.  usus  redditus 
sanctus  respectu  nostri "),  Tholuck,  al. 
understand  it  of  our  being  purified  to 
inherit  or  enter  heaven :  which  Delitzsch 

properly  calls,  after  the  difference  which 
has  been  already  in  the  text  indicated  be- 

tween the  purification  of  person  and  of  the 

tabernacle,  a  precarious  'quid  pro  quo.5 
Still  less  can  we  accept  the  interpretations 
given  in  the  ancient  expositors,  e.  g. 
Chrys.  (avra  ra  eirovpdvLa,  Tovrecrn  r\)V 

tyiXocrofyiav  TTjv  Trap*  7)f£v,  rovs  l/ce?  /ce- 
K\rjfji,4vov$)9  CEc.  (rovrecrri,  ra  TTJS  v4a$  (8xa- 
0^/«7$)),  Thdrt.  (pvpdvLa  Be  ra  irvev^arLHa 
K€K\r)KeVy  oT$  7)  €KK\y(r(a  KaOaiperai).,  ThL 

(rovrecrrt.,  ra  rys  €KK\rja"las  ra  rj/jierepa)  : 
so  also  Primasius,  Ay  mo,  Psuedo-Anselm. 
See  this  view  well  met  in  Justiniani. 
More  literally,  some  have  interpreted 
it  with  a  view  to  the  expulsion  of  Satan 
from  heaven  spoken  of  Luke  x.  18 :  John 
xii.  31,  and  especially  Rev.  xii.  7 — 9  : 
see  also  our  ch.  ii.  14.  So  Akersloot,  and 

Bleek.  But  this  does  not  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  case.  There  would  thus  be 

no  cloansing,  as  far  as  the  relations  of  God 
and  men  are  concerned :  none,  to  which 
the  propitiatory  eifect  of  blood  would 
in  any  way  apply.  We  must  therefore 
rest  in  the  plain  and  literal  sense  :  that  the 
heaven  itself  needed^  and  obtained,  puri- 

fication by  the  atoning  blood  of  Christ. 
And  if  we  enquire  how  this  could  be,  we 
may  find  an  answer  in  reflecting  on  the 

consequence  of  man's  sin  on  the  mind  and 
aspect  of  God  towards  him.  That  un- 

clouded benignity  wherewith  the  Creator 
contemplated  his  creation,  Gen.  i.  31,  had 
become  overcast  by  the  divine  anger  on 
nccount  of  sin,  but  was  again  restored  by 
Him  in  whom  the  Father  euS^/ojo^K,  the 
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darkness  being  by  His  blood  turned  into 
light,  the  frown  into  an  eternal  smile. 
So  Delitzsch  beautifully :  "  If  I  see  aright, 
the  meaning  of  the  Writer  is,  in  its  ground 
thought,  this :  the  supernal  holiest  place, 
i.  e.,  as  ver.  24  shews,  avrbs  6  ovpav6$, 
the  uncreated  eternal  heaven  of  God, 
although  in  itself  untroubled  light,  yet 
needed  a  Ka6apif€(r9ai  in  so  far  as  the  light 
of  Love  towards  man  was,  so  to  speak,  out- 
flared  and  obscured  by  the  fire  of  wrath 

against  sinful  man;  and  the  heavenly  taber- 
nacle, i.  e.  the  place  of  God's  revealing  of 

His  majesty  and  grace  for  angels  and  men, 
needed  a  Ka0api£e<r6cu.,  in  so  far  as  men 
had  rendered  this  place,  which  was  destined 
for  them  from  the  beginning,  unapproach- 

able by  reason  of  their  sin,  and  so  it  must 
be  changed  into  an  approachable  place  of 

manifestation  of  a  God  gracious  to  men>J) 
with  sacrifices  (categoric  plural  of  an  ab- 

stract proposition  :  not  therefore  implying 
that  the  sacrifice  was  repeated :  applicable 
in  its  reality,  only  to  the  one  Sacrifice  of  the 
body  of  Christ  once  for  all,  and  most  em- 

phatically designating  that  as  a  sacrifice) 
better  than  (see  on  ch,  i.  4)  these. 

24  ]  He  now  reasserts,  under  the 
fuller  light  which  has  since  been  cast 
upon  it,  that  which  was  enounced  in  v\ , 
11,  12,  and  by  it  shews  at  what  the 
word  tirovpdvLa,  above  pointed.  In  fact, 
as  Delitzsch  observes,  the  proposition  of 
vv.  11,  12,  has  been  in  course  of  eluci- 

dation ever  since  :  in  vv.  13,  14  he  ex- 
plained 5ta  rov  iSlov  ai/JLaros,  in  vv.  15 

- — 23  the  apx*epei?y  r&v  fj,e\x6vruv  ctya- 
0a>*/,  and  now  the  €i$y\&ei'  e(f>dira£  els  ra 
ayta.  For  (resumption  of  rcfc  eirovpavia 
above)  not  into  holy  places  made  with, 
hands  (such  as  those  into  which  the  Jewish 
high  priests  entered :  see  above,  ver.  11 : 
and  the  two  expressions  Acts  vii.  48 ;  xvii. 
24)  did  Christ  enter,  counterfeits  of  the 
true  (holy  places)  (avrCruTros,  corre- 

spondent to  the  TVTTOS;  either,  as  in  this 
case,  copies  from  a  pattern,  viz.  the  TVTTOJ 
shewn  in  the  mount,  however  understood, 

ch.  viii.  5,  also  Rom.  v.  14,  #$•  (JA5c{/i) 
fort  rviros  rov  ̂ \\OVTOS, — or  the  reality 
corresponding  to  a  previously  shewn  figure 
(ri5iros),  as  baptism  in  ref.  1  Pet.,  where 
Baptism  is  the  avrirwoy  to  the  flood  of 

Noah  :  and  which  latter  is  our  more  usual 

English  sense  of  antitype.  The  ancients 
mostly  take  avrirvira  here  as  =  TVTTOVS, 
So  Chrys.,  ThL  (roureV-n,  rov  ovpavov 
^iffav  TV-IT  os),  not  (Ec.,  Jac.  Cappellus, 
Schlicht.,  al.  A  copious  collection  of  the 
senses  and  examples  of  avriTviros  may 
be  found  in  Suicer,  sub  voce.  The  Sacra- 
inents  were  often  designated  by  this  epi- 

thet, as  representing  to  us  Christ  :  and  in- 
deed Baptism  in  both  the  senses  here  given  : 

thus  Csesarius,  Qusest.  Ult.  p.  208  (cited  by 
Suicer,  but  not  to  be  found  in  Edn,  Migne), 
calls  Baptism  avrirvirov  of  Circumcision  ; 
while  Cyril-jerus,,  Catech.  xx.  6,  p.  313, 
calls  it  rwf  rov  xpl<*TQv  ifaQri^dr^v  at/ri- 
rvirov.  Several  of  the  Fathers  speak  of  the 
Eucharistic  elements  as  avrlrvira  rov  aytov 

true,  genuine  holy  places  are  those  in 

heaven,  where  God's  presence  is  manifested. 
See  below),  hut  into  the  heaven  itself 
(CWTOS  6  ovpavos,  —  none  of  the  ovpavol,  all 
of  which  the  Lord  8ieA^Av0ej/,  ch.iv.  14,  — 
but  the  very  holiest  place,  where  God  pecu- 

liarly reveals  Himself,  and  which  is  un- 
created. Delitzsch  quotes  from  Seb. 

Schmidt,  '*  Ccelum  in  quod  Christus  in- 
gressus  est,  non  est  ipsum  coelum  creatum, 
quodcunque  fuerit,  sed  est  ccelum  in  quo 
Deus  est  etiara  quando  coelum  creatum 

nullum  est,  —  ipsa  gloria  divina."  Hence 
what  follows),  now  (in  the  present  dis- 

pensation: almost  ==  henceforth.  It  is 

an  anticipation  of  the  ovtf  *faa  iro\\d,Ki$ 
/C.T.X.  of  the  next  verse)  to  he  manifested 
(•first,  as  to  the  tense.  Hofmann,  Schriftb. 
ii.  1.  368,  says  that  the  aorist  forbids  the 
enduring  *e  henceforth  "  sense  of  vvv.  But 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  is  wrong. 

The  infinitive  of  'purpose  is  often  expressed 
in  the  aorist  when  duration  is  distinctly 
implied,  but,  I  believe,  only  in  those  cases 
where  the  commencement  of  the  fulfilment 
of  the  purpose  is  contemporaneous  with  the 
act  narrated  whereby  the  purpose  is  to  be 

served  :  so  elsyXdw  rov  iMsivai  o~vv  avroTy, 
Luke  xxiv.  29  :  fo  Kareffryo'ev  6  vvpios  €7rl 
rrjs  OLKt-relois  auroC,  rov  Sovvcu  aurots 
r^t/  rpoty'hv,  Matt.  xxiv.  45,  —in  these 
cases  the  ̂ eveiv  and  the  8i8<fmi,  as  here 
the  €fji(f>aviC€<r6ai,  beginning  with  the  act 
related.  It  is  obvious  that  these  remarks 
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apply  only  to  cases  where  an  enduring 
course  of  action  is  described :  in  other  cases 
the  aorist  would  be  accounted  for  in  other 

ways.  Next,  as  to  the  peculiar  pro- 
priety of  the  word  e/m<j>avia-Grjyat.  It  will 

be  seen  by  reff.,  that  it  is  one  found 
mostly  in  St.  Luke  (Acts).  It  is  there 
principally  in  the  sense  of  making  mani- 

fest, giving  information  :  in  ref .  Matt,  it 
is  used  of  the  bodies  of  the  saints  appear- 

ing to  many :  and  in  reff.  John,  of  Jesus 
manifesting  himself  to  his  people.  But 
the  key-text  to  the  understanding  of  it 
here  is  ref.  Exod.  o$9v\va.i>  not  ejuLQavta-- 
QTJJ/CU,  is  the  word  commonly  used  for  the 
divine  appearances :  but  Moses  desired  to 
advance  beyond  the  mere  en//ts-  of  God, 
and  prayed  ̂ ^dvicrSv  (JLOI  creavTAv.  This, 
which  might  not  be  granted  to  Moses 
(nor  to  any  man,  cf.  Levit.  xvi.  13) — this 
open  sight  of  God,  is  that  which  takes 
place  between  the  Father  and  the  Son. 
"None  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father." 

There  is  no  veil  hiding  the  Father's  face 
from  the  Son:  so  completely  does  this 
e/x^avicTyurfj  take  place,  that  he  is  the 
perfect  image  of  the  Father :  "  He  that 
hath  seen  me  hath  seen  the  Father :" 
"No  man  knoweth  the  Father  but  the 
Son  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  will  reveal 

Him/*  The  Commentators  refer  to  a  trea- 

tise of  Dey ling's,  "  Jesu  Christi  fatyavur^s 
in  conspectu  Dei,"  Lips.  1722,  which  I  have 
not  seen)  to  (before)  the  face  of  God  (see 
Rev.  xxii.  4,  where  it  is  said  that  the  ser- 

vants of  God  shall  see  rb  TrpAswirov  avrov. 
Commonly  (see  reff.)  it  is  rb  irp6s<airov 
(rov)  Kvpiov.  See  Stier  here)  for  us  (this 
is  the  intent  of  His  entrance  into  the 

heavenly  sanctuary,  to  appear  and  to  plead 
for  us  :  see  ch.  vii.  25.  "  He  brings  before 
the  face  of  God  no  offering  which  has  ex- 

hausted itself  and,  as  only  sufficing  for  a 
time,  needs  renewal ;  but  He  himself  is  in 
person  our  offering,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
eternal  Spirit,  i.  e.  of  the  imperishable  life 
of  His  person,  now  for  ever  freed  from 
death,  our  eternally  present  offering  before 
God."  Delitzsch)  :  25—28.]  In  ver. 
24,  His  having  entered  into  a  mere  typical 
sanctuary  was  denied:  now  it  is  denied, 
that  His  sacrifice  needs,  as  those  others 

did,  to  be  repeated  continually.  25.] 
nor  yet  (CEc.  adds,  a-n-b  KOLVOV  ̂ TTTCO^, — 
elsTJhdei'  eis  rbv  ovpav6v)  that  He  may  (i,  e. 
with  this  intent,  to)  oftentimes  offer  Him- 

self (before  God  in  the  holiest  place  :  con- 
tinue, as  those  high  priests,  year  by  year 

coming  in  before  the  face  of  God  in  His 
sanctuary.  This  irpos(p4p€tv  laurcJv  is  not 

to  be  understood  of  Christ's  death,  nor  con. 
founded,  as  Owen,  ThoL,  De  Wette,  Ebrard, 
Liinem.,  and  many  others  have  done,  with 
7ra0eo/  below:  see  there),  just  as  (in  a 
manner  corresponding  to,  that  which  fol- 

lows. &$  iT€p,  as  '6s  7re/>,  ft(ros  Trep,  and  other 
words  lengthened  by  ?rep  (arepf),  implies  a 
thorough  similitude  as  far  as  the  thing 
compared  goes:  Hartung  (i.  340)  illus- 

trates such  words  by  the  obsolete  German 
adverbs  attbcu  attt)tcr/  allwo:  cf,  Judg. 
ix,  53,  **  and  allto  brake  his  skull ")  the 
(Jewish)  higa  priest  enters  into  the  holy 
(holiest)  place  year  by  year  with.  (4v,  not 
instrumental,  but  elemental :  he  enters, 
furnished  with,  as  it  were  clad  with,  that 

which  follows.  We  use  our  *  in '  of  even 
the  lesser  articles  of  personal  wear  in  a 

similar  sense :  *  a  man  in  spectacles 3)  blood 
of  others  (i.  e.  "not  his  own,"  as  Syr., 
which  is  an  important  point  of  contrast 
with  Christ :  see  this  brought  in  in  the  ar- 

gumentation below)  :  26.]  since  (in  that 
case)  it  were  necessary  (no  2b>,  which  we 
should  naturally  expect:  but  the  indicative 
is  in  fact  dependent  on  and  included  in  the 

hypothesis  just  made :  "  posito,  eum  ita 
coelum  intrasse,  ut  ssepius  seipsum  offerret, 
necesse  erat .  . :"  see  1  Cor.  v.  10 ;  vii.  14: 
Rom.  xi.  6:  Winer,  edii.  6,  §  41,  a.  2) 
that  He  should  oftentimes  suffer  (not, 

*'  have  suffered, "  as  E.  V. ;  by  edei  we  are 
already  carried  back  to  a  time  antecedent 
to  the  supposed  repeated  acts  indicated  by 
iraQeiv,  and  therefore  do  not  need  another 
carrying  back  in  time.  Notice,  as  against 
the  Commentators  mentioned  above  under 

tjrposd>4p€Lv  ea,vr6v,  and  others,  that  this 
<iraO€tv  is  here  not  equivalent  to  that 
irpos(f>4pGLv,  but  is  emphatically  placed  as 
a  new  necessity,  involved  in  that;  the 
TToAAa/cts  being  common  to  both :  the 

iro\\oLKis  7rpos<J>e'p€ti/  necessitated  the  TTQ\- 
Trade??,  If  Christ's  view  in  entering 
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A[P]K  17  [coptt.  ajuapriwv  Di-gr  Augx  (Origj)]. 

ins  r??s  bef 

heaven  was,  to  offer,  present,  himself 
often  to  God,  then,  as  a  condition  of  that 
frequent  presentation,  there  would  be  an 
antecedent  necessity  for  Him  to  suffer 
often :  because  that  self-presentation  is  in 
fact  the  bringing  in  before  God  of  the 
Blood  of  that  his  suffering :  and  if  the  one 
was  to  he  renewed,  so  must  the  other  be 
likewise.  So  that  the  meaning  is  not, 
that  Christ  must  again  and  again  have 
descended  on  earth  and  died.  To  such  a 
descent  there  is  no  allusion,  as  there  is 
none  to  a  renewed  entrance  into  the  ayia 
in  heaven.  That  entrance  Christ  has 

effected  once  for  all :  this  lies,  as  a  '  fait 
accompli/  at  the  ground  of  the  hypothesis. 
But  the  rejected  hypothesis  is,  that  once 

"being  in  the  celestial  ay*a,  Christ  intended to  renew  often  his  oblation  of  Himself. 
And  in  that  case,  says  our  Writer,  it 
would  be  necessary  that  he  should  often 
suffer,  often  die :  because  each  such 
oblation  necessitated  as  its  condition  a 
corresponding  iraQsiv.  When,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Jewish  high  priests,  the  afjiia 
was  a\\6rpioi',  such  repetition  was  possible 
(see  Levit.  xvi.  14,  15) :  but  not  so,  when 
the  blood  was  r&  ISiov.  Thus,  in  the  main, 
Delitzsch ;  and  Hofmann,  Schriftb.  ii. 
1.  311.  Cf.  also  ThL,  eVei,  e!  e,ueAAe, 
<prj(riv3  7roAAa/ay  TrpossveyKetv,  eSet  aurbif 
Kal  TTO\\CLKI$  ctTToQaveiv,  8<A  rb  rb  tfiLOV 
afjiia  ocjfeefAeiy  irposdyeiv)  since  tlie  foun- 

dation of  the  world  (why  this  addition  ? 
Not,  as  often  understood,  e.  g.  by  Bengel 
("  pro  peccatis  ab  initio  mundi  coin- 
missis  "),  Bdhme,  Thol.,  Bleek,  De  Wette, 
Ltinem.,  so  as  to  bring  under  the  merits 
of  the  Suffering,  all  the  sins  of  mankind 
past  as  well  as  future, — which  thought, 
arising  from  the  erroneous  view  of  a 
frequently-repeated  entrance  into  heaven 
being  supposed,  has  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  argument :  but,  inasmuch 

as  the  theatre  of  Christ's  sufferings  is 
of  necessity  this  present  world,  pointing 
out  that  those  supposed  repeated  sufferings 
must  necessarily  in  that  case  take  place 
within  the  temporal  limits  indicated  by 
a.7r2>  /cara^oATjs-  K^cr^ov  :  that  such  suffer- 

ings would  be  spread  over  the  space  of  time 
from  the  wara^oA^  /c^o-juov  till  He  entered 
into  the  presence  of  God,  each  oblation 
of  Himself  there  being  the  sequel  of,  and 
conditioned  by,  one  such  Tra.6eiv  since  the 

world  has  been.  I  may  mention,  that  no 
parenthesis  is  here  admissible.  The  words 
lire!  ....  Kocrfxou  are  strictly  and  indis- 

pensably a  link  in  the  argument) :  now, 

however  (vvvt,  not  temporal,  but  =  e  ut 
res  se  habent'),  once  (for  all,  without 
need  of  renewal)  at  (as  close  upon,  put  in 

immediate  contiguity  with,  '  sub  iineni 
mundi :'  see  Winer,  edn.  6,  §  48,  c  :  super- 

imposed, as  an  event,  on  its  period  as  a 
substratum  :  see  above  on  ver.  15)  the  end 
of  the  ages  of  time  (i.  e.  when  the  whole 
period  above  indicated  by  cbr&  KCIT a/3 0X77 s 
K<$<rfjLov  is  gathered  up  and  brought  to  an 
end.  Between  the  first  and  second  coming 
of  Christ,  the  N.  T.  Scriptures  know  of  no 
intermediate  interposition  of  the  divine 
dealings  with  men :  in  Him  we  areTeActoi, 
and  at  His  appearing,  our  ai&ves  had  their 
o-vvre\€ia.  All  these  centuries  which  have 
been  since,  are  merely  the  lengthening  out 
of  the  time  in  the  mercy  of  God.  The  first 
Christians  universally  spoke  of  the  second 
coming  of  the  Lord  as  close  at  hand,  as 
indeed  it  ever  was  and  is  :  the  crtnorrd  are 

reflu^eVa,  and  all  is  ready:  but  the  long- 
suffering  of  God  waits  while  the  guests  are 
being  gathered  in  :  or,  in  the  other  view  of 
His  coming,  while  the  ark  is  a  preparing) 
hath.  He  been  manifested  (viz.  at  His  first 
coming  in  our  flesh :  the  (pavepcacns  ei> 
a-apid,  spoken  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16 :  1  Pet.  i.  20. 
On  tlie  other  meaning  given,  see  below) 
for  the  putting  away  of  sin  (on  dBeVqcris 
see  ch.  vii.  18  note  :  putting  away,  i.  e.  ab^ 
rogation,  "quse  fit,  quum  peccato  omnis 
vis  et  potestas  adhnitur.  Quod  dupliciter 
factum  est :  turn  quatenus  nullam  vim 
liabet  ad  homines  condemnandos :  turn 
quatenus  vim  non  habet  ad  eosdem  sub 
jugo  suo  retinendos.  XJtrumque  enim  ut 
fieret,  Christus  apparuit :  turn  ut  homines 
a  peccatorum  reatu  et  pcenis,  turn  ut  eos- 

dem ab  ipsis  peccatis  liberaret."  Schlich- 
ting)  by  means  of  His  sacrifice  (i.  e.  m 
the  sense,  *  the  sacrifice  of  Himself/  but 

not  here  so  expressed  :* had  the  Writer  in- tended avrov  to  express  eavrov,  he  would 
have  so  written  it,  as  in  ver.  25. 

By  very  many  expositors,  the  construc- 
tion of  this  verse  is  differently  taken. 

Some  understand  ire^ave'pcimu.  of  His 
appearance  before  God — the  tyipavicr^s 
above  mentioned.  So  Jac.  Cappellus, 
Grot.,  Heinrichs,  Schulz,  al.  But  this 
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cannot  be  for  a  moment  maintained.  The 
analogy  of  the  reff.  is  wholly  against  it, 
and  so  is  the  e/c  Seurepou  6<f)drjo~eTaL  below: 
not  to  mention  that  had  it  been  so,  we 
should  certainly  have  had  GV^TTLOV  TOV 
0eo u,  or  some  such  qualification,  added. 
But  more,  keeping  the  right  sense  of  ?re- 
fyavcpcarat,  join  5ia  TTJS  6vcria$  avrov 
with  it.  So  a  gloss  in  CEc. :  $m  rrjs  Qvcria.s 
Tre^cwepctfrat,  TOUT€(TTII/,  ^uer^  TTJS  crap/cby 
ev  TC£  K6ff^ :  so  Bohine,  Tholuck,  al. 
But  none  of  the  passages  whereby  this  is 
defended,  is  applicable  :  neither  vv.  12, 14 
(5ia),  nor  Rom.  ii.  27 :  1  John  v.  6 :  and 
for  this  reason,  that  Ova-la,  as  Delitzsch  ob- 

serves, is  not  a  continuing  state,  nor  an  ac- 
companying circumstance,  but  an  act,  by 

which  &06T7jcris  apaprias,  the  scope  of  the 
whole,  is  brought  about).  27,  28.]  It 
is  shewn  by  a  comparison  with  our  human 
lot  in  general,  of  which  Christ,  Himself 
man,  is  partaker,  that  this  often  suffering 
(dying)  and  often  offering  Himself,  has  no 
place :  that  as  in  our  case,  we  die  once 
only,  and  after  that  comes  the  judgment, 
for  us  who  are  to  be  judged,  so  for  Him 
there  was  one  death  from  sin,  and  after 
that  no  repetition  of  it,  but  the  judgment, 
for  Him  who  is  to  judge.  But  in  this  latter 
member  of  the  comparison,  the  bright  and 
saving  side  only  is  put  forward  (see  below) : 
it  is  not  said  he  shall  appear  to  judge  the 
toorld,  but  He  shall  appear  toithout  sin 
(and  therefore  with  no  more  purpose  to  ex- 

piate sin)  to  them  that  ivaitfor  Him,  unto 
salvation :  these  last  words  carrying  with 
them  a  hortatory  force,  that  the  readers 
might  thus  wait  for  Him.  27.]  And 
inasmuch  as  (not  =  KaQ&s,  but  bearing 
with  it  not  only  a  comparative,  but  also 
a  ratiocmative  force,  seeing  that  Christ  is 
not  only  a  Jit  object  of  comparison  with 
man,  but  is  man)  it  is  appointed  (airo- 
KCLTOU  properly  of  things  laid  aside  for 
future  use :  hence,  of  those  things  which 
are  laid  up  as  our  appointed  lot  by  a  higher 
Power :  so  Plato,  Locr.  p.  104  D,  KoXdveis 

aTrapatTTjrot  aW/cefi/Tcu  Svsfialfj.oa'i  vcp~ 
Tepois :  Dion.  Hal.  v.  8,  Hera  rots  xaKovp- 
70*3-  a7r<faeiTcu  iraBetvi  see  reff,  and  many 
other  examples  in  Bleek)  to  men  (all 
men  :  TOIS  generic)  once  (and  no  more)  to 
die  (see  numerous  illustrations  of  the  sen- 

timent from  the  classical  authors  in  Wet- 
stein),  and  after  that,  judgment  (not  ne- 

cessarily here  to  be  taken  on  its  unfavour- 
able side :  the  word  is  perfectly  general, 

and  anarthrous :  nor  is  there,  as  Bohme 

imagined,  any  opposition  between  TQIS  O.P- 
6pc&Troi$  here  and  TO?S  a.TTGKi5exotJL*l/0iS 
avr6v  below.  Such  opposition  indeed 
would  mar  the  whole  context,  which  has  a 
totally  different  object,  and  deals  with  the 
general  and  inevitable  fate  of  all  men  in- 

discriminately. Nor  again  must  the  ques- 
tion, whether  judgment  is  spoken  of  as 

immediately  to  follow  death,  or  after  an 
interval,  be  imported  into  the  consideration 
of  the  text.  The  indefinite  JJICTO-  TOIJTO 
does  not  admit  of  any  such  question  being 
raised.  Next  to  death,  with  no  more  like 
events  bet  ween,  comes  judgment:  this  is  the 
fact  contemplated — the  appointed  destiny 
of  man,  according  to  which  that  of  the  man 
Christ  Jesus  also,  as  far  as  it  is  applicable 
to  Him,  is  apportioned)  :  28.]  so  also 
the  Christ  (not  xpicr>r^>  anarthrous,  which 
would  seem  to  point  to  some  one  con- 

trasted with,  or  at  all  events  merely  com- 
pared with,  oi  £v6pcairoi:  but  6  xPl<rr^s> 

that  man  who  was  God's  Christ — the 
Christ,  it  being  plain  and  palpable  to  all 
that  6  xp'o-rJs  belongs  to  the  category  ot 
£vQpa>Troi.  Cf.  the  anarthrous  xptcrr^y 
in  ver.  24,  where  the  case  is  different)  once  > 

(for  all)  having  "been  offered  (not  =  *  hav- 
ing  offered  himself :'  for  it  might  well  htive 
been  irposeveyifas  eavr6v.  The  form  and 
the  meaning  are  both  passive;  and  the 
reason  of  this  is  I  believe  to  be  found  in  the 
fact  that  it  is  in  this  verse  not  so  much 

the  agency,  as  the  destiny  of  Christ,  that  is 
spoken  of;  that  which,  though  the  expres- 

sion itself  is  avoided  with  regard  to  Him, 
aW/cetrat  for  Him  as  for  us.  And  this 
consideration  removes  from  us  all  necessity 
of  supplying  an  agent  for  this  irposevex®*^ 

as  iffy*  eavTov  (Chrys.)  or  UTT&  TOV  0eov 
(al.),  which  as  Delitzsch  remarks  would  not 
be  correct ;  Christ  might  be  SoOels  or  Trapa- 
Soflcijr  v-rrb  TOV  6eov,  but  not  7rpose3/6%- 
6els,  Nor  would  viro  TCOV  av&pt^ircov  ex- 

press the  right  agency ;  for  it  was  no  con- 
scious act  of  mankind,  willing  its  sin  to  fee 

atoned  for,  that  offered  up  Christ :  but  if 
an  agent  must  be  supplied,  it  would  be  ==: 
5m  irv^v/jLaTos  alwviov  as  in  ver.  14, — the 
divine  submission  of  our  Lord  subjecting 
Himself  to  the  external  force  which  was 

exerted  against  Him, — that  force  being  in 
some  sort  the  agent,  but  not  without  His 
own  will  co-operating.  It  is  hardly  neces- 

sary to  mention,  that  the  very  terms  of  the 
context  here  necessitate  the  understanding 

this  Trpo$€V€x®yj/ai  or*  ̂ ne  death  of  Christ, 
— not  as  in  ver.  25,  where  the  context,  as 
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there  insisted,  confines  it  to  His  offering  of 
Himself  to  God  in  the  heavenly  sanctuary) 
to  bear  tlxe  sins  of  many  (a  plain  allusion 
to  rHf.  Isa.,  aurby  a^prias  TTO\\C*>V  ay- 
r]i/€jK€V :  and  here,  as  there,  importing1  the 
"  bearing,"  u  carrying  on  Himself,"  Heb. 
NXp2,  cf.  also  in  Levit.  xxiv.  15,  "  Whoso- 

ever curseth  his  God  shall  bear  (\tyerai 

LXX)  his  sin  :"  Nam.  v.  31,  "  the  woman, 
shall  bear  (A-^ercu)  her  iniquity :"  xiv. 
34,  "  each  day  for  a  year  shall  ye  bear 
(A-TjxJ'etrtfe)  your  iniquities,  even  forty 
years."  And  so  in  id.  ver.  33,  "  shall  bear 
your  whoredoms,"  where  the  LXX  have 
oLvoicrovffiv.  The  Heb.  word  may  also  have 
the  sense  of  auferre,  which  many  (e.  g. 
Luth.,  Schlicht.,  Grot.,  Limb.,  BL,  Lunem., 
Hofm.)  have  wished  to  give  it  here :  but 
not  so  ave^ey/cat.  The  sense  given  by 

Syr.,  "sacrificed  ("immolavit")  the  sins  of 
many,"  and  defended  also  by  Chrys.,  (Ec., 
Thl.»  would  introduce  a  new  and  irrelevant 
idea,  and  cannot  be  maintained ;  so  Michaelis 

also,  taking  however  a^aprta  for  a  sin- 
offering,  which  it  never  means.  Besides 
which,  it  is  here  iroXXwv  ajj,apria$9  which 
would  at  all  events  preclude  that  meaning. 
On  iroXXciv,  and  its  supposed  contrast  to 
Trctj/TO)*/  (Chrys.,  SIOL  rl  7roAA.£t>  cTire,  teal 
fji^)  TC&VTWV  ;  eVeiSfy  /x^  irdvres  ̂ tricrrev- 
crav :  so  CEc ,  Tbl.,  and  Thdrt.,  drawing 
from  it  the  inference  that  Christ  only  5i- 

c'A.i/cre  the  sin  of  believers),  see  above,  ch. 
ii.  10,  and  Scblichting's  true  distinction, 
"  Multi  non  opponuntur  h.  1.  omnibus,  sed 
tantutn  paucis."  iroXXoiv  is,  as  Del.  says, 
the  qualitative  designation  of  irdvrw. 
all  men  are  many  in  number.  There  is 
reference  in  it  to  a7ra| :  He  was  offered, 

One,  for  all  ("  Multos  uni  opponit," 
Calv.) :  and  once  for  all),  shall  appear 

(d4>0tjo"€Tttt,  the  usual  verb  of  the  appear- 
ances of  Christ  after  his  resurrection)  a 

second  time  (reff.)  without  (separate  from) 
sin  (in  order  to  understand  this,  we  must 
remember  what  it  is  that  the  Writer  is 

proving :  viz.  that  Christ's  death,  the  re- 
petition of  which  would  be  the  condition 

of  a  repeated  offering  of  Himself  in  heaven 
to  God,  admits  of  no  such  repetition.  It 
was  a  death  in  which  He  bore  the  sins  of 

many — but  He  shall  appear  the  second 
time  x<ypls  ajLtaprias,  with  110  sin  upon 
Him,  and  consequently  the  whole  work  of 

atonement  done  and  accomplished  by  that 
first  offering.  So  that  there  is  no  need  of 
any  far-fetched  explanation,  either  of  a/xap- 
rtas,  or  of  xwP^  a^u-aprta*.  We  need  not 
say  with  Storr,  that  it  is  without  an  offer- 

ing for  sin :  nor  with  Klee,  that  it  is  with- 
out punishment  of  sin :  nor  with  Bleek, 

without  meeting  with  sin  (so  Thdrt., 
TT}S  afAapTias  Kpa.rovcrr]$,  a,vr\  TOV  , 
ovtcert  e^ovcrrjy  Kara  T&V  a.vdp(^irwv 
a/juxpTias :  and  an  explanation  mentioned, 
by  (Ec.,  £K  Sevrepov  ̂ PX^IAGVOS  oi>x  tf&t 
7raA.ii/  Suck  ray  vfA&i/  a/aapr£as  o<^eiA.cojt/ 
&Tro&avsiv) :  nor  with  Ebr.,  that  He  will 
have  no  more  concern  ivith  sin  :  nor,  with 
De  Wctte,  without  contact  with  sin  :  nor, 
with  Liinem.,  free  from  all  reference  to 
sin.  As  distinguished  from  all  these,  we 
take,  with  Delitzsch  and  Hofmann,  the 
simple  sense  of  the  words,  and  apply  it  to 
the  argument  in  hand.  At  His  first  ap- 

pearance in  the  world  He  came  with  sin, 
not  in  him,  but  on  him  :  He  was  made  to 
be  ajLLaprta :  but  this  sin  has  been  once  for 
all  taken  away  by  his  bearing  it  as  our 
Sacrifice :  and  at  his  second  appearance 
HB  shall  appear  without,  having  done  with, 
separate  from,  sin.  Theodore  of  Mopsu- 
estia,  though  he  has  not  exactly  and  clearly 
struck  the  right  note,  is  yet  very  near  it> 
when  he  says,  vvv,  <f>-r)&lv,  otyQeis,  #re  rtyv 
afjLapriav  Kpasrelv  <ruj>ej3awej>,  avayKatws 
rbv  5iot  T^V  afJia,pr(ct.v  Kparovvra  Qdvarov 

I5e£aro,  Tore  5e  T97y  a/^aprfas"  a?s  ei/cbs1  XeXv- 
/uei/^s1,  aj/ay«:77  KCU  avrbv  airaOus  o((>67Jvac 
T^y^p  x^P^  afiaprtas  rovro  Aeyet,  cJrt  fj.^ 
Kparo6(TT]s  en  T-^S  dfAapTLas  o0ra>  Kal 
avrbs  e^a>  'rravrbs  avdpwtrivou  irdQovs 
o^^o-erat  r6r*)  to  them  that  wait  for 
Him  (see  reff.) — unto  (to  bring  in :  for 
the  purpose  of)  salvation  (these  last  words 
belong  to  o^^o-erat,  not,  as  Primas.,  Faber 
Stap.,  Camer.,  Wolf,  al.,  to  rots  airefc- 
Sexo^eVojy.  This  latter  notion  has  led  to 
the  curious  insertion  of  the  words  8ia 

Trio-Tews  in  A  al.  The  object  of  Christ's 
second  appearance  shall  be,  to  bring  in  sal- 

vation: this  is  the  bright  and  Christian 
side  of  His  appearing,  the  side  which  we, 
who  ought  to  be  aTre/cSex^evoi  a.vr6v, 
should  ever  look  upon.  As  Chrys.  beauti- 

fully says,  iro>y  o<f>0-f)(r*rai ;  KoXcifav, 
(pycriv,  d\\*  OVK  elirc  TOVTO,  oAAa  r6 
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QUA:  avrrjv  rrjv  m  elaova  rcov 

CLVTOV  raZ<?  aural?  Overlap  p  afc  q  Trpo^epovoriv 

aya- 

1  S7 

15.    Gen.  v, 
vi.  lOieff. 

(see  note  ) 

q  ch.  v.  1  le: 

=  ch  vi    18    xi  1 
r  ch.  vu  3 

r  TO 

o  ch.  ix.  25  icfF 

.  o.  Rom  v  14 '  GL~  m  =  2  Coi   i\ 
4     Col  i 

p  attr  ,  ch 

CnAP.  X.  1.  aft  eucnais  ins  avrcav  [P]K. 

CHAP.  X.  1—18.]  SOLEMN  CONCLU- 
SION OF  THE  ARGUMENT :  1.  Chrises 

voluntary  self -offer  ing,  as  contrasted  with 
the  yearly  offerings  of  victims  under  the 

law,  is  the  carrying  out  of  G-od's  real 
will  (vv.  1 — 10):  2.  Christ's  priestly 
service,  in  contrast  to  the  daily  repeated 
service  of  the  priests  of  the  laiu,  is  for  ever 
perfected  ly  one  High-priestly  act,  which 
has  issued  in  Mis  Kingly  exaltation  and 
ivaiting  till  His  foes  be  subdued  under  Him 

(vv.  11 — 14)  :  3.  Christ's  finished  ivork  is 
the  inauguration  of  that  new  covenant  'be- fore referred,  to,  in  ̂ ohich)  the  law  l)eing 
'Written  on  the  heart,  and  sin  put  away  and 
forgotten,  there  is  no  more  need  for  sin- 
offering  (vv.  15 — 18).  And  so,  as  De. 
litzsch  observes,  in  this  passage  the  leading 
thoughts  of  the  whole  argument  are 
brought  together  in  one  grand  finale,  just 
as  in  the  finale  of  a  piece  o£  music  all  the 
hitherto  scattered  elements  are  united  in 

an  effective  whole.  1 — 10.]  See  above. 
1.]  For  (yap  connects  with  the  whole 

passage  ch.  ix.  24 — 28  :  hitherto  has  been 

shewn  the  impossibility  of  Christ's  offering 
being  repeated  as  were  those  of  the  law  : 
now  is  to  be  shewn  its  absolute  perfection 
as  compared  with  those  of  the  law)  the  law, 
having  (as  it  has;  the  participle  has  a 
ratiocinative  force,  which  passes  on  upon 

what  follows)  a  shadow  (or,  '  the  shadow/ which  in  sense  would  be  much  the  same. 

The  putting  forward  of  the  word  to  the 
beginning  of  the  sentence  would  render  it 
anarthrous.  I  prefer,  however,  *a  shadow/ 
because  of  the  meaning  of  crtcidv,  presently 
to  be  treated  of :  see  below)  of  the  good 
things  to  come  (viz.  the  same  good  things 
of  which,  in  ch.  ix.  11,  Christ  is  said  to  be 
the  High  Priest, — which  belong  to  the 
fteXAew*/  aldv  of  ch.  vi.  5,  whose  Suj/cfyieis 
are  working  in  the  present  dispensation, 
— and  to  the  completion  of  the  otKovjuevr) 
|ueAAov<ra  of  ch.  ii.  5 :  the  good  things 
which  are  still  future  to  us  as  they  were  to 
those  under  the  law,  but  are  now  made 
sure  to  us  in  and  by  Christ),  not  the  very 
image  of  the  things  (every  representation 
of  n*X\6vT<i)v  ayaB&v  must  be  an  eiK&if, 
whether  it.  be  in  words,  or  in  types,  or  in 
any  other  method  of  representation.  The 
full  description  and  entire  revelation  of 
the  things  thus  designated  will  be  avr^  y 
eiKcai>  ruv  irpayfidrow :  which  we  possess 

rec  (for  ais)  ay,  with  CD*K[P]X  rel 

in  the  gospel  covenant :  the  very  setting- 
forth  and  form  of  the  heavenly  realities 
themselves.  So  that  the  gen.  Trpayp-arwy 

is  the  'genitivus  substantise/  as  in  Col. 
iii,  10,  rbv  GLva.i<.a.LvovfJi<:Vov  .  .  /car1  elicdva, 
rov  Krlcravros  aur6u,  and  Rom.  viii.  29, 

s  rris  ei/f^j/oy  rov  vlov, — 6 
in  the  one  and  6  vlb?  avrov  m  the 

other,  being  and  furnishing  the  eiK&v. 
But  the  law  had  no  such  €LK(av  constructed 
out  of  the  heavenly  realities  themselves, 

"  ipsas  res,  certa  sua  forma  et  effigie 
prseditas/*  as  Stier :  it  had  merely  cnaav, 
merely  a  rough  sketch  or  outline :  so 
Chrys.,  not  however  to  my  mind  entirely 
apprehending  the  identity  of  the  eiKc&v 
with  the  Trpayfjiara  which  furnish  it, — T0i/T€<my  OUK  avrijv  rfyv 

.  ccas  fj.ev  yap  &j>  cos  eV  ypa<pf} 
ns  TO.  xptafjiara,  artcid  ris  eVriV 

Se  rb  &vBos  i-jraAe^  TIS  Kal  ̂ Trt- 
"Xpivr)  ra  xp^ara,  r6re  elKkv  yivsTat,  See 
also  Thdrt.  and  CEc.),  year  by  year  with 
the  same  sacrifices  (most  Commentators 
assume  some  inversion  of  arrangement  in 
constructing  the  words  KO,T  evtavrdv : 
some  (Calvin,  Erasm.  Schmid,  Wolf,  Hein- 
richp,  Bleek,  Be  Wette,  Stuart,  al.)  join- 

ing them  with  ats-  vrposQepovo'ii',  others 
(Liinem.,  al.)  with  rats  avrcus  Qvviais, 
others  (Carpzov,  al.)  with  robs  irposepxo- 
fjisvovs.  But  there  is  no  need  to  disturb 
the  plain  order  of  the  sentence,  in  which 
icar*  *vLavr6tr  belongs  to  all  that  follows, 
viz.  to  the  verb,  ov&eVore  tifoarat,  with  its 

instrumental  clause,  rcus  avrcus  dvo-iais  aTs 
K.r,\.  And  so  Ebrard,  Hofmann,  and 

Delitzsch.  '*  This/5  says  Del.,  "  is  more  ac- 
cordant with  the  sense  o£  the  Writer :  for 

he  does  not  say,  that  the  law  by  means 
of  the  offerings  which  were  always  the 

same  year  by  year  never  was  able  to  per- 
fect, &c., — but  that  the  law,  year  by  year, 

by  the  repetition  of  the  same  offerings, 
testified  its  inability  to  perfect,  &c.,  viz. 
on  the  day  of  atonement,  on  which  the  same 
expiatory  offerings  were  always  repeated, 
being  necessary,  notwithstanding  the  many 
offerings  brought  throughout  the  year,  and 
after  which  the  same  round  of  offerings 

again  began  anew."  It  will  be  evident  that 
rats  a-urais  duaiais  must  refer,  not  to  the 
daily  offering,  but  to  those  of  propitiation 
on  the  great  day  of  atonement)  which  they 
(the  ministering  priests,  not  of 
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ffweifi^crtv  TOV  /tuJcrovs  ek  H.O,VLO.V  TrepteVrTj,  Diod.  Sic.  iv.  65  v 
.  vx  4  reff.  x  ch  ix.  14  reff.  y  (-=)  1  Cor.  xi.  24,  25  ||  L.  only     LI 

v  absoL,  ch.  ix.  9     Phil,  m 
~,ev  xxiv.  7.    Num.  x.  10. 

[Chi'j  Damasc]  :  om  A  17  [47  syrr  arm]  :  txt  Bl(L  ?)  Frag-mosq  k  D-lat  Chr-ms 
[Euthal-ms(appy)]  Tlidrt.  (ins  at  bef  ouSeTrore  A2  [syr  arm].)  Svvavrai  ACD2 
[P]K  a2  bl  d  f  1*  m  n  o  17  [47]  (Syr)  Chr-2-mss  [Buthal-ms]  Damasc  (Thdrt  Thl)  : 
om  k.  for  reAeicocrat,  Ka0apicrai  DJ(and  lat). 

2.  clz  om   ovKy  with  Fr«ng-mosql  a  c  vulg-ed(with  [demid]  hal  liarl2  E-lat)   syrr 
Primas  :  ins  ACDKL[P]K  rel  Frag-mosq2(appy)  am(with  fuld  harl1  [tol])  copt  arm 
Clir  [Euthal-ms  Thdrt]  Damasc  Thl  CEc.  om  en  D*(and  lat)  Chi^  :  en  bef  exew 
a.           aft  rovs  ins  8e  Dl[-gr].            rec  KeKaBappevovs,  with  L  rel  Chr  Thdrt  Damasc 
Thl  (Ec:  txt  DK[P]K  m  17,  KeKaeepurnwovs  AC. 

3.  avrois  Frag-mosq. 

HGVOI,  as  Hofmann  ii.  1.  314,  which  would 
be  against  all  the  terminology  of  the  Epis- 

tle, in  which  irposQepew  is  without  excep- 
tion confined  to  priests.  We  have  the  same 

distinction  as  regards  the  irposepx^evoi  in 
ch.  vii.  25)  oifer  continually  (Hofmann 
would  join  this  with  what  follows,  alleging 

that  etV  rb  5n?j/e/c€'s  does  not  mean  con- 
tinua%  but  continue usly.  And  so  Lach- 
mann  p-unctuates.  But  against  such  a 
construction  I  conceive  it  to  be  decisivej 
that  thus  afy  irpos^pov<nv  would  be  in 

the  last  degree  flat  and  -unmeaning,  and that  the  verb  Svvarai  would  have  two 

qualifying  adverbial  predicates,  els  rb  SL- 
T^e/ce's  and  oi>5 en-ore,  I  do  not  imagine  that 
any  one  accustomed  to  the  style  of  our 
Epistle  would  tolerate  such  a  sentence. 

And  with  regard  to  els  rb  SiyveK&y  grant- 
ing  the  meaning  to  be  continuously,  why 
may  not  that  meaning  be  applicable  here  ? 
Hofmanu  says  that  it  is  not  applicable  to 
a  continually  repeated  act,  but  only  to  a 
continuously  enduring  agency.  But  why 
should  not  the  offering  of  these  sacrifices 
be  looked  upon  as  continuous,  being  un- 

broken from  year  to  year  ?  When  I  say, 
*  The  celebration  of  the  day  of  atonement 
continued  unbroken  till  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem/  I  use  the  same  method  of  ex- 

pression, and  might  express  my  meaning 
in  Greek  by  fityytK^s  ?)v,  ews)  never  (not 
even  at  any  time)  is  able  to  perfect  (see 
on  ref.,  where  I  have  entered  into  the 
meanings  of  T€\€iow  in  our  Epistle)  those 
who  draw  near  (to  God,  by  means  of 
them.  Tholuck  well  remarks  that  this 

threefold  «ar'  sviavrtv,  rats  auTcus  6u- 
vlais,  els  rb  5(77jce«6/s,  graphically  sets  forth 
the  ever  recurring  cycle  of  the  yearly  sacri- 

fices for  sin).  2.]  For  (if  it  were  so, 
if  the  law  were  able  to  perfect  the  wor- 
nhippers)  would  they  (al  aural  Qvaiai) 
not  have  ceased  being  offered,  on  account 

of  the  worshippers  (the  servers  in  the  ser- 
vice of  the  tabernacle,  used  here  in  a  wide 

sense,  including  priests  and  people)  having 
no  longer  any  conscience  of  sins  (for  con- 

struction, see  reff. :  =  guilt  of  sin  on  the 
conscience,  consciousness  of  the  guilt  of 
sin ),  if  once  (for  all)  purified  ?  That  this 
sentence  is  to  be  read  eVel  ou/c  £vs  and  as  a 
question,  is  pretty  universally  agreed. 
Some,  as  Thdrt.  (apparently :  5i«  rovro 
re\os  etteiva  ActyijQa;/^),  D-lat.  ("  nam 
nee  cessassent  offerri"),  Beza  (edd.  1,  2, 
"  alioqui  non  desiissent  offerri "),  Whitby, 
Valcknaer,  read  OVK,  and  yet  no  question ; 

understanding,  "  for  then  they  would  not 
have  ceased  to  be  offered, "  viz.  on  the 
coming  in  of  the  1ST.  T.  dispensation.  But 
this  is  surely  hardly  worth  refutation.  The 
rec.  not  reading  ou/c,  might  indeed  be  well 
thus  rendered,  "  for  in  that  case  they  would 
have  ceased  to  be  offered."  But  then  a\\d 
comes  in  awkwardly,  which,  when  as  here 
without  any  emphasis,  more  naturally  fol- 

lows a  negative  sentence.  The  taking  our 
verse  interrogatively  is  as  old  as  CEc. :  eVel 

OVK  Uv  eiravffavro  /car*  eptibrrjo'ij'  aitdyvctiQi. 
So  also  Thl.  3.]  Which  cessation  is 
far  from  being  the  case,  as  is  the  having  no 
more  conscience  of  sin : — But  (on  the  con- 

trary: dXXa  opposes  the  whole  question 
of  ver.  2,  in  both  its  clauses)  in  them  (the 
sacrifices :  not  in  the  fact  of  their  being 
offered,  but  in  the  course  of  their  being 
offered  on  the  day  of  atonement,  see  below) 
there  is  a  recollection  (*  recalling  to 
mind;?  the  usual  meaning  of  avdjj.vyo'ts : 
better  than  "  public  mention/'  as  vulg., 
"  commemorabio,"  Caiv.,  Bengel,  al. :  so 
also  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Jac.  Cappell.,  al., 
thinking  on  the  solemn  confession  of  the 
sins  of  Israel  made  by  the  high  priest, 
Levit.  xvi.  20  f.  But  the  other  is  simpler, 
and  suits  the  context  better.  Where  sins 
are  continually  called  to  mind,  there  clearly 
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,  zch.  -vi  4  refF a  Lh  ix  13. b  Kom   xi.  27, 
from  ISA. 
xx vu  9      Sir 

cch   i   6      Johni.  9.  xii  46.     1  Tim   i.  15.  d  PSA.,  xxxix.  6.  e  vv.    ,     c    c  ,  cs 
xxi.  26    xxiv.  17.    Eph.  v.  2  only  I.e.     Sir.  xiv.  11.  f  constr..  Matt  ix.  13  &  xii.  1,  from  Hos   vi. 

e  vv.  8,  &c    ch        1,3      Acts 

at  end  ins  7i7i>erc«  D!(and  lat)  o  vulg  [F-lat  arm(Tischdf)]. 
4.  [transp  ravp.  and  Tpa7.  K  m  basin  arm-zoh.]          a^eXei 

so  N*(aPPy)  but  corrd  eadera  maiiu. 
L  73.  106-8  Br  Chr-rns  : 

the  conscience  is  not  clear  from  them. 

Several  passages  occur  in  Philo  closely  re- 
sembling this  :  e.  g.  De  Plant.  Noe,  25, 

vol.  i.  p.  345,  $a>juo?s  yap  CLirtipois  -jrepl 
ot>$  aperal  x°P€^ov<TL  y^yrjQey  6  0eo's,  aAA.* 

aviepcav  aQvroi  flu  erica  ffvvavetpXe^av, 

inrofj.ifj,is'f)crKOV(raL  ras  exdcrrcajs  ayvoias  T€ 
leal  Siajnaprias.  Kal  yap  €?7r€  TTQV  MCOUOTTJS 
(Num.  v.  15,  Qvcria  /LU/T^OCTUJ/OU  ava/xt- 

jUp^cr/couora  ajj.apriav)  Overlay  avafAifjLvfia'- 
fcovcrav  afj-apTiav  :  De  Victim.  7,  vol.  ii. 

}).  244,  €#77#€S'  yap,  ras  Qvvias  ̂   Xy&yv 
afj.apT'r](j.ar<av>  aAA.*  \j-n6^vf\criv  avrS>v  Kara- 
a-K€vd£ety  :  and  Vita  Mos.  iii.  10,  p.  151, 
et  /xcj/  y&p  ayv<*>(jiCi)V  real  afiiKOS,  aOvroi. 
Qvcriai,  Kal  aviepoi.  fepoupyiat,  Kal  eu%al 

TraXifj.ty'rifj.oi,  vravrGXy  (pOopal  €v56XOM6I/at- 
Kal  yap  6rr6r€  yivecrQai  fioKovcriv,  ov  \vcrw 

a/uLapTrj/udrcav,  aX\*  vTrdfAvrja'iv  apyd^ov- 
rai)  of  sins  year  by  year:  4.]  And 
that  on  account  of  inherent  defect  in  the 
sacrifices  themselves  :  for  it  is  impossible, 
that  the  blood  of  bulls  and  of  goats  should 
take  away  sin  (the  Writer  by  no  means 
denies  the  typical  virtue  of  the  O,  T* 
sacrifices,  but  asserts  that  which  the 
schoolmen  explained  by  saying  that  they 

wrought  remission  of  sin  not  *propria 
virtu  te/  but  *  per  accidens/  viz.  by  means 
of  the  grace  of  the  true  Propitiation  which 
was  to  come,  and  of  faith  directed  to  it. 
And  thus  only  is  it  said,  Levit.  xvii.  11, 
that  the  blood  upon  the  altar  makes  an 
atonement  for  the  soul  :  it  was  shed,  as 
Ebrard  well  observes,  not  as  the  instru- 

ment of  complete  vicarious  propitiation, 
but  as  an  exhibition  of  the  postulate  of 

vicarious  propitiation).  5  —  10.] 
Christ's  voluntary  self-  offering  shewn  to 
be  the  perfect  fulfilment  of  the  will  of  God. 

5.]  Wherefore  (seeing  that  the  animal 
sacrifices  of  the  O.  T.  had  no  power  to  take 
away  sin,  and  that  for  that  end  a  nobler 

sacrifice  was  wanting)  coming1  into  the 
world  he  saith  (first,  on  the  citation  from 
Ps.  xl.  That  Psalm,  which  is  inscribed  et  A 
Psalm  of  David/'  seems  to  be  a  general  re- 

trospect, in  some  time  of  trouble,  of  God's former  mercies  to  him,  and  of  his  own 
course  of  loving  obedience  as  distinguished 
from  mere  expression  of  outward  thankful- 

ness by  sacrifice  and  offering.  Thus  under- 
stood,  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  the 
direct  application  of  its  words  to  Him,  of 
whose  sufferings  and  of  whose  obedience 
all  human  experiences  in  suffering  and 
obeying  are  but  a  faint  resemblance.  I 
have  entered  on  this  subject  in  speaking 
of  the  Messianic  citation  in  ch.  ii.,  and  need 
not  lay  down  again  the  principles  there 
contended  for,  further  than  to  say,  that  the 
more  any  son  of  man  approaches,  in  posi- 

tion, or  office,  or  individual  spiritual  expe- 
rience, the  incarnate  Son  of  God,  the  more 

directly  may  his  holy  breathings  in  the 

power  of  Christ's  Spirit  be  taken  as  the utterances  of  Christ  Himself.  And  of  all 

men,  the  prophet-king  of  Israel  thus  re- 
sembled and  out-shadowed  Him  the  most. 

The  Psalm  itself  seems  to  belong  to  the 

time  of  David's  persecution  by  Saul ;  and 
the  sentiment  of  this  portion  of  it  is,  as 

Delitzsch  observes,  an  echo  of  Samuel's 
saying  to  Saul  in  1  Sam.  xv.  22,  "  Hath 
the  Lord  as  great  delight  in  burnt-offerings 
and  sacrifices,  as  in  obeying  the  voice  of  the 
Lord  ?  "  Next,  what  is  eisepx^p-cvos 
ets  TOV  Koo-|jLov  ?  It  expresses,  1  believe, 
the  whole  time  during  which  the  Lord, 
being  ripened  in  human  resolution,  was  in 
intent  devoting  himself  to  the  doing  of  his 
Father's  will :  the  time  of  which  that 

youthful  question 4<  Wist  ye  not  that  I  must 
be  eis  rots  rov  irarp6s  /xou  ? "  was  one  of 
the  opening  announcements.  See  also  Isa. 
vii.  16.  To  refer  these  words  thus  to  his 

maturing  purpose,  seems  far  better  than  to 
understand  them  as  Erasmus,  *e  veluti  mun- 
dum  ingressurus,"  from  the  O.  T.  point  of 
time : — or  as  Grot.,  with  whom  are  Bleek 
and  De  W.,  "  cum  e  vita  privata  egrediens 
nomine  Dei  agere  ccepit  cum  populo,"  for 
that  would  more  naturally  require  els€\6(0v, 
besides  being  liable  to  the  objection,  that  it 
is  not  of  Christ's  declaration  before  the 
world,  but  of  his  purpose  as  regards  the 
Father,  that  our  text  treats: — or  as 
Ltinem.,  "  in  intent  to  enter  into  the 

world,"  by  becoming  man  :  or  "  nascendo" 
as  Bohme,  and  similarly  Hofmann  ;  for 
thus  it  could  hardly  be  said,  cr£jua  Karrjp- 
ricrca  JU.IH),  Sacrifice  (of  slain  animals)  and 
offering  (of  any  kind :  see  reff.)  taou 
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(see  Matt.  iv. 
21    ch   xiu. 
21  )     Ps. 
Ixxiu.  16. 

h  Mark  xii   33 

6  h  o\o/£avTa>/j,aTa 

OVK 

m/3i/3\iou 7T6pl  e TIKCO 

'  -rrep 

f^/,     1m 
rov 

^  p  o  $609,  TO 

only,  (pi  ,  l.c   A., 
11    vu.  27  (37). 

Exod.  x.  25.  j  =  Rom   viu.  3.  and  elhps.,  Num.  wu.  8.     Lev.  v. 
k  constr  ,  =  Matt.  xn.  18.    Gen.  xxxm   10.     Job  xiv   6      Lev  XXYI  34,  41  al. 

1  here  only.     "Ezra  \i    2.  m  Ezek    u.  9    m.  1,  2,  3.  n  constr.,  Matt  xui.  3.     Acts  x\m. 10.  xxvi.  18.    Gai.nl.  10  al     Winer,  cdn  C,  \  44.  4.  o  Matt.  vu.  21.    John  vu   17.  ver.  36    ch.  xiu.  21  al. 
p  voc.,  ch.  i.  8  reff. 

.  B  H) 

6.  oAo/caurco^a  D.       (ir]i;5oK?7<rc«r, so  ACD1[P]  Frag-inosq  mo[:  also  AD:Pni  inver  8].) 
7.  aft  i5ou  ins  €70?  D1[-gr]  Syr:  ego  ecce  D-lat.  om  ??/ca>  ̂ (ins  K-corr1). 

Qift  yeyp.  ins  yap  D1.] 

wouldest  not  (similar  declarations  are 
found  frequently  in  the  O.  T.,  and  mostly 
in  the  Prophets  :  see  Ps.  1.  7 — 15;  li.  16  f. : 
Isa.  i.  11 :  Jer.  vi.  20  ;  vii.  21—23  :  Hosea 
vi.  6:  Amos  v.  21  ff.:  Micah  vi.  6 — 8), 

but  a  "body  didst  thou  prepare  for  me 
(^  rv"Y3  D\3i», '"  mine  ears  hast  thou  opened" 
"fodifati/*  "concavas  reddidisti,**  i.e.  to 
hear  and  obey  Thee.  The  idea  of  there 
being  any  allusion  to  the  custom  of  boring 
through  the  ear  of  a  slave  who  voluntarily 
remained  subject  to  his  master,  Exod.  xxi 
6  and  Deut.  xv.  17,  seems  to  be  a  mistake. 

Neither  the  verb  rro,  nor  the  plural  sub- 
stantive D^]tt,  will  bear  it  without  forcing: 

in  Exod.  1.  c.,  the  subst.  is  singular,  and  the 
verb  is  tf^x  See  Bleek,  vol.  ii.  p.  633, 
note.  The  difficulty  is,  how  such  a  clause 
can  be  rendered  by  <r£}j,a  KaTTjpTurco  jjtoi, 
as  it  is  in  the  LXX.  JSome  (e.  g.  Bleek, 
I/iinem.,  after  Usher  de  LXX  Int.  Vers. 
p.  85  sq.,  Sernler,  Michaelis,  Ernesti,  aL) 
have  supposed  a  misreading,  owing1  to  the 
last  letter  of  the  foregoing  word  ̂ ^eATjo-a^ 
preceding  X1TIA,  the  TI  being  mistaken 
for  M.  The  reading  wr£a  is  now  found 
only  in  one  ms.  of  the  LXX  (Holmes,  39), 
SJra  in  two  (Holmes,  142,  156)  :  it  is  the 
rendering  of  Theodotion,  of  the  Quinta  and 

Sexta  in  Origen,  of  Jerome  ("  aures  autem 
perfecisti  mihi  '*),  of  Eusebius  (cornni. 
in  loc.  Bleek,  ii.  p.  631,  note,  ra  &?d  JJLQV 
Kal  rfyv  vTraKofyv  Ttav  cr&v  Koyloiv  Karirip- 
T^cro)),  of  the  Psalterium  San-Germanense 
(in  Sabatier  :  <f  aures  perfecisti  mihi  >9)9 
and  Irenseus  (Interp.  iv.  17.  1,  p.  248), 
which  two  last  Delitzsch  suspects,  but  ap- 

parently without  ground,  of  being  correc- 
tions from  the  vulgate.  Over  against  this 

hypothesis,  of  the  present  LXX  text  having 
sprung  from  a  misreading,  we  may  set  the 
idea  that  the  LXX  have  chosen  this  ex- 

pression crcSjxa  tca-nipTCo-oi  jxot  "by  which  to render  the  Hebreiv,  as  being  more  intel- 
ligible to  the  reader.  This  is  the  hypo- 

thesis adopted  by  Delitzsch,  and  that  which 
was  maintained  with  slight  variation  by 

Jac.  Cappellus  (***  quia  rem,  ut  alias  saepe, 
spectaruut  magis  quain  verba"),  Wolf 
(whose  note  gives  all  the  literature  of  the 
passage  at  his  own  time.  His  view  is  that 

the  <ro>/m  of  our  Lord  was  the  ̂ op^rj 

5ovAov,  and  thus  answers  to  the  "  perfossio 
auris"),  Carpzov,  Tholuck,  Ebrard,  al. 
Others  again  suppose  that  the  Writer  of 
this  Epistle  has  altered  the  expression  to 
suit  better  the  prophetical  purpose.  So 
an  old  Scholiast  in  the  Lond.  edn.  of  the 
LXX,  1653  :  T&  curia  Se  KaTrjprtcrw  JULQI  <5 
[Aattdpios  HavKos  els  rb  ffS)^  /uera^aAcbj/ 

efyyuev,  ovic  &yvo&v  rb  'E^pai'/cJz/,  aAAa 
•n-pbs  rbv  oiKeTov  (TKOirbi/  Todrcp  xp7?cra/x€- 
vos.  I  would  leave  the  difficulty  an  un- 

solved one,  not  being  satisfied  by  either  of 
the  above  views,  and  having  no  other  to 
propound.  As  Christian  believers,  our 
course  is  plain.  How  the  word  crc3p,a 
came  into  the  LXX,  we  cannot  say  :  but 
being  there,  it  is  now  sanctioned  for  us 
by  tlie  citation  here  :  not  as  the,  or  even 
a  proper  rendering  of  the  Hebrew,  but  as 
a  prophetic  utterance,  equivalent  to  and 
representing  that  other)  :  6.3  whole 
burnt-offerings  (6\oKa-uT<op,a,  a  subst. 
from  the  Alexandrine  form  <5Ao/cawrcJa>  (-reV 
in  Xenoph.  Cyr.  viii.  3. 11 :  Anab.  vii.  8.  3 
al.),  is  the  ordicary  LXX  rendering  for 

the  Heb.  r^itf,  an  offering  of  a  whole  ani- 
mal to  be  burnt  on  the  altar.  See  Winer, 

Realw.  art.  Brandopfer)  and  (sacrifices) 
for  sin  (in  the  LXX  also  we  have  the 
same  ellipsis  :  see  reff.)  thou  didst  not  ap- 

prove (it  is  probable  that  our  Writer  had 
€u5o«^oras  in  his  ms.  of  the  LXX.  He  re- 

peats it  again  below ;  and  Cyr.-alex.,  even 
where  he  expressly  cites  the  Psalm,  has 
it.  Possibly  it  may  have  come  in  here  from 
the  similarity  to  Ps.  1. 16  (18),  <5A.o*cavrct>- 
fjLa.ro.  OVK  evboK-^creLs :  it  is  also  possible, 
as  Bl.  suggests,  that  our  Writer  may 
have  used  the  word,  as  a  stronger  one 

than  flrycras  or  e^Vyr^cras',  with  reference 
to  that  well  known  passage.  The  con- 

struction of  evSoKca  with  an  accus.  is  not 

nnfrequent  in  the  LXX  and  Hellenistic 
Greek :  see  reff.  suSoKe?*'  rwi  or  er  nvi 
is  more  u&nal :  Polyb.  uses  both)  :  7.] 
then  I  said  (viz.  when  Thou  hadst  pre- 

pared a  body  for  me),  Behold,  JC  am  come, 
in  the  volume  of  the  book  it  is  written 

concerning  me,  to  do,  0  God,  thy  will 

(the  connexion  and  construction  are  some- 
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crou. 

Moasq. 

*  av&repov  \e<ycov  r  ort  Overlap  /cal  e  TTpo?-  q  =  here  (Luke 
h  o\ofcavr(^fjiara  teal OVK 

v  'ISov 

017.47 

10  x  , 
TO  Sevrepov 
Sea  TV 

16.   Luke  xxn.  2.  xxiu.32,   Actsn.  23  al.)   TOV?  fj.<~v  avatpetv  TU>V  vofuav.  TOV?  Be  Ka.ra\eCir€iv.  JEsch,  in 
Ctes  p  82  39  w  =  Rom  ui  31.    Gen  vi.  18    xxvi.  3.    1  Mace  x.  54.  x  Rom. 
xv.  16     John  xui.  17, 19.    1  Cor.  i  2.  rer.  29     Isa.  x.  17.  y  ch.  11.  11.  z  \er.  5  reff. 

8.  rec  Ovcnav  K.  Trpos^opav,  with  D3KLX3  rel  syr  [aeth  Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Damasc] : 
txt  ACD^P]**1  17  latt  Syr  coptt  [arm]  Cyi^  [Orig-intr  apapnuv  D.  (A  def.)] om  TOJ/  ACK  m  17  [47  Euthal-msl  Chr  Cyr,   Thdrt :  ins  (the  usaqe  of  this 
Epistle)  DKL[P]  rel  Damasc  [Thl  (Bo]. 

9.  rcc  aft  Troiyo-at.  ins  o  0eoy,  with  LK3  rel  vulg  Syr  syr-w-ast  [ChrT  Euthal-ms  Thdrt 
Damasc] :  aft  TO  QeKri^a.  crov  b  [arm  Damasc]  :  om  ACDK[P]K1  17  [harl]  coptt  geth 
Chr,  [CyrJ. 

10.  Steph  aft  € ins  01  (mistake  arising  from  the  termn of  precedg  word), 

what  differently  given  from  those  in  the 

LXX.  There  it  stands,  r6re  el-rov  yWob 
Tj/coj,  £v  K<E<pa\t$i  fitfBxiov  yeypairrai  ircpl 
€(j,ov,  rov  iroirjffcLL  rb  deXfifid  a~ov,  6  Oe6s 
IJLOV,  ijjBovX'fjdiiv,  Kal  rbv  v6(j.ov  crov  e* 
fjLecr^}  rrjs  KapSias  p,ov  :  where  rov  irotijcrai 
depends  on  7)j3ou\^07ji/.  And  so  in  the 
Hebrew :  see  E.  V.  As  our  text  stands, 
TOV  Troffjcrai,  depends  on  TJKW,  and  Iv  KC<{). 

T.  pip.  Y^YP*  '""cp^-  ̂ H-ov  is  parenthetical : 
see  ver.  9.  K€<j>a\Ls  is  the  LXX  rendering 
of  nb^D,  a  roll,  or  volume,  as  also  in  reff. 

Suid.,  /c60aA,4S  fitfiXlov,  S-Trep  rives  efarjfAd 
tpaari.  K€$>a\ls  appears  to  have  got  this 
meaning  from  signifying  the  heads  or 
knobs  which  terminated  the  cylinder  on 
which  the  mss.  were  rolled,  and  which 
were  called  in  Latin  umbilici.  On  iroujcrai 

TO  0€'\ir|p,d  cro-u,  Thl.  says,  B4\fip.a  tie  rov 
&eov  irarpby  rb  rbv  vibv  vir^p  rov  K,6fffj,ov 
rvOyvai  /c.  tiLKa.ia>Or)vcu  robs  avOpcAwovs 

OVK.  £v  Ovcriats  a\A*  ̂   r$  Qavarcp  rov 
vtov  aurov  :  and  Chrys.,  rov  fyavrdv  (prja'iv 
€fc5oui/ai,  rovro  rov  6eov  0€A.7j//,a).  8.] 
The  Writer  now  proceeds  to  expound  the 
prophecy ;  and  in  so  doing,  cites  it  again, 
but  in  a  freer  form,  and  one  accommodated 
to  the  explanation  which  he  gives.  Saying 
(as  he  does)  above  (the  present  participle 
is  used,  not  eltr&v,  because  it  is  not  the 
temporal  sequence  of  the  sayings,  so  much 
as  their  logical  coherence,  that  is  in  the 

Writer's  thoughts.  Similarly  we  say, 
"  Holding  as  I  do  that,  &c.,  I  have  ever 
maintained,  &c."  The  speaker  is  our 
Lord :  cf.  above,  ver.  5,  elsepx^^^os  eh 
rbv  K,6<ri*ov  \eyei),  that  (mere  particle  of 
recitation :  cf.  reff.)  sacrifices  and  offer- 

ings, and  whole  burnt-offerings,  and 
sacrifices  concerning  sin  thou  wouldest 
not,  nor  yet  didst  approve  (observe  that 
the  two  distinct  clauses  of  the  previous 
citation  are  now  combined,  for  the  sake  of 

throwing  into  contrast  the  rejection  of 
legal  sacrifices  and  the  acceptable  self- 
sacrifice  of  the  Son  of  God),  of  such,  sort 
as  (aiTtv€s  does  not,  like  the  simple  rela- 

tive at,  identify,  but  classifies,  the  ante- 
cedent) are  (habitually)  offered  according 

to  (in  pursuance  of  the  commands  of)  the 
(whether  the  article  is  or  is  not  retained, 
the  English  rendering  will  be  the  same; 
the  v6fjios  according  to  which  they  were 
offered  being  not  any  general  one,  but  the 
particular  ordinance  of  Moses.  If  we  say 
'  according  to  law/  we  mean  the  same, 
but  transfer  ourselves  to  the  standing- 

point  of  a  Jew,  with  whom  '  the  law  3  was 
'law5)  law,  —  9.]  then,  (more  logical 
than  chronological  ;  but  used  probably  in 
allusion  to  that  r6re  above,  in  the  pas- 

sage itself),  hath  lie  said,  Behold  lam  come 
to  do  thy  will.  He  (Christ  again)  taketh 

away  (for  dvcupciv,  *tollere/  see  reft". and  add  Xeu.  Cyr.  i.  1.  1,  #<rcu  pov- 
apxfai  ficrat  T€  oXiyapxfat  avtfprjvrai. 
tfSi)  inrb  S-fifACiw  :  Denaosth.  p,  246.  4,  TO. 

rQv  TTpoy6v(av  KaXk  K.  Sinaia  avaipt'iv) the  first,  that  he  may  set  up  (establish, 

see  reft'.)  the  second  (irol6v  ea-n  rb  irpS>- TQV  ;  al  BvcriaL.  trolov  rb  Se^rcpov;  rb 
6e\T]fjLa  rov  irarp6s.  Thl.  It  is  a  mistake 
to  understand  with  Peirce,  OeA^^ua  after 
irpcaTov  and  SetSrepoi':  the  contrast  is 
between  that  which  God  wills  not,  and 
that  which  He  wills.  This  is  very  plain 
both  on  other  grounds,  and  on  account  of 
the  ev  $  fleA/^acm  In  the  next  verse). 
10.]  In  (the  course  of,  the  fulfilment  of: 

not  properly  "  by,"  which  belongs  more  to 
the  Sfa  below)  which  will  (viz.  the  will 
and  purpose  of  God  towards  us  by  Christ  : 
the  will  which  He  came  to  fulfil.  There 
is  no  real  difference,  or  alternative  to  be 
chosen,  as  Ebrard  maintains,  between  the 
will  of  God  to  redeem  us  by  the  sufferings 
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a 
a  ch.  ru  27  reff.  TOO     CTCd/JLCtTOS      IrjCTOV     %pt,CTTOV 

b  ecrrrjfcev  c  naff    rjfjiepav 
cch.vii  27  reff.  d  Acts  xm.  2. 

xm  i. 
see  Deut  x  8. 
xvm  7     Judg.  xx. 

H  KOi     TTa?    (A€V  ACDKL 

d  \6iTOVpy 0)V,    /COL     Ta?  d  e  f  g  h k  1  m  n 
Rom  xv.  27  only.    Num.  xvm.  2.  017.47 

with  D^KL  rel  Darnasc  Thl  OBc:  om  ACDi[P]K  a1  k  17  [47  Euthal-ms  CyrJ  Chr2 
Thdrt.  for  (raj^aros,  ai/u.aro$  D^and  lat).  rec  ins  rov  bef  ivjerov  :  om  ACD 
KL[P]N  rel  [Chr  Euthal-ms  Cyi^  Thdrt  Damasc  CBc], 

11.  rec  (for  apxO  tepeus,  with  DKLN  rel  copt  Chr2  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt (appy) 
Damasc;  sacerdos  latt(hut  in  viii.  3,  where  apx*  does  not  vary,  D-lat  has  sacerdos 
though  vulg  reads  pontifex  there  and  in  ix.  7 ;  in  ix.  7  D-lat  has  summus  sacerdos}  : 
txt  AC[P]  a  b1  f  g  k  m  Syr  syr-w-ast  [hasm  arm]  roth  Cyrl  [Thdrt-txt].  \etr. 
bef  Kaff  Tfifji.  N1.  om  2nd  /ecu  D*(and  lat). 

and  death  of  Christ,  and  the  will  of  God 

as  fulfilled  by  Christ's  obedience :  the  one 
includes  the  other :  the  latter  was  the  con- 

dition of  the  former.  Justiniani  inclines 
to  understand  ev  $  QeX^pan  of  the  will  of 
Christ,  as  expressed  above  :  and  so  Calvin 

(quoting-  1  Thess.  iv.  3,  "  Hsec  voluntas  est 
Christi,  sanctificatio  vestra"),  Schdttgen, 
and  Carpzov.  But  clearly  this  cannot  be 
so)  we  have  been  sanctified  (see  on  the 
word  <ryid£c«>,  and  on  the  use  of  the  present 
and  past  passive  participles  of  it,  note  on 
ch.  ii.  11.  Here  the  perfect  part,  is  used, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  the  finished  work  of 
Christ  in  its  potentiality,  not  the  process 
of  it  on  us,  which  is  spoken  of:  see  ver. 
14,  T€Te\eicoK€J/  els  rb  Snjz/e/ces  rovs  ayia- 
foMsVouy :  which  final  completion  is  here 
indicated  by  the  perfect  part.)  through, 

the  offering  of  the  "body  (the  reading afyicrros  would,  besides  losing  the  reference 
to  the  cr&fAa  KaTtipricra)  ̂ oi>  introduce  an 
inaccuracy  into  the  typology.  It  is  by  the 
Blood  of  Christ  that  we  are  reconciled  to 
God,  but  by  the  offering  of  His  Body  that 
we  are  made  holy.  The  one  concerns  our 
acceptance  as  acquitted  from  sin;  the  other 
our  perfection  in  holiness  by  union  with 
Him  and  participation  in  His  Spirit.  Thus 
we  distinguish  the  two  in  the  Communion 

Service :  "  that  our  sinful  bodies  may  be 
made  clean  by  His  Body,  and  our  souls 

washed  through  His  most  precious  Blood") 
of  Jesus  Christ,  once  for  all  (it  may  seem 
doubtful  to  which  e<J>a7raf  belongs,  whe- 

ther to  T77s  7rpos<|>opas-,  or  to  riyiaff^voi 
€<r/j,ev.  For  the  former,  may  be  said,  that 
the  on  ce-f or -all-ness  of  the  offering  of 
Christ  is  often  insisted  on  by  our  Writer, 
cf.  ch.  vii.  27;  ix.  12,  26,  28;  vv.  12,  14. 
Against  it,  that  thus  we  should  seem  to 
require  the  article  TTJS  before  etydira};. 
But  this  last  is  not  needed,  and  no  argu- 
inont  can  be  founded  on  its  absence. 
Rather  should  we  argue  from  the  context, 
and  say  that  the  assertion  is  not  mainly 
of  our  being  sanctified  once  for  all,  though 
that  does  come  in  in  ver.  14  as  a  conse- 

quence of  the  /j-ta,  Trpos<pop6,  but  of  our 
sun ctifi cation  having  taken  place  by  means 

of  a  final  efficacious  sacrifice,  which  does 

not,  as  those  legal  ones  did,  need  repeat- 
ing. I  should  therefore  be  disposed  to 

join  €^)a7ra|  with  Trpos^opas,  with  Syr., 
(Ec.,  Thl.  (8ta  TTJS  Trpos<popas  rov  crc6/xa- 
TOS    TOV    XplCTTOV    TYjS     €<£>Ct7Ta£    y^VOfJL€V7]S]y 

Schlichtiug,  Jac.  Cappell.,  Limborch,  Stein, 
al.,  and  against  Bleek,  Lunem,,  Hofm., 
Delitzsch,  and  most  of  the  best  Commen- 

tators). 11 — 14.]  See  summary  at 
ver.  1.  11.]  And  (ttal  introduces  a 

new  particular  of  contrast :  '  and  besides ') 
every  high  priest  (much  has  of  late  been 
said  by  Delitzsch  against  the  reading 
dpxLepeiJs,  as  bringing  in  an  inaccuracy 
which  our  Writer  could  not  be  guilty  of, 
seeing  that  the  high  priests  did  not  officiate 
in  the  daily  sacrifice.  But  all  such  argu- 

ments are  worthless  against  preponde- 
rating evidence,  and  rather  tend  the 

other  way,  viz.  to  shew  how  natural  it 
was  to  alter  ap%i6peus  to  iepevs,  on 
account  of  this  very  difficulty.  So  that 

on  the  "procliviori  press  tat  ardua"  prin- 
ciple as  well,  we  are  bound  I  conceive 

to  retain  apxt€P«i5s.  And  with  regard  to 
the  alleged  inaccuracy,  I  really  think  that 
if  closely  viewed,  it  will  prove  rather  to 
be  a  fine  and  deep  touch  of  truth.  The 
High-priesthood  of  our  Lord  is  to  be 
compared  with  that  of  the  Jewish  legal 
high  priests.  On  the  one  side  is  Jesus, 
alone  in  the  glory  of  his  office  and  virtue 
of  his  sacrifice ;  on  the  other  is  the  Jewish 
high-priesthood,  not  one  man  but  many, 
by  reason  of  death ;  represented  in  all  its 
acts,  personal  or  delegated,  by  its  holder 
for  the  time,  by  TTO.S  apxLepevs,  offering 
not  one,  but  many  sacrifices.  This  ap%- 
tepevs  is  the  representative  of  the  whole 
priesthood.  Whether  he  ministered  in 
the  daily  service  of  the  temple  himself 
or  not,  it  is  he  who  embodies  the  acts 
and  sufferings  of  Israel  in  his  own  person. 
How  Delitzsch  can  say  that  such  an  idea 
is  foreign  alike  to  the  Bible  and  the 
Jewish  mind,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  under- 

stand, considering  the  liberation  at  the 
death  of  the  high  priest,  not  to  insist  on 
the  ceremonies  themselves  at  the  day  of 
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xxi  8.    Zeph. 

Treptatpij- 

ch.  v  1  reff. 
1  abs.  here 

12.  rec  avros  (see  note),  with  D3KL  rel  Cyr-jerj  Thdrfc  [Damasc]  Thl  (Ec :  txt  AC 
DJ[P]N  k  17  [47]  Chr2  [Euthal-ms]  Cyrr  CK  5e£twv  A  31 ;  e/c  5e|<a  (sic)  K1,  ad dexteram  harl. 

atonement,,  when  he  was  clearly  the  centre 
and  representative  of  the  priesthood,  and 
indeed  of  all  Israel.  In  treating  of  the 
Head  of  so  compact  a  system  as  the 
Jewish  priesthood  it  is  clearly  allowable, 
if  any  where,  to  bring  in  the  principle, 

'*  qui  f  acit  per  alter  urn,  facit  per  se/'  See 
ch.  vii.  27,  where  the  very  same  KaQ* 
7}fj.epav  is  predicated  of  the  apx^pevs) 
standeth  (see  reff.  No  priest  nor  other 
person  might  sit  in  the  inner  court  of  the 
temple,  except  the  king.  There  is  per- 

haps more  than  a  fortuitous  contrast  to 
€Ka6tcr€v  below.  So  (Ec.  and  Thl.,  aft. 
Chrys.  :  &pa  rb  ecrrdvat.  cry/ne^v  ecrri  rov 
\eirovpye7v,  rb  Se  Ka0?5cr0ai,  $S7rep  6 
Xpicrrbs  eKdOiarev  ev  8e£t£  rov  iraTp6s, 

a"r)fjLe"i6v  icrri  rov  \eirovpy eta 8ai  ola  6ebv 
ovra.  The  vulgate  rendering,  "prcesto 
est"  is  clearly  wrong)  day  by  day  minis- 

tering (see  note,  ch.  viii.  2),  and  (teat 
brings  out  that  in  the  Xetrovpyta,  which 
the  Writer  wishes  most  to  emphasize) 
often  offering  the  same  sacrifices,  the 
which  (i.  e.  of  a  sort  which,  such  as)  can 
never  take  away  (lit.  '  strip  off  all 
round :'  so  of  a  ring,  Gen.  xli.  42 :  Esth. iii.  10  :  Jos.  Antt.  xix.  2.  3 :  .Mian  V.  H. 
i.  21:  Herod,  iii.  41:  of  clothes  from  the 

body,  Gen.  xxxviii.  14 :  Deut.  xxi.  13 : 
Jonah  iii.  6 :  2  Mace.  iv.  38.  See  reff. : 

and  many  more  examples  in  Bleek.  And 
such  a  word  is  peculiarly  fitting  to  express 
the  removal  of  that  of  which  it  is  said, 
ch.  v.  2,  avrbs  Trepltteirai  oLcrBevetav^  and 

which  is  called,  ch.  xiL  1,  ̂   evTrepto-raros 
apapria.  The  sacrifice  might  bring  sense 
of  partial  forgiveness  :  but  it  could  never 
denude  the  offerer  of  sinfulness — strip  off 
and  take  away  his  guilt)  sins : 

12.]  bat  He  (c  this  (man)/  or,  (priest)  : 
but  such  rendering  should  be  avoided  if 
possible,  as  should  all  renderings  which 
import  a  new  generic  idea  into  the  text,  as 
always  causing  confusion  :  cf.  for  a  notable 
example,  1  Cor.  ii.  11  end  in  E.  V.) 
having  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sins 
(on  the  punctuation,  see  below)  for  ever 
(els  TO  8tt]v€K€s  may  be  joined  either 
with  the  preceding  or  with  the  following 

words.  If  with  the  preceding,  as  Thl. 
(Qvcriav  .  .  .  el?  rb  5.  apKovcrav  yjbuv,  and 
so  (Ec. ),  Luther,  Castellio,  Beza  b,  Chr.  F. 
Schmid,  Bengel,  Bohme,  Stein,  al..  we  ob- 

serve the  usage  of  the  Epistle,  which  is  to 
place  els  rb  ̂ ifjveKcs  after  that  which  it 

qualifies  (reff.)  :  we  have  via.  6vo-ia  els 
rb  difjveKes  opposed  to  ras  avrks  Qvcrias 
TTo\\dKt$ ;  and  we  keep  the  propriety  of 
the  sense,  according  to  what  follows,  rb 
\onrbv  tr/cSex^ei/os  eca$  /c.r.A.,  and  ac- 

cording to  1  Cor.  xv.  28,  where  we  are 
expressly  told,  that  the  session  of  our  tri- 

umphant Saviour  will  have  its  end  as  such. 
If  we  join  the  words  with  the  following, 
as  Syr.,  D-lat.,  Faber  Stap.,  Erasm.,  Cal- 

vin, Schlichting,  Grot.,  Wolf,  al.,  Sclmlz, 
De  Wette,  Bleek,  Lunem.,  Ebrard,  Hof- 
mann,  Delitzsch,  al.,  we  more  thoroughly 
satisfy  the  construction,  in  which  els  rb 
SiTjz'e/ces:  seems  to  refer  better  to  an  en- 

during state  than  to  a  past  act,  or  at  all 
events  not  to  this  last  without  a  harsh 

ellipsis, Cf  having  offered  one  sacrifice  (the 
virtue  of  which  will  endure)  for  ever  .*"  we 
preserve  the  contrast  •  between  €<rrr}Kev 
KaO*  7]jj.epav  and  els  ro  SLTjveKes  eKaQurev : 
we  preserve  also  the  balance  between  the 

clauses  ending  irpostytycai'  duo-las,  and 
irposevsyKas  Qvffiav :  and  we  are  in  full 
accordance  with  the  lepevs  els  rbv  al&va 
so  often  insisted  on.  And  to  this  latter 
arrangement  I  incline,  not  however  laying 
it  down  as  certain.  The  objection  taken 
above,  as  to  the  change  in  the  nature  of 

Christ's  session  at  the  end,  when  all  things 
shall  have  been  put  under  His  feet,  may 
be  met  by  saying  that  such  change,  being 
obviously  included  in  His  ultimate  state  of 

reception  into  God's  presence  in  heaven, 
does  not  here  count  as  a  change,  where 
the  question  is  of  renewal  of  sacrifice,  with 
regard  to  which  that  session  is  eternal) 
sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  God, 
13.]  henceforth  waiting  (this  sense  of 

€KSe'xop.ai  is  said  to  belong  exclusively  to 
later  Greek  :  but  not  altogether  accurately, 

cf.  Soph.  Phil.  123,  Ktfvov  €V0a5'  &c5e'x<>u. 
It  is,  however,  much  more  frequent  in  the 
later  classics.  We  have  6K§€?x.  €&$  &v 
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PSA.  cix.  i.   criv  ol  eyOpol  avrov  m  vTrorro^iov  T&V  TTO^&V  aiirov. 
ch.  i  13  reff.         .  *•    ~ 

TeTeXe/eo/eez/  ̂   efc  TO  h  Svqve/ees  rou9 

15  q  fjiaprvpec  Se  yjuv  teal  TO  ~ 

o  ch  u.  10  reff. 
p-*er  10. 

1  ULICL  ACDKL *    PNabc 

'S/la-  d  e  f  g  h 

\     f/  k  1  m  n TO  ayiov  o  i?.  47 

ii.  5. 

t  ch  Yin  10 

25.    Exod  xxiv  8  al 
MIL  12  (fiom  1.  c.)  only 

717)09 

vb}jiov<$ 

avr&v   w  t 

s  avr&v,  teal  €7rl  rrjv 

avrovr    17  /cal 

w  ch.  \m.  10(reff.). 
ov  /LLT)  fJUvriarjaofjiac  en, 
x  plur.,  Horn.  iv.  7  (from  Ps.  xxxi.  1).  ch 

15.  for  yap,  5e  D1.  rec  irpoe/p^/ceyat,  with  KL  rel  [arm]  Thdrt  Damasc  [CEc]  : 
txt  ACD[P]K  c  17  [47  syrr  coptt  seth  Euthal-ms]  Chr  Thl,  dixit  latt. 

16.  aft  awry  ins  5e  D1  vulg  Ambr^  rec  (for  ryv  Siavoiav)  rav  Siwotav,  with 
D2  8KL  rel  vulg-ed(with  demid)  syrr  coptt  [arm]  Chr  Thdrt  [Dainasc]  ;  txt  ACDL[P]^ 
17  [47]  am  (with  fiild  harl1  tol  JMat)  [seth]. 

17.  om  1st  Q.VT&V  D1  17  latt  Ambr^  rec  ̂ vfia-Qv  (corrn  to  LXX  and  ch  viii.  12, 
where  ju;/r?<r0a>  occurs  with  hardly  any  var :  17  alone  has  -6r)(roiu,ai);  with  D3KL[P]N3 
rel  [Chr  Thdrt  Damasc]:  txt  ACDW  17  [Euthal-ms]. 

Sanctification,  i.e.  the  imputed  and  im- 
planted purification  from  sins  (for  both 

these  are  alike  contained  in  the  idea),  is 
the  way  whereby  the  objective  perfection 
already  provided  in  the  self-sacrifice  of 
Christ  gradually  renders  itself  subjective 

in  men/'  Delitzsch).  15—18.]  See 
summary  at  ver.  1.  The  prophetic  word 
testifies  the  same,  making  absolute  and 

final  foi'giveness  of  sins  a  characteristic  of 
the  new  covenant.  15.]  Moreover  the 
Holy  Spirit  also  testifies  to  us  (Christians 
in  general :  and  r\\uv  is  the  dat.  commodi, 

jjtapT-upei  being  used  absolutely — testifies 
the  fact  which  I  am  maintaining.  Eaphel, 
Wolf,  al.  regard  TJ/LUV  as  signifying  merely 
the  Writer,  and  take  the  dat,  as  in  Polyb. 
xviii.  11.  8,  juapTupet  5e  ro?s  Tj^rcpots 
7^.6yois  .  .  .  rb  reAos  rov  TroAeyUOU :  but 
the  other  is  far  better) :  for  after  having 
said  (then  the  citation  proceeds  much  as  in 
ch.  viii.  10  ff.  with  some  differences, noticed 
below.  On  the  common  points,  see  notes 
there),  16.]  This  is  the  covenant 
which  I  will  make  with  them  (in  ch.  viii. 

10,  T$  ofay  )I<rpa.'f)\.  Here  the  prophecy 
is  taken  out  of  its  national  limits  and  uni- 

versalized) after  those  days,  saith  the 
Lord ;  giving  my  laws  into  their  hearts 
(ch.  viii.  10,  els  rfyjs  tiLCLvoiav),  and  on  their 
mind  (eV!  KapSias,  ch.  viii.  10)  will  I  in- 

scribe them : —  17.]  Now  comes  the 
apodosisof  the;U€T^7^p  rb  clp^/ceVat,  then, 
— /cal  tfcrojUcu  auroTs  els  6€&v  K.T.A.,  and  KO.\ 
ov  /u$?  $t5a£o)(nj>  K.T. A.,  ch.  viii.  10, 11,  being 
omitted  (see  below),  he  further  says: 
and  their  sins  and  their  transgressions 
will  I  remember  no  more  (it  has  been 
generally  held  since  Beza  and  Camerarius, 
that  the  apodosis  is  introduced  by  \eytt 
Kvpios,  all  that  follows  belonging  to  it. 

in  Dion.  Hal.  vi.  67)  until  his  enemies 

be  placed  as  footstool  of  his  feet  (the  fe'cos 
construction  is  adopted  for  the  sake  of 
preserving  the  words  of  Ps.  ex.  1.  I 
cannot  see  how  Bleek  and  Lunem.  can 
find  any  real  discrepancy  between  this 
passage  and  1  Cor.  xv.  23  -26.  If  this 
seems  to  date  the  subjection  of  all  to 
Christ  before  the  second  advent,  and  that 
places  it  after  the  same  event,  we  may 
well  say,  that  the  second  advent  is  not 
here  taken  into  account  by  the  Writer, 
whose  object  is  the  contrast  between  the 
suffering  and  triumphant  Christ,  as  it  is 
by  St.  Paul,  who  is  specially  giving  an  ac- 

count of  the  resurrection  which  is  so  in- 
separably bound  up  with  that  irapovcria, 

The  second  advent  is  no  break  in  Christ's 
waiting  till  his  enemies  be  subdued  to  him, 
but  it  is  the  last  step  but  one  of  that  sub- 

jection ;  the  last  of  all  being  the  subjection 
of  Himself,  and  his  mystical  body  with 
him,  to  Him  that  did  put  all  things  under 
him.  For  among  the  enemies  are  His  own 
elect,  who  were  enemies :  and  they  are  not 
thoroughly  subject  to  Him,  till  He  with 
them  is  subject  to  the  Father,  the  media- 

torial veil  being  withdrawn,  and  the  One 
God  being  all  in  all).  14.]  And  He  need 

riot  renew  his  sacrifice :  For  "by  one  offer- 
ing (we  might  read  also  pia,  yap  Trpos^opa, 

nominative  :  and  Ben  gel  prefers  this,  from 
the  fact  that  in  ver.  11  the  sacrifices  are 

the  subject,  a?Tii>€s  ot^cVore  Siivavriu 
K.r.X.  But  here  more  probably  Christ  is 
the  subject  throughout,  and  therefore  the 
dative  is  better :  there  being  no  relative 
to  connect  with  6vcriav,  as  there)  He  hath 

perfected  for  ever  them  who  are  being" 
sanctified  ("The  Writer  says  not 
T€\€to}/JL€^ovs9  but  Tovs  a 
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18.  om  Tourer  K1  [arm(Tischdf)]. 

The  reason  for  this,  alleged  by  the  later 
Commentators,  is,  the  harshness  of  un- 

derstanding vffTtpov  \eyci,  or  the  like, 
inserted  in  some  unimportant  mss.  at  the 
beginning  of  ver.  17,  as  inconsistent  with 

the  concinnity  of  our  Writer's  style.  But 
as  against  this  objection,  may  fairly  be  al- 

leged the  still  greater  harshness  of  break- 
ing SiaO'h&oiJLai  from  its  qualifying  Si&ovs, 

and  the  improbability  that  the  words  Xeyci 
KV^IOS,  which  occur  in  tbe  passage  cited, 
should  be  taken  by  the  Writer  as  his  own. 
But  still  more  cogent  reasons  for  making 
the  apodosis  begin  at  ver.  17  are,  1.  that 
there  the  *lpr)fjL€voy  ends,  not  at  \4yet 
Kvpws :  there  a  hiatus  in  the  citation  oc- 

curs, and  the  Writer  first  passes  on  to  that 
which  is  said  after :  2.  that  ver.  17  itself 
carries  the  whole  burden  of  the  citation 
with  it.  This  is  the  object  of  the  citation, 
to  prove  that  there  needs  no  more  sacri- 

fice for  sins.  And  the  previous  portion  of 
it  is  adduced  to  shew  that  this,  TOJJ/  a^apr. 
avr.  K.  r&v  avojA.  avr.  ov  JJL)]  fjLvnffQ^ffo^aL 
€Tt,  does  form  an  integral  part  of  the  pro- 

phecy of  the  introduction  of  the  new  and 
spiritual  covenant.  So  that  both  construc- 

tion and  sense  are  troubled  by  the  modern 
idea  of  breaking  at  Aeyet  Kvpios.  %With 
regard  to  any  supposed  harshness  in  the 
ellipsis  at  ver.  17,  I  may  remark  that  our 
Writer  frequently  uses  «a(  in  a  kindred 
sense,  as  adducing  new  quotations  :  see  ch. 
i.  5;  ii.  13  bis  ;  iv.  5;  ver.  30.  The  break 
at  ver.  17  is  adopted  by  several  cursive  mss. 
(see  Scholz),  by  Primasius,  Clarius,  Zeger, 
Schlichting,  Estius,  Jac.  Cappellus,  Gro- 
tius,  Limborch,  Carpzov,  Heinrichs,  Stuart, 
al. :  the  other,  at  \4y€t  Kvpios,  by  Beza, 
Gamer.,  al.,  and  almost  all  the  recent  Com- 

mentators). 18.]  But  (or,  'now  :'  it  is 
the  '  but  *  of  the  demonstration,  referring 
to  a  well-known  axiomatic  fact  as  contrast- 

ing with  the  contrary  hypothesis)  where 
there  is  remission  of  these,  there  k  no 
longer  offering  concerning  sin. 

"  Here  ends  the  finale  (x.  1—18)  of  the 
great  tripartite  arrangement  (vii.  1 — 25  ; 
vii.  26— ix.  12;  ix.  13— x.  18) of  the  middle 
portion  of  the  Epistle.  f  Christ  a  High 
Priest  for  ever  after  the  order  of  Melchise- 
dek/  this  was  its  great  theme,  now  brought 
to  a  conclusion.  That  the  Priesthood  of 
Christ,  as  Melchisedekite,  is  as  high  above 
the  Levitical  as  God's  heaven  is  above  the 

y  ch.  5*  10  re Matt,  xxvi. 

rrjv   d 

'  c  ch.  m.  6.  reff. 

=•=  2  Pet.  i.  11  only.     (Acts  xm.  24  reff.) 

earth, — that  Christ,  with  His  One  High- 
priestly  self-sacrifice,  has  accomplished  that 
which  the  Levitical  priesthood  with  its 
sacrifices  was  unable  to  accomplish, — that 
henceforth,  both  our  present  possession  of 
salvation,  and  our  future  completion  of  sal- 

vation, are  as  certain  to  us  as  that  He  is 
with  God,  ruling  as  a  priest  and  reigning 
as  a  king,  once  more  to  appear,  no  more 
as  a  bearer  of  our  sins,  but  in  glory  as  a 

Judge ; — these  are  the  three  great  funda- 
mental thoughts,  now  brought  to  their  full 

development.  What  it  is,  to  be  a  High 
Priest  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek  and 

not  of  Aaron,  is  set  forth,  ch.  vii.  1 — 25. 
That  Christ  however  as  High  Priest  is 

Aaron's  antitype,  ruling  in  the  true  holy 
place  by  virtue  of  His  self-sacrifice  here  on 
earth, — and  Mediator  of  a  better  covenant, 
whose  essential  character  the  old  covenant 

only  shadowed  forth  and  typified,  we  learn, 
vii.  26 — ix.  12.  And  that  the  self-sacrifice 
of  Christ,  offered  through  the  eternal  Spirit, 
is  of  everlasting  power,  as  contrasted  with 
the  unavailing  cycle  of  legal  offerings,  is 
established  in  the  third  part,  ix.  13 — x.  18: 
the  second  half  of  this  portion,  x.  1 — 18, 
being  devoted  to  a  reiterated  and  conclu- 

sive treatment  of  the  main  position  of  the 
whole, — the  High-priesthood  of  Christ, 
grounded  on  His  offering  of  Himself, — its 
Kingly  character,  its  eternal  accomplish- 

ment of  its  end,  confirmed  by  Ps.  xl.,  Ps. 

ex.,  Jer.  xxxi."  Delitzsch. 
19 — XIII.  25.]  THE  THITID  GBEAT 

DIVISION  OP  THE  EPISTLE  :  OTJB  DTJTY 
IN  THE  INTEBVAIz  CXF  WAITING  BETWEEN 
THE  BEGINNING-  AND  ACCOMPLISHMENT 
OP  OTTB  SALTATION.  And  herein,  x.  19 
— 39,  exhortation  to  enter  boldly  into  the 
holiest  place,  19 — 22 :  to  hold  fast  our 
profession,  23  :  to  stir  up  one  another,  2J, 
25 :  in  consideration  of  the  fearful  punish- 
meat  which  awaits  the  rejecters  of  Christ, 
26 — 31 :  and  in  remembrance  of  the  pre- 

vious sufferings  which  they  underwent 
when  first  converted,  32—34.  Finally, 
exhortation  not  to  cast  away  confidence, 
for  the  time  until  His  coming  is  short,  and 
during  that  time,  faith  is  the  life  of  the 
soul.  There  has  been  no  exhortation, 

properly  speaking,  since  ch.  vii.  1,  i.  e. 
during  the  great  doctrinal  argument  of  the 
Epistle.  Before  that,  argument  and  exhor- 

tation were  rapidly  alternated.  But  so 
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=  chviu.2.  CT<*)V  ayicov  {  ev  TCO  aiuaTL  Irjcrov  «  20  riv  g  evetcaiviaev  riuw  ACDKL 
gen,ch.iK.  '     r  <•      ̂   *~  17          /  "^       PKabc 

12.  °°oz/     TrpQcrfyarov  K.CLI  l  K 
g  ch.  ix.  18 

(reff.)  only. 
i  =  1  Pet.  i.  3  reff. 

y  bid  rov 
k  1  m  n 

h  (see  note.)  here  only.    (-TWS,  Acts  xvui.  2.)    Deut.  xxxii.  17.    Sir.  ix  10.    017.47 
k  ch.  vi.  19  reff. 

20.  om  KCU  D1. 

exquisite  is  the  skill  of  arrangement  and 
development,  that  the  very  exhortation 
with  which  he  closed  the  former  portion  of 
the  Epistle  where  first  he  began  to  prepare 
the  way  for  his  great  argument,  ch.  iv.  14 
— 16,  is  now  resumed,  deepened  indeed  and 

expanded  hy  the  intervening  demonstra- 
tion, but  in  spirit  and  substance  the  same  : 

a  A167"'  aXyOwris  Kapfiias  ev  ir\7)- 
irtarews  here,  answering  to  Trpos- 

fla  yuera  Trafifacrlas   T$    Qp&vtp   rvjs 
there,  and  fcarex^ev  r\\v  djuoXo- 

yiav  here  to  Kpar£>ju.ev  rrjs  bpoXoyias  there. 

19.]  Having1  (exc^es  is  placed  first 
as  carrying  the  emphasis  :  *  possessing,  as 
we  do  . .  /)  therefore  (as  above  proved : 
olv  collects  and  infers), brethren  (see  on  ch. 

Hi.  1),  confidence  (see  on  ch.  iii.  6.    irap- 
pyjcria  here  as  well  as  there  is  not  justifica- 

tion, right  (Qovcriav  Hesych.)  to   enter, 
but  purely  subjective,  confidence,  boldness) 
as  regards  the  (our,  see  below)  entering 
into  the  holy  places  (for  construction,  see 
reff.     Kal  yap    €7retS^    atyedTjcrav   fifuv   ra 

a/ta/jr^uara,    irafifacriav   exo^eif   irpbs    06 

€t$4px*o'0at  €t?  ra  ayia,  rovr€<mv  els  rbv 
ovpav6v.    ThL    f\  e is 08 os  is  our  entering, 

not   Christ's  entering,  as  Heinrichs  and 
Dindorf:   see   ch.   iv.   16,   irposepx&jjieQa 
jit€Tck   TT  a  ft  fa  a  las   ry    Qp6vy    rvjs   xdpiTos) 
in  the  blood  of  Jesus  (the  eV  introduces 
that  wherein  the  confidence  is  grounded : 
cf.  ref.,  &  $  exofjitv  T^]V  irafifaffiav  ical 
[T^I/]     trposayoayfiv.     He     having     once 
entered  in  with  His  blood  as  our  High 
Priest,  and  thereby  all  atonement  and 
propitiation    having    been   for    ever    ac- 

complished, it  is  in  that  blood  that  our 

boldness  to  enter  in  is  grounded.    To  un- 
derstand eV,  with  Bleek  and  Stier,  as  in  ch. 

ix.  25,  ekepxerai  els  ra  ayta  .  .  .  %v  at^an 
aXXoTpiept  is  in  fact  to  make  us,  as  priests, 

renew  Christ's  offering  of  Himself.     **  We 
enter,"  says  Stier,  "with  the  blood  of  Jesus, 
even  with  the  same,  wherewith  He  entered 

before  us :"  which  is  very  like  a  contra- 
diction in  terms,  and  is  at  all  events  inac- 
curate theology.     We  do  not  take  the 

blood  of  Christ  with  us  into  the  presence  of 
(jk>d :  it  is  there  already  once  for  all,  and  our 
confidence  of  access  is  therein  grounded, 
fchat  it  is  there.    See  note  on  ch.  xii.  24), 

20.]    which    (entrance :     so    (Ec. 
(below),  ThL  (below),  and  most  Commen- 

tators.  Some,  as  Est.,  Erasm.,  Calv.,  Bcza, 

refer  the  relative  to  a^a-n,  making  it 
attracted  into  the  fern,  by  b§6v.  Some 
again,  as  Seb.  Schmidt,  Hammond,  al.,  and 

D-lat.,  refer  it  to  irafifao'iav.  The  vulg., 
"quam  initiavit  nobis  viam  novam,"  will 
bear  either)  He  initiated  (first  opened: 

better  than  E.  V.,  "  consecrated,"  which 
seems  as  if  it  existed  before  :  so  (Ec.,  $v 
efoo5o*>  rS>v  ayicov  vvv  vettcrrl  ere^e  :  and 
ThL,  y\VTWQL  etsoSov  r&v  aytcojs  avrbs 
yfuv  6$bv  cytKaivtare,  rovTearrt  veav  dSbv 

€irotr](r€Vj  avrbs  ravrys  apt-djAWOs,  Kal 
avrbs  raitTTjv  fiaStcras  irp&Tos,  On  the 
word,  see  note,  ch.  ix.  18)  for  us  (as)  a 

way  (d$6v  is  predicative,  *  to  be  a  way  ') 
recent  (&s  roVe  irp&rov  (paveLcrav,  Thdrt.  : 
cf.  Rom.  xvi.  25,  26,  tAvarryplov  xp^^ots 

K.T.X.,  and  ch.  ix.  26.  "  On  the  use  of 

7Tpdo-4>aTos,  see  esp.Wetst.  h.l.  and  Lobeck 
on  Phryn.  p.  374  f.  The  original  meaning 
is  *  slain  before/  from  irp6  and  crfydfa  or 
CT<|)(£TTCD  ;  and  thus,  just  before,  recently, 

slain  or  Mlled  .•  so  II.  w.  757.  According 

to  usage,  it  means  *  fresh/  recens,  in  con- 
trast to  iraXads,  old  or  antiquated  :  and 

is  used  not  only  of  recently  slain  meat 

(Hippocr.),  or  a  fresh  corpse,  veitpbs  irpd- 
crQaros  THerod.  ii.  89,  121),  but  also  l%Q^st 

afyta,  TTO^ta,  ffra<pvXy)  (Dioscorid.  v.  12: 
Num.  vi.  3),  aXQirov,  <J>VKOS,  av6os,  %Xmov, 

cX/cos-,  x1^  (Polyb.  iii.  55.  1),  pdprvpes 
(Aristot.  Rhet.  i.  15),  vlay  (Plutarch), 

aT«5x^M«  (Polyb.  i.  21.  9),  tvepyeo-lai  (id. 
ii.  46.  1),  Si'/cat  (^Bschyl.  Choeph.  800), 
opy-f)  (Lys.  p.  151.  5  :  Jos.  Antt.  i.  18.  3), 
QQfcos  (Plut.  ThemistocL  p.  124  a),  De- 
mosth.  p.  551.  15,  e/ccurros,  ay  ri  (rvfj.J3rj; 

Trp6<r<pa.ros  Kptverat  (see  also  reff.)  :  and 
Eccles.  i.  9,  OVK  €<rri,  irav  irp6cr<^aTov  fab 

rbv  tfXiov"  Bleek.  Others,  as  Passow, 
derive  the  word  from  irp6,  and  4>«>a>. 
But  irp6(r<t>aro$  has  not,  as  Ebrard  would 

make  it,  the  meaning  of  "  ever  fresh  :" 

only  that  ̂ of  new,  '  of  late  origin/  "  None before  Him  trod  this  way  :  no  believer 
under  the  0.  T.  dared  or  could,  though 
under  a  dispensation  of  preparatory  grace, 

approach  God  so  freely  and  openly,  so 

fearlessly  and  joyfully,  so  closely  and  inti- 

mately, as  we  now,  who  come  to  ̂the  Father 
by  the  blood  of  Jesus,  His  Son."  Stier) 
and  living  (as  contrasted  with  the  mere 
dead  ceremony  of  entrance  into  the  earthly 
holy  place.  This  entrance  is  a  real,  living 
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1  Tovrecmv  TT)?  craptco?  avrov,  ̂   real  lepea  m  peyav 

n  eiri 

rov 

0  oltcov  rov  6eov3 
21, 23.  e 
iv.  37.  xix.  35  al. 

a  p  yu-era  q  a 
=  1  Tim.  ui.  15. 
Job  u.  3. 

1  Pet.  iv.  17.  see  1  Pet.  u.  5, 

p  ch.  IT.  16. 

„--          reff. 
K.UJU-   n  see  chl4  11U  6. 

Matt.  xzv. 

q  =  John 

ins  Sia  bef  rys  D1. 

22.  irposepxopeOa  D[-gr]  KL[P]  c  d  g  h  k  o :  txt  ACK  latt  [Clir  Euthal-ms  Thdrfc 
Damasc.  per  (for  pera)  C  Damasc.] 

and  working  entrance ;  the  animated  sub- 
stance of  what  is  imported,  not  the  dead 

shadow.  And  so  Limemann  and  Delitzsch : 
and  very  nearly,  Ebrard  and  Stier.  Most 
Commentators  make  £<o<rav  =  fwoTrotov- 
crav,  producing,  or  leading-  to  life :  so 
Faber  Stap.,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Peirce, 
Wetst.,  Bohme,  Kuinoel,  De  Wette,  Ols- 
hausen.  Others,  as  Bl.,  interpret  it, 

"  everlasting  i"  and  so  Chrys.,  OVK  et-rre 
(c07)$,  a\Xa  £$xrav  avrfyv  etfc^Aecre,  T^\V 
pevovarav  ovrw  drj\&v :  CEc.,  els  faty  ov~ 
rcas  (pepet,  %n  Kal  avrfy  £77  Kal  <8iai(avi£et, 
Ijrp6cr<paroy  elir&Vy  Iva  p'f)  TLS  C'ITTT}'  OVKOVV 
el  7rp6cr<paros,  Kal  vravQ'fjcrerai'  yTjpdcr- 
Kovcra  yap  Kal  iraXaiovpevr)  Kal  avrrj, 
Sbsirep  Kal  rj  TT}?  ira\atas  Siad'fjKrjs  Kara- 
hvQ'fja'fTaL'  ov  fjikv  o§v3  (fi'rjo'iv,  aAAct  irp6- 
crtyaros  ofiffa  ael  vedfovaa  Kal  faxra  ecrrcu, 
ou5e?roT6  eTrtSe^o/ati/Tj  Bavarov  Kal  Kard- 
Xvcriv)  through  (Sid  here  in  its  primary 

local  meaning,  'through,'  not  in  its  de- rived instrumental  one.  But  no  o?><rav  or 

Hyovarav  need  be  supplied,  as  Bleek :  5ic£ 
follows  directly  upon  svtKcdviffev)  the  veil, 
that  is,  his  flesh  (on  KarcureTcurjuia,  see 

*note,  ch.  vi.  19.  The  Mesh  of  Christ 
is  here  spoken  of  as  the  veil  hung  before 
the  holiest  place;  that  weak  human  mortal 
flesh  was  the  state  through  which  He  had 
to  pass  before  He  could  enter  the  holiest 
in  heaven  for  us,  and  when  He  put  off  that 
flesh,  the  actual  veil  in  the  temple  was  rent 
from  top  to  bottom,  Matt,  xxvii.  51.  And 
so  in  the  main,  the  great  body  of  interpre- 

ters :  the  Greek  Commentators  however, 
not  quite  accurately :  e.  g.  Chrys.,  ̂   yap 
(rapi-  atiri)  crepe  irp(*3Ti)  rfyv  oSb*'  avrcp 
eKeivyv,  *t)v  Kal  ̂ yKaivlcrai  Aeyei,  T<£  Kal 
avrbs  a^teacrat.  5ia  ravrys  ftaSlcrai'  Kara- 
Treracrjua  5e  eiKdrcas  e/caAetre  rfyv  crdpKa: 
#T€  yap  ppedf]  els  vfyos,  r6re  etydvr)  ra  ev 
rots  ovpavots.  And  similarly  Thl.  and 
CEc.,  the  latter  however  giving  an  alterna- 

tive, Kal  #ri  %Kpvirrev  ev  eavry  T%V  6e6- 
TTjra*  Kal  TOVTO  yap  ffiiov  KaraTrerdtr- 
paras.  Thdrt.  understands  it  of  the  body 
of  the  Lord  partaken  in  the  Holy  Commu- 

nion :  no  less  strangely  than  erroneously  : 
for  it  is  not  the  Body,  but  the  Flesh  of 
Christ  which  is  the  veil :  and  what  our 

Writer  means  by  that  expression  is  evi- 
dent from  ch.  v.  7,  where  tv  rats  f)/j,€pai$ 

rrjs  crapK^s  avrov  points  to  the  time  of 
His  suffering  Humanity), —  21.]  and 
('  having  :*  rb  exovrcs  cbrb  KOIVOV,  CEc.)  a 
great  Priest  (i.  e.  a  great  High  Priest;  but 
here  his  Priesthood,  not  his  High -priest- 

hood, is  more  brought  into  prominence. 

Do  not  suppose  that  p-cyas  Upe-us  imports 
f  High  Priest/  as  &  iepebs  6  peyas  in  the 
LXX  and  Philo  :  our  Writer  always  uses 
apxiepevs  for  it,  and  in  ch.  iv.  14,  calls  our 
Lord  apxtepea  peyav.  He  is  lepebs  peyas, 
because  He  is  a  Priest  on  his  throne,  a 

"sacerdos  regius  et  rex  sacerdotalis,"  as 
Delitzsch  quotes  from  Seb.  Schmidt)  over 
the  house  of  God  (this  substitution  of  the 
preposition  of  motion  for  that  of  rest,  is 
indicative  of  a  later  phase  of  a  language, 
and  requires  the  supplying  of  rerayfAevov, 
or  some  similar  word,  to  make  it  good 
Greek  :  so  Hefo/cAea  Hraj;€v  eirl  rovs 
nrrreTs,  Xen.  Cyr.  iv.  5.  19.  The  olicos 
0eov  here  need  not  be  more  limited  in 
meaning  than  in  the  similar  passage  ch. 
iii.  2 :  olKov  5e  6eov  robs  iricrrobs  irpos- 

7)y6p€vo-€v9  Thdrt.,  (Ec.,  Estius,  al.  But 
it  is  alleged  that  the  expression  here  must 
mean  the  heaven  :  Thl.  having  mentioned 
the  other,  says,  #,  fttrep  oT/ucu  /zaAAo^,  rbv 
ovpav6v  €KeiVQV  yap  Kal  ayia  /caAe?,  Kal 

eis  €K6iV(f>  \CLrovpye~iP  rbv  lepea  Ae-yct,  virep 
T)p,S>v  evrvyx&vw™  •  and  so  many  Com- 

mentators. But  Delitzsch  well  observes 
that  the  one  meaning,  the  narrower,  need 
not  exclude  the  other,  the  wider.  It  is 
hardly  probable,  to  begin  with,  that  our 
Writer  should  in  two  places  describe  Christ 
as  set  eirl  rbv  olKov  rov  6eov,  in  meanings 
entirely  different  from  each  other.  Clearly, 
the  heavenly  sanctuary  is  regarded  by  him 
as  also  including  the  earthly,  the  Church 
above  as  the  home  of  the  Church  below : 

see  ch.  xii.  22  ff.),  22.]  let  us  ap- 
proach (irposcpxeo'Oa.^  see  ref.,  =  eyyt(et.v 

r$  6ecj)  ch.  vii.  19,  and  is  a  word  belonging 
to  worship.  So  that  the  participial  clauses 
which  follow  are  best  regarded  as  both 
belonging  to  irpos*px<x>pe9a,  since  they  also 
describe  requisite  preparations  for  worship : 
see  this  further  treated  below,  on  ver.  23) 
with  a  true  heart  (x^pls  uTroKpiVews* 
Chrys.  So  Hezekiah  pleads,  Isa.  xxxviii. 

3,  e'lropevQyv  €>vu>in6v  crov  per  a  a\7jdeia$ 
cV  KapSia,  o^Qivrf)  in  full  assurance 
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r  ch.  ri.  11. 
Col  u.  2, 

a$  /capSla? 

/co TO *  ch.  ix.  13  reflT. 

t  =  Acts  xvi  33.     Sir  xxxi.  (xxxiv  )  25.  u  so,  but  w.  a.ya.9.,  Acts  xxin.  1.     I  Tim  i  5,19.     1  Pet  iii.  16, 
21.  see  ch  xx.  9  reff.  v  John  xui.  10.    Acts  ix.  37.  xvi  33.    2  Pet.  11.  22.    Rev.  i.  5  only.    LEVIT.  xvi.  4. 

rec  €ppavTt(rfjL€voif  with  D3KLK3  rel :  eparr.  Ijn"]  17 :  txt 
MeixH  D![P]K  39.  46.  73. 

(irXTf|po<|>opta,  subjective,  as  in  ch.  vi.  11 : 
see  note  there)  of  faith,  (with  no  doubt  as 
to  the  certainty  of  our  access  to  God  by 
the  blood  of  Jesus),  having  our  hearts 
sprinkled  from  (pregnant  construction  for 

*  sprinkled,  and  by  that  sprinkling1  cleansed 
from5)  an  evil  conscience  (a  conscience 
polluted  with  the  guilt  of  sin :  for  "  if  a 
man's  practice  be  bad,  his  conscience,  in 
so  far  as  it  is  the  consciousness  of  that  prac- 

tice, is  Trovrjpd :"  see  Delitzsch,  Biblische 
Psychologic,  p.  163)  and  having  our  body 
washed  with  pure  water  (both  these 
clauses  refer  to  the  legal  purifications  of 
the  Levitical  priests,  which  took  place  by 
means  of  blood  and  water.  At  their  first 
dedication,  Aaron  and  his  sons  were 
sprinkled  with  blood,  their  bodies  and 
their  clothes,  Exod.  xxix.  21 :  Levit.  viii. 

30.  And  so  are  we  to  be  as  God's  priests, 
having  access  to  Him,  sprinkled  with 
blood,  not  outwardly  with  that  of  the  ram 
of  consecration,  but  inwardly  with  that 
of  the  Lamb  of  God :  the  first  could  only 
produce  KaOapjrrjra  TTJS  crapK^s  (ch.  ix. 
13),  but  the  second,  pureness  of  heart  and 

conscience  in  God's  sight.  The  washing 
with  water  also  (Exod.  xxix.  4)  was  to  be 
part  of  the  cleansing  of  Aaron  and  his  sons : 
nor  only  so,  but  as  often  as  they  entered 
the  holy  place  or  approached  the  altar, 
they  were  to  wash  their  hands  and  feet  in 
the  brazen  laver,  Exod.  xxx.  20 ;  xl.  30 — 
32:  and  the  high  priest,  on  the  day  of 
atonement,  Aotfcrercu  &$ari  TTO.V  rb  <r£(ua 
avTov,  Levit.  xvi.  4.  There  can  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  that  this  clause  refers 

directly  to  Christian  baptism.  The  \ov- 
rpbv  rov  SSaros  of  Eph.  v.  26,  and  the 
Aourpbv  iraXiyyevGcrlas,  Titus  iii.  5,  are 
analogous  expressions :  and  the  express 

mention  of  a-tapa  here,  as  distinguished 
from  KapSlas  before,  stamps  this  interpre- 

tation with  certainty.  This  distinction 
makes  it  impossible,  with  Calvin,  Lim- 
borch,  Owen,  Bengel,  Ebrard,  and  the  old 
Socinians,  Schlichting,  al.,  to  spiritualize 

away  the  meaning  into  "  Christi  spiritus 
et  doctrina,  seu  spirituals  ilia  aqua,  qua 
suos  perfundit  Christus,  ipsius  etiam  san- 

guine non  excluso"  (Schlichting);  for 
<rw/j.a  confines  the  reference  to  an  outward 
act.  And  so  Thl.  (r<p  rov 

rb  #5<»p'  Sirrah  y&p  8vrcav  TUJL&V,  SITT^ 
Kal  %  Kdeapcris),  Thdrt.,  (Ec.,  al.  Bohme, 
Kuin.,  Thol.,  De  W.,  Bleek,  Liinem., 
Delitzsch,  and  the  majority  of  Commen- 

tators. Still  in  maintaining  the  externality 
of  the  words,  as  referring,  and  referring 
solely,  to  Baptism,  we  must  remember,  that 
Baptism  itself  is  not  a  mere  external  rite, 
but  at  every  mention  of  it  carries  the 
thought  further,  viz.  to  that  spiritual 
washing  of  which  it  is  itself  symbolical  and 
sacramental.  Notice  here  that  the  word 
is  TO  crwjJia,  and  not  r^v  <rap«ra,  as  ch.  ix. 
13:  our  whole  natural  life,  and  not  the 
mere  outside  surface :  that  in  which  our 
soul  dwells  and  works,  the  seat  of  the 
emotions  and  desires :  this  also  must  be 
purified  in  those  who  would  approach  God 
iu  Christ.  So  that  1  would  understand 
with  Delitzsch  (whose  note  here  by  all 
means  see),  that  the  sprinkling  the  heart 
from  an  evil  conscience  is,  so  to  speak, 
intra -sacramental,  a  spiritual  application 
of  the  purifying  Blood,  beyond  sacramental 
rites,  and  the  washing  the  T)ody  with  pure 
water  is  purely  sacramental,  the  effect  of 
baptism  taken  in  its  whole  blessed  mean- 

ing and  fulfilment  as  regards  our  natural 
existence.  The  end  of  his  note  is  very 
beautiful :  "  As  priests  we  are  sprinkled, 
as  priests  we  are  bathed :  sprinkled  so  that 
our  hearts  are  freed  from  an  evil  conscience, 
and  thus  from  self-condemnation,  sprinkled 
with  Christ's  Blood,  to  be  sprinkled  with 
which  and  to  be  certain  of  and  joyful  in 
justification  before  God  is  one  and  the  same 
thing, — washed  in  Holy  Baptism,  whose 
pure  water  penetrates  with  its  saving  power 
not  only  into  the  depths  of  our  self-con- 

scious life,  but  also  into  the  very  founda- 
tion of  our  corporeity,  and  thus  sanctifies 

us  not  only  in  the  flesh,  but  in  the  body 
and  in  the  spirit :  so  bringing  us,  in  our 
whole  personal  existence,  through  the 
Blood  speaking  in  the  Sanctuary,  through 
the  Water  welling  forth  out  of  the  Sanc- 

tuary, into  so  real  a  connexion,  so  close 
an  union  with  the  Sanctuary  itself,  that  we 
are  at  all  times  privileged  to  enter  into  the 
Sanctuary,  and  to  use,  in  faith,  the  new 

and  living  way."  On  the  further  details 
of  the  passage  see  Hofmann,  Weissagung 
u.  Erfullung,  ii.  234:  Schriftbeweis,  ii.  2. 
161.  The  perfect  participles  shew  that  a 
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Job  xh  14 

13  1  Thess  v.  24  '  2  Thess  m.  3  af  *  clee  note"  Tit' fa.*  James  i.  12  n  5°  Uohnu*2? 
../ch  in  lieff  e-=  heie(Actsxv  39)  only*.  (Deut  xxix  28.  Jer  xxxix.  [xxxii.]  37  only  j 
fMatt  v  16  xxii  10  Johnx.  32, 33  1  Tim  in.  1  al3  Tit  11  7  a!3  1  Pet.  n  12  only  *  Matt 

xx vu  46  ||  Mk  ,  from  Ps.  xxi  1.    2  Cor  iv  9     2  Tim.  iv.  10, 16    ch.  xui.  5.    Wisd.  x.  13.  h  2  Thess. 
11  1  only  t     2  Mace.  u.  7  only,  (see  note  ) 

Svmm      op/cos  )3e/3aios,  aieXm??,  Philo  de  Spec  Leg.  5  i  vol  u  p.  270. 
11.  3  al  c  see  note     Tit  i  2.    James  i.  12    n  5      1  John  u  25 

47]. 

aft  eATr.  ins  • 
23.  TTJS  eATr.  bef  rt]v  o^uoA.  D  vulg  [aft  i 

approving)  [vulg  F-lat  Syr  »th]. 
25.  eyKara\nroi>T€S  N  c  1  Chr-3-niss,  -ActTroi/res-  [D3]  o :  KaraXnr.  D1. 

state  is  spoken  of  introduced  by  one  act 
the  effect  of  which  is  abiding)  :  23.] 
(First  we  must  treat  of  the  punctuation 
and  connexion.  I  have  stated  above  the 
ground  for  attaching  Kal  AeAou,ueVoi  K.T.A. 
to  the  foregoing,  with  Syr.,  Primas.,  Faber 
Stap.,  Luther,  E.  V.,  Estius,  Seb.  Schmidt, 
Cramer,  Micbaelis  (paraphr.),  Wolf,  Baum- 
garten,  Storr,  Kuin.,  De  Wette,  Bleek, 
Delitzsch,  —  not  to  Karex^^y  with  Erasm., 
Beza,  Erasm.  Schmid,  Bengel,  Peirce  (and 
Michaelis  as  Peirce),  Griesb.,  Knapp,  Hein- 
richs,  Schulz,  Bohme,  Lachmann,  Tho- 
luck,  Tisehdf.  (edn.  2),  Ebrard,  Lunemann. 
Besides,  1.  the  ground  there  alleged,  it  may 
be  further  urged,  2.  that  the  AeAou^-e^ot 
has  no  imaginable  connexion  with  Kar- 
exco/iev  K.T.A.,  whereas  it  continues  to 
describe  the  condition  in  which  we  are  to 
approach  God  :  and,  3.  that  by  joining  this 
participial  clause  with  what  follows,  the 
rhythm  of  the  sentence  (agst.  Lunem.)  is 
entirely  broken  up.  Then,  thus  much 
being  determined,  our  next  question  is, 
what  stop  to  set  after  Kadapcp.  Bleek 
prefers  a  period,  Delitzsch  a  comma  only. 
I  believe  a  colon,  as  after  ̂ irayyeiXdiaevos, 
would  best  give  the  form  of  the  sentence, 
in  which  the  three  verbs,  irpo$€px6p*0a>  .  .  • 

are  corre- 
lative) let  us  hold  fast  (=  Kpar&pev,  ch. 

iv.  14  :  let  us  hold  with  full  and  conscious 

possession  :  see  ch.  iii.  6,  14)  the  confes- 
sion (see  on  ch.  iv.  14  :  subjective,  but  in  a 

pregnant  sense,  —  that  which  we  confess, 
held  in  our  confession  of  it)  of  our  hope 
(see  ch.  iii.  6  :  and  bear  in  mind  that  IXms 
is  used  also  for  the  object  of  hope  subjec- 
tivized  :  our  hope  (subj.),  as  including 
that  on  which  it  is  fixed)  so  that  it  may 

be  without  wavering  ("Valcknaer  com- 
pares ex*  «•'  a'cAa'77  r<bv  \oji(TfjL6vj  4  Mace. 

vi.  7."  Del.  The  adjective  predicates  that 
which  the  confession  becomes  by  being 
held  fast  :  =  £e£oiai/,  ch.  iii.  14.  The 
word  itself  is  late  Greek,  found  in  JSlian, 
V.  H.  xiL  64  :  Lucian,  Encom.  Demosth. 
33  :  Philo,  al  )  :  for  He  is  faithful  that 
promised  (viz.  God,  see  reff.  :  and  ch.  vi. 

13  ;  xi.  11  ,•  xii.  26,  as  referring  to  Him  the 
title  o  !irayy€iXa|jL€vos.  Thl.  interprets 

it,  6  XPL<TT^$  &  €Lird>vf  ̂ Tt^Oirov  eljULt  6706, 
Kal  6  tii&Kovos  6  6/x<is  %crrai,  and  similarly 
(Ec.,  al.,  but  not  so  accurately)  : 

24.]  and  ("How  beautifully  does  this 
chain  of  exhortations  of  our  Writer  fall 
into  a  triple  division,  according  to  St. 
PauFs  trias  of  the  Christian  life,  1  Cor. 
xiii.  13  :  1  Thess.  i.  3  ;  v.  8  :  Col.  i.  4  f. 
Next  to  an  exhortation  to  approach  God 
in  full  assurance  of  faith,  follows  one  to 
hold  fast  the  confession  of  hope,  and  now 
comes  one  to  emulate  one  another  in 

love.'3  Delitzsch.  On  the  connexion,  see 
above  :  we  are  still  dependent  on  e%ovr€s 
o%v  above)  let  us  consider  one  another 
(all  of  us  have  all  in  continual  remem- 

brance, bearing  one  another's  characters and  wants  and  weaknesses  in  mind.  This 

is  far  better  than  the  merely  o»e-sided 
explanation  given  by  Chrys.,  Thl.  (TOUT- 
€ffriV,      €TTl(rKO'n-£>{jL€V     *i     TLS     IvdpCTOS,    'IVO, 

rovrov  yLUjUco/xefla"  oi>x  *ivo<  <f>Qov£bfJi€V,  aAA1 
'Iva  Trapo£vv<jbjue$a  /ma\\ov  €ts  r&  ra  aura 
tKeivcp  KaA&  epya  irately),  Thdrt.,  Primas., 
Michaelis,  Bleek  (who  endeavours  to  unite 
both  views)  :  Karavoelv  has  already  been 
noticed,  ch.  iii.  1)  with  a  view  to  provo- 

cation (usually  we  have  irapoivcrjj.os  in  a 
bad  sense,  as  our  word  provocation  :  so  in 
reff.  The  verb  is  sometimes  used  in  the 
classics  in  a  good  sense  :  e.  g.  Xen.  Mem. 
iii.  3.  13,  ̂ tAorjiufa,  fyirep  fj.d\L<rra  irap- 
o£uj/€i  irpbs  ra  /caAck  Kal  evrt/jia  :  (Econ. 
13.  9,  at  <^i\6rip.oi  T&V  <p-6ff€<av  Kal  rq> 

rapotyvovrai  :  Thuc.  vi.  88, 

rovs  Aa/ceS.  /c.  €|ti5pMTj<re,  Xey<ov  roi(£5e. 
And  thus  the  subst.  must  be  taken  here: 

"provocatio  amoris  et  bonorum  operum, 
cui/*  says  Bengel,  "contraria  provocatio 
odii  ")  of  (tending  to  produce  :  or  we  may 
say  that  it  is  a  -jrapolixr/^s  aydirqs,  the 
love  itself  being  thereby  excited)  love  and 
good  works;  25.]  not  deserting  the 
assembling  together  of  ourselves  (the 

word  tmonuvaYWYH,  as  its  verb  ̂ Tncrui/- 
dysLV,  belongs  to  late  Greek  :  Bleek  gives 
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ADKLP 
_     v     N  ab  c  d qT7;z>  efghk 

s       \lmno 

TO     17.  47 

1  =  1  Cor.  iv 
o  &  ccms.tr  , 

Rom  MI  23.  ])  -=  Matt  in  2  al  fr.    Ezek   xn  23  ̂        (  q  ~  1  Cor  in.  13      1  Thess.  %    4' r  —  here  (1  Pet.  v.  2)  only     2  Mace  xiv  3.    (-tos,  Philem.  14.)    a/coucrtcos  aju. ,  Lev.  iv.  2,27.  T  ,  15  al  s  \er.  15  reff. 

for  eavrwv,  aurwv  N1. aft  600s  ins  eo-nv  D1  vulg  Chr-ms. 

1  [c]. 

examples  from  Polyb.,  Plut ,  Phsedrus. 
The  LXX  use  tlie  verb  many  times,  of 
gathering  in  a  hostile  sense  (Mieah  iv. 
11 :  Zech.  xii.  3 ;  xiv.  2 :  Ps.  xxx.  14  AN : 

1  Mace.  iii.  58  ;  v.  9)  and  of  God  gather- 
ing His  people  together  (Ps.  ci.  23  A 

(a-vvay.  BN) ;  cv.  47  ;  cxlvi.  2 :  2  Mace.  i. 
27 ;  ii.  18).  And  so  in  N.  T.  (Matt,  xxiii. 
37  ',  xx  iv.  31 :  Mark  xiii.  27 :  Luke  xiii. 
34).  In  the  only  place  (ref.)  where  the 
substantive  occurs,  it  is  of  our  gathering 
together  to  Christ  at  His  coming,  just  as 
the  verb  in  the  above-cited  places  of  the 
Gospels.  Here,  the  question  is  whether 
it  is  to  be  understood  of  the  congregation 
of  the  faithful  generally,  the  Church,-— as 
the  word  congregation  has  come  from  the 
act  of  assembling  to  signify  the  body  thus 
assembled, — or  of  the  single  acts  of  assem- 

bling and  gathering  together  of  the  various 
assemblies  of  Christians  at  various  times. 

The  former  is  held  by  Primasius  ("  con- 
gregationem  fidelium  **),  Calvin,  Justiniani 
("  Ego  malim  de  tota  ecclesia  hsec  verba 
Pauli  intelligere,  ut  hortetur  Hebraeos  ad 
retiuendam  fidem,  utque  a  ccetu  fidelium 

non  recedant"),  Jac.  Cappell.,  Bohme, 
Bretschneider,  al.  But  the  other  is  held 
by  most  Commentators,  and  seems  far  more 
appropriate  here.  Thus  Chrys.  (o?5ev  fab 
rys  (rvvov<rias  K.  rrjs  tTrtcrvva'ywyTJs  TTO\- 
\7)V  oftffav  rfyv  Icrx&v),  (Ec.  (rd  yap  ael 
<rui>T)x9a,t  M  rd  avr6,  ayarr^y  ecrrl  yev- 
wjriK6v)9  Thl.  (similarly),  Beza,  Caniero, 
Schlichtiug,  Limborch,  Schottgen,  Wolf, 
al.,  and  Tholuck,  De  Wette,  Ebrard, 
Liinem.,  Hofm.,  Delitzsch,  al.  Del.  sug- 

gests that  our  Writer  may  have  used 
H-rrtcrvvayayfi,  not  crvvaycayf),  to  avoid  the 
Judaistic  sound  of  this  latter.  Otherwise 
the  use  would  be  accountable  enough, 
^iricrvvaywyfi  being  a  trvvay.  4icl  rb  avr69 
and  thus  pointing  more  at  the  several 
places  where  the  assemblies  were  held),  as 
is  the  habit  with  some  (this  icaOws  I6os 
Ttcriv  pretty  plainly  shews  that  not  formal 
apostasies,  but  habits  of  negligence,  are  in 

the  Writer's  view.  How  far  these  might 
in  time  lead  to  the  other,  Is  a  thought 
which  no  doubt  lies  in  the  background 
when  he  says  Karavocofj-ev  dAAiftAovs,  and 
irapaicaXovvTcs  :  and  is  more  directly  sug- 

gested by  the  awful  cautions  which  follow. 
Grot.,  al.  compare  Ignatius,  ad  Polycarp. 

4,  p.  721,  irvKv6r€pov  ffvvaycoyal 
<rav  :  and  Ad  Eph.  13,  p.  656, ' 

rov 

rfj 

but ceding. 

eavrobs 

Oeov  K.  €<s  86£w  ftrav  yap  TTVKV&S 
avrb  yii/€crd€f  KaQaipovvrat  at  dvvdju.e 
<raTOt.va,  K.  \derai  6  ̂ Ae0poy  avrov 
SjAovoia  vju&v  rr)s  TriVrecws),  but  exhort- 

ing (supply  not  T^IV  GTri 
QEc.  (riva  ;  rty  ewLcrvyayooy^y 
TovrsffTiv,  aAATjAous'  arcb  KOLVOV  yap  TTJV 

coyfyv  A^trreoi/),  Hofmann,  al., 
ota,  out  of  the  eavrav  just  pre- 

See ch.  iii.  13,  aA\a  Trapa/caAeTre 

/ca<9'  ̂ Kdffrfjv  yfjLepav.  An  alter- 
native in  (Ec.  supplies  robs  aaeej/eo-repovs  : 

but  it  is  an  unnecessary  limitation:  all 
would  need  it);  and  so  much,  the  more 
(this  TO<TOVT<P  /xaAAoi/  is  better  taken  as 
belonging  to  the  two  preceding  participial 
clauses  only,  to  which  it  is  syntactically 
attached,  than  as  belonging  to  the  whole 

from  /caT€xco/iej/),  as  (=  ocry  /xaAAov,  'the 
more;'  must  be  joined  with  jSAeVere,  not 
with  eyyifovcrav,  *  the  nearer  ye  see  ')  ye 
see  (this  ySAe-Trere,  in  the  second  person,  is 
unexpected  in  the  midst  of  the  'oratio 
cominunicativa.'  It  appeals  at  once  to the  watchfulness  and  discernment  of  the 
readers  as  regards  the  signs  of  the  times. 
That  Day  indeed,  in  its  great  final  sense, 
is  always  near,  always  ready  to  break  forth 
upon  the  Church  :  but  these  Hebrews  lived 
actually  close  upon  one  of  those  great  types 
and  foretastes  of  it,  the  destruction  of  the 

Holy  City  —  the  bloody  and  fiery  dawn,  as 
Delitzsch  finely  calls  it,  of  the  Great  Day) 
the  day  (this  shortest  of  all  designations 
of  the  day  of  the  Lord's  coming  is  found 
only  in  refi7.  "  It  is  the  Day  of  days,  the 
ending-day  of  all  days,  the  settling-day  of 
all  days,  the  Day  of  the  promotion  of  Time 
into  Eternity,  the  Day  which  for  the 
Church  breaks  through  and  breaks  off  the 

night  of  this  present  world."  Delitzsch) 
approaching.  26—31.]  Caution, 
arising  from  the  mention  of  that  day,  — 
which  will  be  not  a  day  of  grace,  but  a  day 

of  judgment  ,—  of  the  fearful  peril  of  fall- 
ing away  from  Christ.  The  passage  finds 

a  close  parallel  in  ch.  vi.  4  ff.,  and  much  of 
what  was  there  said  will  apply  here. 
26.]  For  if  we  willingly  sin  (contrast 
to  aKov&tots  afj,aprdv€iyt  in  reff.  and  the 
IKOVCTUOS  ajxapToLvovTcs  to  the  ayvoovvres 
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6  reft'.  x  ver  31.  eh  xu  21  only.     Deut  i.  19  dl 
Tt  0e'a/ua,  Lucian,  Fhilopat.  8.  z  here  only  t. 

y  w.  adj.,  A.cts  viii.  9 

b  Rom  i  28. 

Eph  i  17. 
2  Pet  i  2, 

3,8.  11  20. Prov  it  5 w  =  ch.  iv. 

except 

26.   T77S  Ginyvtocriav  (sic)  ̂ '(TTJV  fc*3  :   -criv  fct-corr1).  OVKCTL  TrepiXenrerai.   Qvcriav 

irepL  apapTLas  irpossvevKLv  Dl,jam  non  restat  peccatis  hostia  offere  l)-lat.  [The  verse, 
Avr»/Anf.  ,,^n-r.          t  a\v)QeLas  is  in.  Coisl-LXX-marg.] 

need  not  be,  specified  in  the  text.  That 
he  has  exhausted  the  virtue  of  the  one 
sacrifice,  is  not  said :  but  in  proportion 
to  his  willing  rejection  of  it,  has  it  ceased 
to  operate  for  him.  He  has  in  fact,  as 
Del.  observes,  shut  the  door  of  repentance 
behind  him,  by  the  very  fact  of  his  being 
in  an  abiding  state  of  willing  sin.  And 
this  is  still  more  forcibly  brought  out 
when,  which  Del.  does  not  notice,  the 
scene  of  action  is  transferred  to  the  great 

day  of  the  Lord's  coming,  and  he  is  found 
in  that  impenitent  state  irreparably.  This 
verse  has  been  misunderstood,  1.  by  the 
Fathers,  who  apply  it  to  the  Novatian 
controversy,  and  make  it  assert  the  impos- 

sibility of  a  second  baptism  :  so  e.  g.  Thl., 
fj.€frdi'OiQ.v  avatp&v  \4yei  Tcurra, 

ai,  ch.  v.  2.  The  sin  meant 
by  ap,apTa.vziv  is  sufficiently  defined  by 
the  connexion  (ydp)  with  the  preceding 
exhortations,  and  by  the  description  of  one 
who  has  so  sinned  in  ver.  29.  Neglect  of 
assembling  together,  and  loss  of  mutual 
exhortation  and  stimulus,  would  naturally 
result  in  (as  it  would  be  prompted  by  an 
inclination  that  way  at  first)  the  O.TCO- 
ffTTjvat  aTrb  0eou  of  ch.  iii.  12;  the  irapa- 
7reo*€?;c  of  ch.  vi.  6.  It  is  the  sin  of 
apostasy  from  Christ  back  to  the  state 
which  preceded  the  reception  of  Christ, 
viz.  Judaism.  This  is  the  ground -sin  of  all 
other  sins.  Notice  the  present,  not  the  aor. 

part.  *  If  we  be  found  wilfully  sinning,' 
not  fif  we  have  wilfully  sinned,*  at  that 
Day.  It  is  not  of  an  act  or  of  any  number 
of  acts  of  sin,  that  the  Writer  is  speaking, 
which  might  be  repented  of  and  blotted 
out :  but  of  a  state  of  sin,  in  which  a  man 
is  found  when  that  day  shall  come)  after 
the  receiving  (having  received)  the  know- 

ledge ("  It  is  usually  said  that  yvwcris  is 
the  weaker  word,  lirtYvoxris  the  stronger : 
or,  the  former  the  more  general,  the  latter 
the  more  special :  or,  the  former  the  more 
quiescent,  the  latter  the  more  active  :  the 
truth  in  all  these  is,  that  when  eirtyvcixris 
is  used,  there  is  the  assumption  of  an 
actual  direction  of  the  spirit  to  a  definite 
object  and  of  a  real  grasping  of  the  same : 
so  that  we  may  speak  of  a  false  yp&<rts, 

but  not  of  a  false  ̂ iriyvua-Ls.  And  the 
Writer,  by  the  use  of  this  word,  gives 
us  to  understand  that  he  means  by  it 
not  only  a  shallow  historical  notion  about 
the  Truth,  but  a  living  believing  know- 

ledge of  it,  which  has  laid  hold  of  a  man 
and  fused  him  into  union  with  itself." 
Delitzsch.  It  is  most  important  here  to 
keep  this  cardinal  point  distinctly  in  mind: 
that  the  cKovcrloos  a/mapTavovres  are  not 
mere  professors  of  religion,  but  real  con- 

verts, or  else  ver.  29  becomes  unintel- 
ligible) of  the  truth  (the  truth  of  God, 

as  so  often  in  St.  Paul  and  St.  John), 
there  is  no  longer  left  remaining  (see 
on  ch.  iv.  6)  a  sacrifice  for  sins  (for  there 
is  but  One  true  sacrifice  for  sins :  if  a 
man,  having  availed  himself  of  that  One, 
then  deliberately  casts  it  behind  him, 
there  is  no  second  left  for  him.  It  will 
he  observed  that  one  thing  is  not,  and 

&$     TLVGS     firap€v6rr](Tct,v, 
'Art  OVK   £CTTI   Scvrepov  jSdtrT 

Sib  ou5e 

yap  rovrov  /ca\€?,  &s  /cal  eV  rols  fcdroTriv. 
jLu£  ycip  Bvcria.  TereXeicaKev  els  rb  Snjre/ceV 
rb  y&p  fidirr  to"  JAG  7]p.<av  Tbv  Q&vaTov  et/co- 
vt£eL  rov  xptcrrov.  &sirep  ofiv  etceTvos  els 
our  a;  Kal  rovro  eV.  And  similarly  Chrys., 
(Ec.,  and  Augustine,  Inchoafc.  Exposit. 
Ep.  ad  Bom.  19,  vol.  iii.  pt.  ii.,  al.  2.  By 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  and  others,  who 

interpret  it  only  of  those  in  a  state  of  im- 
penitence, understanding  that  on  penitence 

they  will  again  come  under  the  cleansing 
influence  of  the  blood  of  Christ  :  ot»5e  yap 
€7rl  TOV  TrapoVros  yQtou  T^V  ̂ To^voiaar 

avatpf?,  aXAa  TO  /u^  elvai  roVe  wyx&p'no'w 
AajSeu/  TO*'  eirl  rov  irTalstv  evravda  ft€- 
/^.ei'Tj/cdVa,  Kal  ju.TjSefiuu'  err)  TO  TTTaUtv 
8e£d/j.€vov  atyBrjo'ii',  a\oyia  TIV\  p.€Ta  TroA- 
ATJS  r)8ovri$  ciriTeXovvra  ajuapT77/x.a)  ;  27.] 
but  (there  is  left  remaining;  a7roAe£7reTcu 
is  common  to  both  clauses)  a  certain  (this 

attaching  of  rts  to  an  adjective  is  an  ele- 
gance belonging  to  the  more  polished  style 

of  our  Writer,  and  often  found  in  the 

classics  :  e.  g.  €iri-rrov6v  TLva  &iovt  Diod. 
Sic.  v.  39  :  oVi  niKp6v  TL  fJLepos  eft?  arpar- 
TjyiKijs  ra  raKTLKa,  Xen.  Cyr.  i.  6.  14: 
Kal  Kvpcp  5e  fj,€yd\r)v  nva  5o/ccS  r)p.as 
xdpw  o<p€i\€iv,  ibid.  vi.  4.  7:  see  also  ref. 
Acts,  and  cf.  Winer,  §  25.  2.  c.  Bern- 
hardy's  account  of  the  usage,  Syntax,  p. 
442,  seems  to  be  the  true  one,  that  it 
has  the  power  of  a  doubled  adjectival 
sense,  and  generalizes  the  quality  predi- 
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KOL a  tfptcreo>9. 
bd  VTrevavTiovs. 

f  olfCT^pfji&V 

TTV  po?   bc  $7X0? 
28  e  r       rl?    vofJiov    M.a)vaect)$ 

a  ch. n  27 
"b  ISA.  xxvi.  11 
c  Zeph,  1. 18. 

in  8.  see  Ps 
Ixxviu  5  al. 

d  Col  xi.  15 
only. 

e  =  Mark  vu  9     Luke  vu  30.    1  Cor.  i  19.    Gal.  u.  21  al     Isa.  xxiv.  16     (-T^aiS,  ch.  vn  28.) 
atu.  1     2  Cor  i.  3.    Phil.  m.  1.    Col.  m.  12  oiily    P.H.    2  Kings  xxiv.  14.  g  DEUT.  xvu.  G, ix.  17. 

67T6 

ADKLP 
«abc  d 
ef  ghk 

1  m  n  o 
17.  47 

f  Rom. 
€?rt  =  ch. 

28,  aft  OIKT.  ins  /cat  SaKpv&v  Dl(and  lat)  syr-w-asfc. 

cated,  indicating  some  one  of  that  kind, 
it  may  be  any  one.  This  is  exemplified 
where  numerals,  or  the  like  of  numerals 

are  joined  with  -m,—  e.  g.  iras  ns,  eWo-rcte 
rts,  ouSefo  TIS,  nalv  ov  TroAAoTs  (Thuc. 
vi.  94),  Ti^ey  5&>  vyes  (id.  viii.  100), 
€Kar6v  rt  (Arr.  Ind.  7),  ravras  rtvas 
TpeTs  (Plato,  Rep.  x.  p.  601  D),  as  Cicero, 

"  tres  aliqui."  So  here,  some  one  </>oj8epa 
eK8o%77  out  of  all  that  might  befall  various 
men  and  dispositions.  The  indefiniteness 
makes  the  declaration  more  awful)  fearful 

(objective,  —  ftremendus,'  not  'thnidus,' 
furcfytbar/  not  fui*d)tfam  :  fearful  to  think 
of,  frightful.  No  figure  of  hypallage 
must  be  thought  of,  as  if  $oj8ep&  l«5ox^ 
Kpi(f€a)s  =  €«5ox^  Kpi(reoi)S  tyofiepas,  as 
Jac.  Cappellus,  Heinrichs,  al.,  and  Wolf, 

c  alt.)  reception  (i.  e.  meed,  doom  :  not,  as  I 
believe  universally  interpreted  without  re- 

mark, expectation.  cKSoxn  appears  nev£r 
to  have  this  sense,  and  this  is  the  only  place 
where  it  occurs  in  the  N.  T.  Its  meanings 
are,  1.  reception,  principally  by  succession 
from  another:  e.g.  ̂ Bschin.  irapa.7rpe<rfi. 
p.  32.  18,  OVK  &KVOVV  «ar?  aurou  Xfyeiv 

and  it  is  the  zeal,  the  fervour,  the  ex  can- 
descence of  this  consuming  fire,  which 

awaits  the  apostate  from  Christ,  rb  irvp 

<raro  irpbs  tty  ir^Kw  rou  iroAc/xou  :  jfEschyl. 
Agam.  299,  ̂ yer/jej/  &K\.tiv  e/cSox^y  TT^TTOU 
irvp6s  :  Eur.  Hippol.  866,  vtoxttiv  IK§OX<£S 
tirctscpepst  Ka.it6v  :  2.  peculiar  to  later 
Greek,  and  principally  found  in  Polybius, 
interpretation,  acceptation,  e.  g.  of  the 
sense  of  a  sentence  :  so  KaBdiirep  eiroiovvro 
T$V  ̂ K^OX^V  ol  Kapx^oviotj  Polyb.  iii,  29. 

4:  6J£  &v  avdyKri  iroitiffQaL  rty  ̂ 5o%^y 
#-n  /C.T.A,,  "  quibus  ex  rebus  intelligi  debet^ 
&c.,  id.  xii.  18.  7.  And  so  Origen,  comm. 
in  Joann.  torn.  v.  4,  vol.  iv.  p.  98,  5ta  T^V 

. 

But  of  the  subjective  sense,  derived  from 
the  later  meaning  of  ̂ /cS^o/tat,  I  find  no 
hint  or  example,  except  the  mere  assertion 
in  our  N.  T.  lexicons,  that  it  has  that 
meaning  in  this  place.  From  what  follows, 
it  is  much  better  to  take  it  objectively;  all 
which,  foroAefTreTcu  is,  the  reception  of  the 
doom  of  judgment,  and  the  irupbs  f^Xos, 
&c.)  of  judgment  {i.  e.  by  the  context,  un- 

favourable judgment),  and  fervour  of  fire 
(the  stress  is  on  irvp6y)  and  irvp  is  per- 

sonified. It  is  the  fire  of  God's  presence, 
identified  with  Himself,  exactly  as  in  ch. 
xii.  29,  o  Oebs  THJL&V  irvp  Ka,raya\icrKoy  : 

rpw- 

yei  teal  SaTTow/^.  Chrys.  opa,,  says  ThL, 
iras  olov  efyvxtoff*  ft*  vvp)  which  shall  (in 
(j,eXXovTos  the  Writer  tranfers  himself 
again  to  the  present  time :  q.  d.  the  fire 
which  is  destined  to  .  «  .)  devour  (OVK  elTre 
fyaysLv  fi6vov  aA.V  HcrOteiv,  alSices  S^AaS^. 
Thl.  The  same  expression  is  found  in  II.  ̂ . 
182,  robs  &(Jia  crot  irdvras  irvp  £<rQlei) 
the  adversaries  (some  have  supposed  the 
sense  of  secret  enemies  to  be  conveyed  by 
vTrevavrCovs.  But  as  Bl.  remarks,  the 
word  is  good  Greek,  and  is  constantly 
found,  without  any  such  further  sense, 
representing  merely  an  enemy ,  e.  g.  Xen. 
Cyr.  i.  6.  38,  where  E^airaray  rovs  TroAe- 
jufovs  and  ̂ airarav  rovs  virsvwriovs 
are  used  as  synonymous:  Herod,  iii.  80, 
where  T&  vir^avriov  rovrov  is  simply 

'the  opposite  of  this:'  see  Lexx.  The 
vir6  is  simply  what  may  be  called  the  *  sub- 
jectio  rei  secundarias : '  the  prime  agent  is 
ever  supposed  to  be  highest,  and  his  acci- 

dents come  up  from  beneath :  thus  uTrep- 

Xeral  fjiol  n, — cf.  "tva  (T<pi  yevea  viro~ yivnrai,  Herod,  iii.  159,  &c.  It  is  probable 
that  the  Writer  has  throughout  this  clause 
had  in  his  mind  ref.  Isa.,  £5]Ao$  A^CTCU 
\cibv  ct7ra£8ei»TOJ>,  Kai  vvv  irvp  rovs  vir- 
evavriovs  ̂ Serat).  28,  29.]  Argument 
e  a  minoriy  to  shew  now  grievous  will  be 
the  punishment  of  the  apostate  from 
Christ.  There  is  a  very  similar  inference  in 
ch.  ii.  2, 3 ;  xii.  25.  28.]  Any  one  having 

set  at  nought  the  (not,  'a;*  see  ch.  vii. 
18,  19,  both  for  adere'b,  and  for  the  differ- ence between  v6po$  and  IPTOA^)  law  of 
Moses  (we  must  not  take  this  as  a  general 
assertion,  as  true  of  whoever  in  any  way 
broke  the  Mosaic  law :  but  as  an  alleging 
of  a  well-known  fact,  that  in  certain  cases 
a  breaker  of  that  law  was  subject  to  the 

penalty  following.  The  form  of  the  sen- 

tence might  be  changed  thus,  *  If  Moses' law  could  attach  to  violations  of  it  the 
inexorable  doom  of  death/  &c.  For  the 

logical  purpose  of  the  '  a  minori  ad  majus,' 
the  greater  punishment  includes  the  less. 
The  reference  is  especially  to  Deut.  xvii.  2 
— 7,  where  the  punishment  of  death  is  at- 
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OQ  h          f  ^  A xlJ  n  7J-Q0-6)    OOK€l,T6 

viov  TOV  06ov  m  KaTa,7raTr}<ra$,   Kal  TO  "  alpa  1-779  n  Siadtf-  s 
q  ez>  c§  qr  fi^idaQr].  Kal  TO 

,  v  ,  ,  ,  in.  3  reff  7rj»> 
5  Evpvot/CT7i/...e/cpii'e  jutet^ovo?  i^iojcrat  Ttftwpta?,  Diod  Sic.  xix.  11.  1  here  only.    Prov. 
xix,  '29  al  m  Matt,  v  13.  -vu.  6.    Luke  vtu.  5.  xii   1  onlv.     Job  xxxis    15  al  n  Matt, 
xxvi.  28.  ch.  ix  20  (from  Exod  xxiv.  8).  xiu.  20.     Zech  ix.  11.  o  see  Mark  vii.  2,  5      Acts 
x,  14,  28.  xu  8     Rom   xiv  14  bis.     1  Mace.  i.  47,  62.  p  =  Acts  ixvi.  2.     Phil.  u.  25.  ch.  xi.  11, 
26.    1  Pet.  i.  13  al.    Job  xiii.  6.  q  Rom.  xv.  16.  ver.  10  al.  r  ch.  ii.  11.  s  Zech. xu  10. 

29.  om  ey  co  7]yia.<rd7j  A.  Chr-3-iuss. 

taclied  to  the  same  sin  as  is  here  in  ques- 
tion, viz.  apostasy  :  ̂ a*/  evpeOp  ....  a*^p 

^  yvvvj  t>s  troiT]a'€i  rb  irovf]pbv  ̂ vavriov 
Kvptov  T.  6eov  (rov,  TrapeAOeTj/  r^v  5ia- 
G^Krjv  avrov,  /cal  IXOoVrcs  (a7reA0<£j>T€S  A) 
Xarp€i5cr&>oav  Oeois  er^pots  /c.r.A.)  dies 
(the  normal  present)  wi.th.out  benefit  of 
(Xwpfe»  apart  from:  not  implying  that  no 
one  felt  compassion  for  him,  but  that  such 
compassion,  be  it  what  it  might,  could  not 
affect  his  doom)  mercies  (the  merciful  feel- 

ings of  any  who  might  be  interested  for 
him.  olKTLpfj.os,  see  on  ref.  Bom.,  says 
Bleek,  is  a  purely  Alexandrine  word,  and 
in  the  LXX  and  1ST.  T,  is  generally  in  the 
plural,  answering  to  the  Hebrew  D'orn, 
bowels,  ̂ (apis  oLKTipiA&ff  tpTjcri,  &sre  ouSe^ufa 
avyyvcafMTj  ou&e  eAeos  e/ce?.  Chrys.)  before 
two  or  three  witnesses  (lirC,  as  in  ch.  ix. 

17,  *  in  the  case  of ;'  his  death  is  an  event 
contingent  on,  added  to,  the  fact  of  two  or 
three  witnesses  appearing.  As  to  the  sense, 
cf.  Thl.,  TourctTTij/,  eav  6/AO\oy7)6f)  virb  5uo 

3)  rpiw  fj.a,pr{ipci}v  *6ri  irapeftt]  rbv  v6fjiov. The  allusion  is  to  Deut.  as  above,  where  it 
is  said,  £irl  8v<rlv  f^dpruartv  $)  iwl  rpicrlv 
juLdpTVffiv  a/froQctvelrai)  :  ^^-J  ̂   how 
much  worse  punishment  (though  Ttfxwpta 
does  not  elsewhere  occur  in  the  N.  T.,  we 
have  the  verb,  Acts  xxii.  5j  xxvi.  11), 
think  ye  (8oK€iT6  stands  separate  from 
the  construction,  and  forms  an  appeal  to 
the  judgment  of  the  readers  themselves), 
shall  he  be  found  worthy  (viz.  by  God. 
The  participle  is  in  the  aor.,  as  pointing  to 
the  single  fact  of  the  doom,  not  to  a  con- 

tinued estimate),  who  trampled  under  foot 
(aor.  part,  as  spoken  at  that  day,  and  look- 

ing back  upon  this  life,  ri  $<=  eVrt  Kara- 
irar^cras ;  rovrecrrt  Karatypovficras*  fasirep 
yap  T&V  KaTa.Tra.rovfJLsvfov  ovSeva  \6yov 

%X°l*-€VJ  O^TO)  Kal  rod  -^picrrov  /aiyScva 
\6yov  UXOVTCS  o0ra)9  £wl  rb  d/Aaprdveiv 
tpxfyefa.  Thl.  See  refi%,  and  cf.  John 
xiii.  18.  Stier  remarks,  "Some  of  us 
remember  the  cry,  *  Ecrasez  1'infame !  *  ") 
the  Son  of  Grod  (the  higher  title  of  the 
Mediator  of  the  new  covenant  is  used,  to 
heighten  the  enormity  of  the  crime),  and 
accounted  common  the  blood  of  the 
covenant  (the  otfxa  TIJS  8ta0t]Kifis,  being 
the  rfyuoj/  atytta  of  Christ  Himself,  far 

above  all  blood  of  sprinkling  under  the 
old  covenant.  Even  that  (Levit.  xvi.  19) 
had  hallowing  power:  how  much  more 
this.  But  the  apostate  Koivbv  TjyficraTo 
this  blood — accounted  it  mere  ordinary 
blood  of  a  common  man,  and  if  so,  con- 

sented to  its  shedding,  for  then  Christ 
deserved  to  die  as  a  blasphemer.  And 
this,  of  that  holy  Blood,  by  which  we  have 
access  to  God  !  So  that  we  have  quite 
enough  for  the  solemn,  sense,  by  rendering 
KOIVOV  common,  without  going  to  the  fur- 

ther meaning,  unclean.  Chrys.  gives  both 
meanings :  ftoivdv,  T£  €<nri ;  T&  o.K<£6apTovf 
fy  rk  IMY}$€V  ir\4ov  %xoj/  T<^J/  AotTrcDv  :  CEc., 
K.OIV&V,  rb  fj.7]$ev  rSjv  &\\av  Sm^epov, 

olbf  \4yovffiv  ol  <f>do'KOVTe$  avrbv  \|/t\i>v 
fodpovyrois'  ovroi  y&p  ovScv  rov  fi/uerepov 
o~ia\\drrov  ets  rtfj^v  \4yovcriv  avr6  :  Beza 
compares  1  Cor.  xi.  29,  ̂   StaKpivtov  rb 
(rcapa :  and  Bretschneider  quotes  Justin 
Mart.  Apol.  i.  66,  p.  83,  ov  yap  o>y  Koivbv 
aprov  ovSe  K.QIVOV  -rrtJ/xa  ravra  Aa/i^avo- 
psv.  Cf.  Acts  x.  28,  efj.ol  6  6€bs  eSe^ev 

fnrjdeva  KOI-VOV  r[  aKaOaprov  \eyeiv  &v6p<0- 
irov,  where  the  two  are  distinguished. 
Syr.  has  "  hath  counted  the  blood  of  the 
covenant  of  him  by  which  (whom  ?)  he 

hath  been  sanctified  as  that  of  every  man." 
The  reader  will  recall  our  Lord's  own  rb 
afpa  rb  rrjs  AC.  Stafl^/ctjsv  cf.  ref.  Matt. 
|[  Mark.  See  also  our  ch,  xiii.  20)  in  which 
(as  sprinkled  with  which ;  as  his  element 
and  condition  of  sanctifi cation)  he  was 
sanctified  (see  Levit.  xvi.  19  LXX,  and 
our  ch.  xiii.  12  and  ix.  13.  He  had  ad- 

vanced so  far  in  the  reality  of  the  spiritual 
life,  that  this  blood  had  been  really  applied 
to  his  heart  by  faith,  and  its  hallowing  and 
purifying  effects  were  visible  in  his  life ; 
which  makes  the  contrast  the  more  terrible. 
And  Delitzsch  finely  remarks,  as  against 
the  assertors  of  mere  shallow  supralapsa- 
rianism,  that  without  former  experience  of 
grace,  without  a  life  of  faith  far  more  than 
superficial,  so  irrecoverable  a  fall  into  the 
abyss  is  not  possible.  It  is  worthy  of 
remark  how  Calvin  evades  the  deep  truth 

contained  in  the  words  eV  $  yyi&vQ'ri  '• 
"  Valde  indignum  est  sanguinem  Chi  isti, 
gui  sanctificationis  nostrce  materia  est, 
profanare :  hoc  vero  faciunt,  qui  desciscunt 
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t  here  only  1" w   ace.,  Jos. 
Antt.  u  8    I 
v.  8    12.  , 
usy.  \v  ddt.,  \     Y          /- 

see  Bl.  fCab    X  TTOKlV, 
U    DlUTT.  XXX!!  * 

IJ5    see  note,      rrn     ̂   cnnr ferret  it     cl 
v  Luke  XMU  CyLc/rcu  ctt'     ct» 
7,8.  xxi   22. 
Act*  AU   24      Rom    nu.  19,  from  1.  c.     2  Coi 

xiv    14  bis.     Bom.  xi.  6.  xu   19.     1  Tht"«& 

yap    rov     elirovra 

\eyet, 
rov  \aov  avrov.      ̂ 1  z b 

iu  11.     2  Thess.  i  8.     1  Pet  u.  14  only      E-sek.  xxv.  14. 

"      2  Thess,.  i.  6  only    L  P  H      Isa  Ixiu.  7.       27.  a  Matt  xn   11 

w  Luke 
x  ch   i.  6  left 

Luke  vi.  39.  \ 
b  ch  m   ISieil 

xiv    14  bis.     Kom.  xi.  A.  xu    1U.     1  THt"«&    in.  y.     2  Thess,.  i.  6  only    JU  1J  M      Isa   Ixiu.  7. 
y  Di.tiT.  xxxu.  36.     PSA   cxxxiv    14.     —  ch.  xin  4.  z  ̂ er  27.  a  Mat' 

36.     1  Tim.  m   6,7.  -vi  9  only      2  Kings  a.\iv   14      1  Chron   xxi   13      Sn    n   18. 
c  &  constr  ,  Mark  (xi.  21)  xiv  72.     1  Cor  iv.  17.    2  Cor.  vu.  15  (2  Tim.  i.  G)  only      Num.   \    15. 

30.  om  Ae7€i  Kupios  D^PJK1  17.  23l.  672  latt  Syr  copt  seth-rom  Ambr,  Primas. 
aft  iraXtv  ins  on  (as  in  Deut  xxxii.  36  :  Ps  cxxxiv.  14)  D  latt  seth-pl[(Tischdf )  Euthal- 
ms  Antchj]  Tbdrt^om^.  rec  tcvpios  bef  Kpivei,  with  L[PJK3  rel  copt  Chr  Thdrtj: 
txt  ADKK1  17  latt  syrr  seth  [arm  Euthal-ms  Antchj]  Thdrfc!  Primas. 

a  fide  :"  thus  naakiug  fiyidcrB?)  into  dyia- 
tyjjitOa.  Liightfoot's  idea,  that  Christ  is 
the  subject  of  fj-yidcrOr],  is  hardly  worth 
refutation  (Hor.  Hebr.  in  1  Cor.  xi.  29)  : 
as  neither  is  that  of  Claudius,  in  Wolf,  that 

5ia6-f)K^  is  the  subject),  and  insulted 
(IvvppiEco,  in  prose,  belongs  to  later  Greek  : 
but  is  found  in  the  poets,  e.  g.  Bur.  Elecfcr. 

68,  4v  Tols  fjUoTs  OVK  &vvfipicras  Kaxo'ts  : 
Aristoph.  Thesm.  719,  rax"  ov  xaipcov 
forcoy  frv&pt(reL$  :  Soph.  Philoct.  342,  with 

an  accus.  as  here,  Trpayju?  Hry  cr*  €v6$picrai'. 
In  prose  it  is  found  in  /Elian,  Polybius, 
Herodian,  Joseplms,  principally  with  a 
dative  of  the  object)  the  Spirit  of  grace 
(for  TO  irv.  TTJS  x°-PLT°s,  see  ref.  No  two 
things  can  be  more  opposed,  as  Del.  re- 

marks, than  v&pis  and  x&PLS-  -^n&  this 
remark  guides  us  to  the  answer  to  the 

question  whether  %cxptros-  here  is  a  gen. 
objective  or  subjective:  whether  it  is  the 
Trvevfj.a  which  belongs  to  x^PiS»  so  that  it 
is  the  gift  of  the  divine  x^Pls  (so  Grot., 
Schlicht.,  De  W.,  Bleek,  Liinem.,  and  most 
of  the  moderns),  or  x&PLS  which  belongs 
to  Tryev/j.a,  so  that  it  is  the  gift  of  and  the 
character  of  the  w^Gv^a.  The  latter  is 

adopted  by  Calv.,  Estius,  a-Lapide,  Jus- 
tiniani  (altern.,  but  prefers  it.  He  gives 
the  alternative  very  neatly  put  by  Pseudo- 
Ansclm  :  "  Spiritui  sancto  gratis  dato,  vel 
gratiam  danti*'),  Beza,  Owen,  al.,  Bohme, 
Von  Gerlach,  Delitzsch,  al,,  and  is  much 
the  more  probable,  both  on  account  of  the 
prophecy  which  is  referred  to,  e/cxecD  .  .  . 
TO'eujua  X&PLTOS  K,  oiKTipjuov,  —  and  on  ac- 

count of  gwfipicras,  which  is  most  natu- 
rally referred  to  a  Person  as  its  object. 

Chrjs.  strikingly  says,  6  r^v  evspyecrtav 

a..     e-rroLTjcre    ere     v!6v     orb     Se    0€\ets 

.  He  does  not  hold  with  any 
definiteness  that  apostasy  is  here  meant, 
but  applies  the  whole  text  homiletically 
to  wilful  sin  of  any  kind.  Thl.,  in  repro- 

ducing Chrys/s  sentence,  puts  rov  Sid- 

for  irovripobs  \oyio~ p.ovs}  ?  30, 
31.]  And  this  eKSoxfy  Kpicrews  and  irvpbs 
CrjXos  are  certainties,  testified  to  by  God 
Himself.  30.]  For  we  know  Him 
who  said,  To  me  belongeth  vengeance, 
I  will  repay,  saita  the  Lord  (the  citation 
is  from  Deut.  xxxii.  35,  and  is  given 
not  in  agreement  with  the  Hebrew  text 

(obxpi  Dj»T  '),  "  To  me  (belongeth)  ven- 
geance and  recompense")  nor  with  the 

LXX  (ej>  7)/n.€pc(.  e'/cSt/c^crews'  (i.  e.  U3  DV%  as 
is  read  in  the  Samaritan  Pent.)  ai/r«7ro- 
5ci5(rw,  so  also  Pbilo,  Leg.  Alleg.  iii.  §  34, 
vol.  i.  p.  108),  but,  remarkably  enough, 
in  verbal  accordance  with  St.  Paul's  cita- 

tion of  the  same  text,  Rom.  xii.  19,  even 

to  the  adding  of  the  words  Ae-yei  ttvpios, 
which  are  neither  in  the  Heb.  nor  the 
LXX.  Two  solutions  of  this  are  possible : 
1.  that  the  expression  had  become  a 
common  saying  in  the  Church ;  2.  that 
our  Writer  takes  it  from  St.  Paul's  cita- 

tion. A  third  alternative  is  of  course 
open;  that  it  is  St.  Paul  himself,  who 
quotes  here  as  there.  For  a  solution,  see 
Prolegg.  on  the  authorship  of  this  Epistle) : 
and  again,  The  Lord  will  judge  His 
people  (no  doubt  quoted  primarily  from 
the  passage  where  it  primarily  occurs, 
in  ref.  Deut.  The  Kptvel  there  expresses 
another  function  of  the  judge  from  that 
which  is  adduced  here.  There,  He  will 
judge  for  rescue  and  for  defence :  here,  for 
punishment  and  for  condemnation.  But 
the  office  of  Judge>  generally  asserted  by 
Kpivel,  involves  all  that  belongs  to  a  judge : 
and  if  there  it  induces  the  comforting  of 
those  whom  He  eTSev  TrapaAeAv^ueVot/s,  K. 
^K\eXonr6ras  it/  ciraycoyfj,  K.  irapeLfj.Gi'ovs, 
here  the  same  general  office  of  judgment 
also  induces  the  punishment  of  the  wilful 
sinner  and  apostate).  31.]  Axiomatic 
conclusion  of  these  solemn  warnings.  It 
is  a  fearful  thing  to  fall  into  tlie  hands 
of  the  living  God  (yet  in  reff.  Kings, 

1  Chron.,  David  says,  e/iTrea-oO/xat  5-J?  els 
X&pm  tcvpiov,  e6n  TroAAoi  ot  oiKripfj.ol 
O.VTOV  .  <T<p68pa3  els  8e  x€^Pas 
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cr/ceaOe  §e  ra?  irporepov  rj/mepa?,  eV  at?  d  <f>a>Tt,cr0evT6$  • 
Frag. 
Mosq. 

vare... 
ADKL 

Frag. 
Mos.q. 

ab  c  d  e 
fgh  kl m  n  o 
17.47 

vrre^evare TOTO 
re 

1  ch  vi.  4  reff. 

2  heie  only-*- 
Polyb   v.  64 6.  vn  10.2 
•dEhan.V.  H. 
11.  23   xi  3. 

r£)v  oi/rco?  m  dvaaTpe<f)0]uievcov  76^77^6^X69"  %4<  Kal  ryap 
xiu  7.  ch.  xn  2,3     James  1.12     Wisd   xvi.  22  ff2Cor  i    6     2  Tim   m.  11  al  t 
only,    classics,  passim  ̂   i  Bom.  xv  3.    1  Tim  m  7    ch  xi.  26    xm  13  only.  P.H. 

k  here  only  t.    —  e«0earptgeti',  Polyh  in  91.  10  al.  1  2  Cor.  i.  7  al.    Isa.  i.  23. 
xvii.  22     2  Cor.  i   12    ch  i.iu.  18  al.    Josh.  v.  5.    Ezek  xix.  6. 

32.  rais  irpor.  -^epais  D1. 
proving)  [m  17  copt]. 

33.  for  dearp.f  ovi8i£o/j.evoL 

for  7ifjt.epa.Sf  afj.aprias  K1.  —  add 

h  here 
Isa.  xhu  28 

m  Matt. 

disap- 

-w  ;  and  in  ref.  Sir.  we  have 
v,    Kal    OVK 

ov  t 

e/x7r€ 
els  xe*Pa*  a.v0pdbTrct)i>'  &s  yap  TJ  fj.e- 
ya\cocriivr)  avrovt  ovru  Kal  rb  e\eos 
avrov.  But  the  two  sentiments  are  easily 
set  at  one.  For  the  faithful,  in  their 
chastisement,  it  is  a  blessed  thing  to  fall 
into  God's  Hands  :  for  the  unfaithful,  in 
their  doom,  a  dreadful  one.  On  £o>v,  as  a 
characteristic  of  Beds,  see  on  ch.  iii.  12. 
Here,  the  idea  of  life  and  energy,  attached 
to  the  name  of  God,  hrings  vividly  out  the 
£rj\os  with  which  He  will  consume  His 
adversaries).  32  —  34.]  As  in  ch.  vi. 
9—  -12,  so  here,  the  Writer  turns  from 
solemn  exhortation  and  warning  to  en- 

couragement arising  from  the  conduct  of 
his  readers  in  the  past.  This  their  firm- 

ness did  not  look  likely  to  end  in  apostasy  : 
and  accordingly  by  the  memory  of  it  he 

now  cheers  and  invigorates  them,  ty-rialv 

o5//  '6n  fjir)  a\\ovs  rtvas  jtufi^crao^e,  aXV 
avrol  eavrovs*  e6pot,  5c  irvevfjiarLK^iv 
croQiav'  irp6repov  Karaareiffas  avrcov  ras 
\j/v%as  5za  TOV  .rrjs  yeevvrjs  avafJLV7)(rai, 

Si"  SyKcofjilcov,  oO  /coAa/cet5cuj>, 
rS>v  rovrcav  irporpeir6^evos' 

a.^t.oTn(j"T6repos  yap  &  ffvfjLfiovXevwv  nvl 

cavrby  fJn^ffao-Bai  Kal  a  irpoeipyaffaro 
%pya,  Thl.  :  and  Thdrt.,  Kepdvvvcri  T&V 

rb  avffrTipbv  rfj  fivfif^p  ru>v 
evwv.  ovSev  yap  ovreas 

els  TrpoOv/Aav  Steyelpei  c&y  TUP  oiKeicav 
KaTopOca/jLaruv  iMvf]^r\.  32.]  But  (in 
contrast  to  these  fearful  things  which 
have  been  spoken  of)  call  ever  to  mind 

(ava|jajj,vi]<ricco*0€,  stronger  than  the  simple 
verb  —  call  over  in  your  minds,  one  by  one: 
this  meaning  seems  legitimate  when  a 
plural  follows  :  and  present,  as  implying  a 
constant  habit.  The  verb  may  be  indica- 

tive, but  is  from  the  whole  cast  of  the 
sentence,  much  more  likely  imperative)  the 
former  days  (the  accus.  after  dvafj.ijj.vtj- 
0-Kop.ai  is  as  good  Greek  as  the  gen.),  in 
wMcli  when  (first)  enlightened  (see  on 
4>o>Ti£a>,  note,  ch.  vi.  4),  ye  underwent 
(soil,  with  fortitude  :  which  though  not 
implied  in  the  word,  signifying  mere  en- 

durance, yet  often  is  in  the  context  :  cf. 

Xen.  Hiero  7.  4  (BL),  &sre  ejiol  p.\v 
elK6rcos  SoKelre  ravra  VTro/jLeveiv,  &  (j>epere 

jli/  Tvpavvidiy  eirelTrep  rijjLao"8e  SiaQepdvrfiot 
T&V  a\\d)v  avQp&trow}  much  ('  multuin 
magnumque :'  iroKvs  when  used  with  words 
whose  sense  admits  intensifying,  strength- 

ens, as  well  as  repeats,  the  idea)  contest 
(#0A77<m  tells  its  own  meaning,  from  a6\os, 

ad\ea>,  as  *certamen/  a  struggle  or  con- 
test :  and  in  this  sense  it  occurs  in  reff.) 

of  sufferings  (the  gen.  may  be  either  sub- 
jective, implying  that  your  contest  con- 

sisted of  sufferings ;  or  objective,  that  it 
was  waged  with  sufferings,  as  the  foe  to  be 
contended  against :  the  former  perhaps  is 
the  more  probable  from  what  follows  :  cf. 
c-vveiradrio'aTe,  ver,  34),  33.]  (the 
nature  of  these  sufferings  is  now  specified) 
partly  (see  reff.)  being  made  a  spectacle 
(the  theatre  being  the  place  where  con- 

spicuous punishments  wore  inflicted>  on  ac- 
count of  the  multitudes  there  assembling. 

See  Acts  xix.  29.  The  word  0eaTpi£w  may 
therefore  be  literally  taken,  if  (see  Prolegg. 
§  ii.  and  §  iii.  3)  the  Epistle  was  written 
to  Home,  after  the  Neronian  persecution. 
See  reff.,  and  cf.  1  Cor.  iv.  9,  Qearpov 
^yevfierj^ev  rep  K&ff^cf.  Thl.  says,  OearpL- 
£6fjL€Voi,  Tovrecrrtv  ftsirep  eirl  Bearpov 
<7rapa8eiyiJi.aTi£6jA€i'oit  Kal  ravra  TvxJbv 
irapa  ei>re\(av  Kal  evSai^iHav.  And 

Chrys.,  ovx  airh&s  elirev,  overt  to-pois, 
a\\a  .  .  .  juer"  eiriTd(r€<>)s  TroAA^y  Bear  pi- 
£6[j,evoi  fyyffiv  firav  i*.ev  ydp  ris  oveiStf*]- 
rai  /ca0*  eavrdv,  Xvinipbv  fjLev,  iroXXtp  Se 
irXeov,  ftrav  eirl  Trdvrwv)  in  reproaches 
(6vei.8i<r|Jt<Ss  is  a  word  of  later  Greek.  The 
dat.  is  one  of  manner  in  which)  and  tribula- 

tions ;  partly  also  (see  above),  having  be- 
come  (there  is  something  of  purpose  in 

YevY|0€VT€s,  almost  a  middle  sense,  *  having 
made  yourselves/  It  is  a  fine  encomium 
on  their  Christian  sympathy  and  love) 
partakers  with  them  who  were  thus 
living  (viz.  &  bveiZLcr^ols  re  K.  Bxtyeoriv ; 
so  (Ec.  and  Thl.  Some  would  give  dvo- 

o-Tp€4>ofjL€vwv  an  ethical  sense :  "  who 
walk,"  have  their  Christian  walk  and  con- 

duct, "  in  this  way,"  viz.  as  he  exhorts 
them  to  endure,  manfully  and  firmly.  So 
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X. 

<rvve7radrjcraTe, 

q  virap- 

ovv  TTJV  x  Trappier  lav  v^&Vy  y  TITLS  €%et> 
r  Matt.  xui.  20     Plul   i  3    u  29    ch  xiu.  17.    1  Chron    xxix.  22 

4  reff.  u  Acts  u  45  only     2  Chron.  xxxv  7  al  v  =  Johnx%. 
1  Pet  i  23,  25,  from  Isa.  xl  8.  w  Maik  x.  50  only     Prov.  xxviu. 

n  ch  xui.  3          n 
ieff 

o  ch  iv   15 
fipff)  only 

n  Matt,  xxui. 
25      Luke 
xi  39  only. 
Isa   ui   U 

q  Mutt.  xix.  2L 
Luke  xi  21. 
1  Cor.  xui  3  al.    Gen.  XMV  59 

s  -•  ch.  xi  35  t  ch.  i 
1().    2  Cor  iu.  U    ch  MI.  17 
24  BN.    Isa  i  30.    Jei   In  2  compl. 

34.  rec  (for  8eo>uoi$)  Seo-juois-  /xou  (see  note],  with  D3KL[P]N  rel  [aeth  OrigJ  Clenij 
Eutbal,:  mnculis  eorum  D-lab:  txt  AD1  h  17  [47]  vulg  syrr  copt  [arm  Euthal-ms 
Antchj]  Chr.,.  yivwcritov  (sic)  H.  rec  ins  ev  bef  eaur.,  with  d  e  g  k  [Antchj  : 
om  ADKL[(lP)]N  rel  [Chr.,  Isidt  Thdrt  Damasc]. — eaurovs  AK  Frag-mosq  [copt]  Clem 
(Orig)  [Euthal-ms :  vos  lott].         rec  Kparrova,  with  DKL[P]  rel  [Clem  Orig  Euthal- 
ms  Isid  Antchj]  :  txt  AN  17  [Chr]].  rec  aft  vTrapfrv  ins  ci/  ovpavois,  with  D3KL 
[P]K3   Prag-mosq2  rel  syrr  [aath-pl   arm]  Origj  [Chr  Isidi  Euthal-ms  Thdrt  Antcl^ 
Damasc] :  om  ADW  Frag-mosq1  17  latt  copt  seth[-rom]  Clenij  Chron,  Primas. 

35.  for  aTrojSaATjTe,  airoAuTjTe  D1.         rec  nivQair.  bef  ̂ eyaA^v,  with  KL  rel  Chr  Thdrt 
Damasc :  txt  AD[P]K  Frag-mosq  m  17  (latt)  Cleml  Origj  Eusx  [Euthal-ms]. 

Kypke,  Kuinoel,  al.  But  I  prefer  the 
other  as  more  in  accord  with  N,  T.  usage : 
cf.  reff).  34.]  Illustration,  in  reverse 
order,  of  the  two  particulars  mentioned  in 

ver.  33.  For  ye  both  (better  than  *  albo/ 
seeing  that  this  sentence  is  not  additional 
to,  but  illustrative  of  the  last  in  both  its 

members)  sympathized  with  (see  on  crufA- 
iraBeo),  ch.  iv.  15)  them  who  were  in  bonds 
(first  as  to  the  reading.  The  mere  diplo- 

matic evidence  is  given  in  the  var.  read. 
Estius  appears  to  be  right  when  he  says, 
"Porro  facillimum  fuit,  Grseca  mtitari 
unius  literulse  ablatione,  ut  scriberetur 
5eo>iots  pro  5eo>t£0is,  cui  lectioni  deinde 
addidcrunt  pronomen  |Uou,  eo  quod  Paulus 
alibi  saepe  vinculorum  suorum  mcntionein 

faciat."  It  is  not  easy  on  the  other  hand 
to  explain  how  $e<r}j.iois  should  ever  have 
been  substituted  for  Sea/Aols  juou.  The 
idea  that  <ri>/x7ra07}<rcu  requires  a  person 
and  not  a  thing  as  its  object,  which  is  sup- 

posed by  some  to  have  caused  the  altera- 
tion to  Secr/tuoiy,  is  not  likely  to  have 

influenced  a  Greek  copyist,  seeing  that  it 
is  wholly  unfounded  in  Greek.  We  have 
(TvjjLTTaBetv  raTy  acrd^elais,  ch.  iv.  35; 

crvfnr.  Kal  rats  /xi/cpaTj  ctTu^fais*,  Isocr. 
p.  6-1'  B,  and  Secr/Jioi  are,  after  all,  the  state 
of  the  captive  person.  8eo>icns  is  held  to 
be  the  original  by  Grot.,  Beng.,  Wetst., 
Griesb.,  Seholz,  Knapp,  Lachm.,  Tischen- 
dorf,  and  is  rejected,  out  of  critical 
editors,  only  by  Matthzei  and  Rink,  who 
read  SeuyxoTs  jjiov,  and  Mill  and  Nosselt, 
who  omit  jjiov.  Of  commentators,  the 
rec.  is  defended  by  Wolf,  Carpzov,  Mi- 
chaelis,  al.  A  full  account  is  given  of  all 
the  testimonies  each  way  by  Bleek :  see 

also  Delitzsch's  note),  and  ye  took  (irpos- 
Sexopai  not  only  of  expectation,  but  of 
reception :  so  in  ref.,  ov  Trposfiej-d/jLevot 
rV  airo\vrpco(ny.  So  Chrys.  and  Thl. 

ADKL P« Frag. 

Mosq. 

f  gh  k  1 in  n  o 17.47 

here,  r& 
vvofjLovty  $rj\oi)  with  joy  the  plundering 
of  your  goods  (so  reff. :  in  Luke  viii.  3,  we 
have  TO,  vir&p-%ovT&  TIVI.  Bleek  quotes 
apiray&s  virap^vrow  from  Polyb.  iv.  17. 
4),  knowing  that  ye  have  for  yourselves 
(eavrois  dat.  commodi)  a  better  possession 

(reff. :  a  word  of  St.  Luke's)  and  abiding 
(rl  ecrTi  /nevovffav ;  )86/8a/ay,  ov%  ofjrws 
a-jroAAvjuej/T]!/  ̂ srcp  TaiirTji/  [cf.  Matt.  vi. 
20] ).  35—39.]  Hortatory  conclusion, 
enforced  by  (ver.  36)  the  need  of  endurance, 
which  itself  is  recommended  by  the  assur- 

ance of  the  speedy  coming  of  the  Lord,  and 
the  knowledge  that  we  are  not  of  the 
number  of  the  backsliders,  but  of  those  who 
live  by  that  faith  by  which  our  hope  is 
substantiated.  35.]  Cast  not  away 
therefore  (it  is  better  to  keep  the  active, 
intentional  sense  of  aTro|3aXX.w,  to  cast 

away,  than  to  take  the  accidental  and  in- 
voluntary sense,  '  lose  not/  with  the  vulg., 

"nolite  amittere."  This  latter  sense  is 
common  enough,  e.  g.  Herod,  viii.  65, 
vavTinbv  crrpoLrbv  /av8uv€U(rei 

ctTrojSaAe'et*' :  see  many  more  examples  ILL 
Bleek :  and  Dio  Chrys.  (in  Wetst.)  xxxiv. 
p.  425,  eav  yct,p  ct,\6y(as  &lor€  eyKaXsiv 
Sd^yre  Kal  rts  u/xcov  -Treptyev^rax,  .... 
S^SoiKa  /rfy  TeAcws  owrojSdiATjTe  rV  7ra/3- 
f>7j<riav.  But  seeing  that  we  have  such 
expressions  as  K&ri-%*iv  T^V  irafifujo'tai', 
ch.  iii.  6,  it  is  more  probable  that  the 
other  meaning  is  intended.  So  in  ref. 
Mark :  so  JElian,  Var.  Hist.  x.  13,  r^v 
aoTTr^a  air€(3a\\€y}  &c.)  your  confidence 
(on  the  subjective  sense  of  irappYjcrta, 
see  ch.  iii.  6,  note),  the  which  (-nns, 
not  %.  The  simple  relative  would  pre- 

dicate what  follows  of  the  one  preceding 
individual  antecedent  only,  whereas  f/-m 

predicates  it  of  a  whole*  class  of  which that  antecedent  is  one.  The  Latin  * 
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TO rov  deov  c 

<yap 

de ef va  *  eh.  u.  2. 

OU n 
38 

Si/ecu6$   /JLOV   €K 

ik  oxrni/   k  #/T™,    1  A    m  ̂ ^X,,^,,^   a  Luke  «n.  15. xtoni.  11.  7. 
Col.  1. 11. 
ch  xu  1. 

4     2  Pet.  i.  6.    Rev  i.9  al.    Ezra  x.  2.  b  ch  v.  12  reff  ever?.  """cUh'xi. 
t.      19val*    /N      >         ech.  xi  39.  fch  iv.  1  reff.  g  John  xm.  53.  xir  19.    Exod.  xvn.  4. 
h  as  above  (g).  ̂   Matt ^  xxvi,  39,  73     John  xvi.  16—19      1  Cor  xi   1, 16  only  i  Isa.  xxvi.  20. 
k  here  only,    ri  ov/c  a7re*:oiju.7507?ju,ei>  ocroi'  Strop  a-riknv,  Anstooh.  Veso.  213.  1  HAB,  11.  3, 4. 

only.     Isa.  xiv.  1  (xiii.  22). 
here  only.    rC  ov/c  a7reKOiju.7207jju.ei>  ocro^  oa-ov  trrfa-nv,  Aristoph.  Vesp.  213. 

m  see  Matt,  xi  3  (&  note)  al  n  Matt.  xxiv.  48.  xxv.  5.    Luke  i.  21.  xu.  45 
o  Rom.  i.  17  &  Gal.  m.  11,  fiom  HAB  ii  4. 

36.  xPct<w  kef  ex*re  K1.  Kopicracreai  (sic)  K. 
37.  [for  ocrov  ocrov  o,  oBev  D-gr.]  xPOVL^"eL  [D1]^1- 
38.  rec  om  1st  pov  (see  note),  with  D3KL[P]  Frag-inosq2  rel  [syrr  seth]  copt  Chr, 

[Bus,  Euthal-ms  ThdrthJ.  Damasc]  :  ins  AN  Prag-niosq1  vulg  arm  Clen^  Thdrtj  Sedui 
Primas,  and  (after  Tricrrcus,  as  ZJo:-BN)  D1  syrr  EuSj. 

from  the  same  prophecy  of  Habakkuk. 
37.]  For  yet  a  little  little  while  (this  ex- 

pression is  not  in  Habakkuk,  but  is  found 
in  ref.  Tsa.,  airoKpv^TjOi  (juxpov  ocrov  ftcrov, 

ecos  "kv  irap4\6r)  TJ  bpy^j  Kvpiov,  to  which 
the  Writer  probably  alludes.  p-iKpov  is 
the  accus.  neut. :  some  (Liin.,  Del.)  say, 
an  independent  nominative,  referring  to 
John  xiv.  19;  xvi.  16;  but  neither  of 
those  places  determines  the  case.  o<rov  is 
often  joined  to  adjectives  and  nouns,  &c., 
which  denote  size,  to  give  a  certain  de- 
finiteness  to  the  idea :  so  piKpov  ocrov, 
Lucian  Hermot.  60;  oXiyov  ftcrov,  ib.  p.  62: 
and  among  other  places  in  Wetst.  and 
Loesner,  we  have  the  ocrov  repeated  in 
ref.  :  in  Arrian,  Indie.  29,  b\iyoi  5e  avruv 
crireipovcfiv  8crov  ocrov  T^S  717?  :  cf.  Her- 

mann on  Viger,  p.  726 :  Winer,  §  36.  3, 
note.  It  gives  the  sense  of  very  small, 

"  aliquantillum"  as  Hermann  expresses  it: 
ro  ?€  '6ffov  ctcrov  ro  irdvv  fj,ucpdv  Srj\oT, 
ThL),  He  that  is  coming  (the  solemn 

prophetical  6  Ipxc^vos,  '  ̂e  that  is  to 
come:'  see  reff.  There  is  no  art.  in  the 
LXX,  and  ̂ pxo^vos  refers  to  the  vision, 
or  as  avr6v  and  ̂ pxo^vos  in  the  masc. 
after  opacris,  both  are  naturally  referred  to 
some  one  indicated  by  the  o  peter  ts;  and 

3px6f**vos  tyl-eif  <f  coming  it  will  come/*  is 
paraphrased  into  6  tyxopevos  ̂ 5£ei,  *He 
that  is  coming  shall  come/  So  Bengel : 
"ApostoltiSj  articulo  addito,  verba  pro- 

phetse  eleganter  flectit  ad  Christum3') shall  come,  and  shall  not  tarry.  38.] 
Continuation  of  the  paraphrase  :  the  two 
clauses  of  Hab.  ii.  4  being  transposed. 

In  the  original  it  runs  as  in  E.  V.  :  "  Be- 
hold his  soul  (which)  is  lifted  up  is  not 

upright  in  him  :  but  the  just  shall  live  by 
his  faith  •/'  or,  an  ambiguity  extending  to 
all  three  places  where  the  saying  is  quoted, 

here,  and  rcff.  Roin.,  Gal.,  "The«  just  by 
his  faith,  shall  live."  But  the  other  is 
more  probable :  see,  on  all  points  regard- 

ing the  Hebrew  text,  Delitzsch's  note. 
The  transposition  is  apparently  made  on 

quce  *  expresses  it  well :  *  being  of  such 
sort,  as  .  .  /)  hath  (present,  although 
the  reward  is  future  :  hath,  set  down  over 
against  it :  possesses  in  reversion)  great 
recompense  of  reward  (see  on  |ii<r0airo- 
Socria,  ch.  ii.  2,  note;  also  reff.).  36.] 
For  (justification  of  the  foregoing  f^  airo- 
fidXyTe  «.T.X.)  of  endurance  (<uirop.ovJ|s 
is  placed  first,  carrying  the  main  emphasis. 

**  Patilatim,**  says  Bengel,  te  Apostolus  ah 
hoc  versu  ad  38  prophetain  inducit."  For 
in  Hab.  ii.  2,  3,  the  whole  passage  runs 

thus :  ecfci'  txrrep'^a'y,  VTT^^IVOP  avrdv'  %Tt 
SpXty-GVOS  7$|€Z   Kal  Clf  fJL.)]    XPOV'LO"Q'   &V  V7TO- 

crreiKfirai,  OUK  €t>5o/C€?  7}  'fyvx'f}  f*ov  £v  avrcp' 
6  5e  8tK:oiO5  ̂ /c  iricfrec^s  fiov  (fj.ov  £K  irfcrTeeos 
A)  ̂ crcrai)  ye  have  need,  that  ye  may  do 
the  will  of  G-od  and  receive  the  promise 
(the  aor.  part.,  preceding  an  aor.  verb,  is 
often  contemporary  with  it  in  time,  and 
so  requires  to  be  rendered  in  English  by  a 
synchronous  tense,  as  in  the  case  of  cnro- 
Kpidels  cine,  he  answered  and  said.  And 
thus  it  certainly  ought  to  be  taken  here. 
No  endurance  or  patience  would  be  wanted, 
when  they  had  done  the  will  of  God,  to 
receive  the  promise;  because  such  interval 
as  should  elapse  between  their  voiTjtrat  rb 
Q4\t)iJ.a  rov  Oeou  in  this  sense,  and  tco- 
fj.lffaa'Qai  r^v  4Trayy€\la^9  would  be  not 
here,  but  in  the  intermediate  state.  But 
that  which  they  really  do  want  viropovf)  for 
is  that  they  may  SoKifj.d£€iv  ri  rb  flcA^/xa 
rov  6eov  rb  aya&bv  Kal  evdpccrroj'  Ka\ 
re\eiov,  and  thus  receive  the  promise :  see 
ch.  xiii.  21.  IiraY/fiXia,  as  in  reff.,  not 
the  word  of  promise,  but  the  substance 
of  the  promise,  the  promise  in  its  fulfil- 

ment. Ko|ju£€or0ai,  reff.j  of  gathering  a 
reward,  or  a  prize  from  a  contest,  see  Eur. 
Hipp.  432,  8($|a*>  e<r0AV  KOfjil&r&t  :  Thuc. 
iii.  68,  crdtppova  &vrl  atcrxpay  KOfj-iaraarBai 
X&pw)>  37,  38.]  Encouragement  to 
this  endurance,  by  the  fact  of  the  time 
being  short,  and  at  the  same  time  further 

proof  of  the  necessity  of  it  by  God's  re- nunciation of  him  that  draws  back :  all 
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K1. purpose,  to  prevent  uirotrreiA^rai  being 
understood  to  refer  to  epx^eros  as  its 
subject.  But  my  just  man  (there  is  much 
controversy  about  p-ov,  whether  to  insert 
it,  and  where  to  insert  it.  On  the 
whole  I  agree  with  Bleek,  that  the 
position  after  Sfocuos,  which  is  found 
in  the  LXX  -A,  was  most  probably  that 
adopted  by  our  Writer.  This,  being  dif- 

ferent from  many  copies  of  the  LXX, 

would  naturally  be  altered  :  and  St.  Paul's 
citations  not  having  JJLOV,  it  would  natu- 

rally be  omitted  from  our  copies  here. 

Delitzsch's  reason  for  omitting  it,  that 
because  our  Writer  quotes  as  St.  Paul  in 
ver.  30,  he  probably  does  here  also,  is  in 
fact  a  depriving  of  that  fact  of  all  its  real 
interest.  Placed  as  in  our  text,  JJLOV  will 
point  out  that  man  who  is  just  before 

God,  who  belongs  to  God's  people)  shall 
live  by  faith  :  and  (this  KO.I  has  no  place 
in  the  LXX,  the  first  clause,  here  put 
last,  being  there  asyndetous)  if  he  (i.  e. 
the  SIKCUOS,  as  Delitzsch  very  properly 
insists  :  not  -m  understood,  nor  &vQpairo$ 
taken  out  of  Jufccuos-,  but,  in  the  true  spirit 
of  this  whole  cautionary  passage,  the  very 
man  himself  who  was  justified,  and  par- 

takes of  the  Christian  life,  by  faith.  The 
possibility  of  such  a  fall  is,  as  he  observes, 
among  the  principal  things  taught  us  by 
this  Epistle)  draw  back  (cf.  ref.  Gal., 
note.  The  middle  and  passive  of  viro- 
crrcXXw  have  usually  an  accus.  of  the  object 
of  fear  :  so  Dinarchus  contra  Demosth. 

p.  11,  TTJS  ££  apelov  Trdyov  /3ovX.v}$ 
T^V  A7?,uo<r0«/ouy  ot/rc  AT/yUctSou  Svv 
viroo-rei  Xa^vrjs  :  Demosth.  p.  630, 
viroa'r*\x6iJ.£vov  /uTjS*  cucr^i/j/cf/uej'oj'.  But 
sometimes  it  is  absolute,  as  here  :  so  Eur. 

Orest.  606,  eVel  Qpao-vvr)  KOI>X  ifowTeAAT? 
x6y(f.  See  several  more  instances  in 
Kypke),  my  soul  (T^OS  ̂   ̂ vx^/  ToC 
OeoiJ,  KO.T&  T^  iSicti/Aa  TTJS  -ypa^s,  ws  TO, 
ras  lopras  vjuwv  /xicreT  T)  tyvx*f)  p.ov  (Isa.  i. 
14),  ̂   TOV  xpKrrou.  The  former  reference 
is  doubtless  right,  not  the  lattor,  nor  that 

given  by  Calvin,  "  Porinde  accipiendum  est, 
ac  si  ex  suo  sensu  Apostolus  proferrct 

hanc  sententiam  ")  hath,  not  pleasure  in 
Mm  (for  construction  see  reff.),  39.] 
Here  again  he  returns  from  that  which  is 

threatening  in  appearance  to  that  which  is 
encouraging  and  reassuring.  But  we  (em- 

phatic; bringing  with  it,  in  its  mention, 
all  that  we  are  as  Christians  and  that  God 

lias  made  us  :  you  and  I,  KA^creeos  ZTTOV- 
pavlov  /ui€Toxoi,  ch.  iii.  1)  are  not  of 
backsliding  (there  is  no  ellipsis  after 
eV^ev,  as  viol,  or  re/era  :  the  gen.  of  cate- 

gory is  common  enough  :  see  Bernhardy, 
Syntax,  p.  165,  who  gives  many  examples. 
ifiroffToA'f)  takes  up  vTro(rret\i]raL  above, 
The  word  is  found  in  Josephus,  in  several 
places  :  Kypke  quotes  ouSeyufay  ̂ irocrroK^v 
iroLovwrai  KaKoyOsias,  and  \ddpa  ra  TTO\\& 

Kal  jue0'  viro(rro\y]s  eKaKotpyrjcre  :  but  both 
his  references,  as  well  as  those  given  by 
Bleek,  are  wrong.  He  also  quotes  from 
Plutarch,  Moral,  p.  501,  %re  ̂ d\icrra  5eT- 
TOLL  vTrojAovris  K.  fftcoirTJs  K.  inroo'ToX'fis  6 
&v6pcairos)  unto  (as  its  result  :  so  Rom. 
vi.  19  bis,  cts  T^J/  cLvofilav,  els  ayiacr^v) 

destruction  (in  St.  Paul's  sense:  see  reff.: 
the  verb  o/rroXX-ujjicu  is  equally  foreign  to 
this  Epistle,  only  occurring  in  the  citation, 
ch.  i.  11),  but  of  faith,  unto  (the)  pre- 

servation of  (the)  soul  (see  on  ircpi- 
iroL-rjoris,  note,  1  Thcss.  v.  9.  But  De- 

litzsch is  right  when  he  warns  us  against 
interpreting  irepuronrjcriv  xj/vx^s  simply 

by  TreptTT.  furls  or  aarypias.  **  The  soul 
fyvxij)  is  the  subject  of  life  and  salvation. 
Faith  saves  the  soul,  by  linking  it  to  God, 
the  living  One.  The  unbelieving  man  loses 

his  soul  :  for  not  being  God's,  neither  is  he 
his  own  :  all  that  his  personality  has  in 
itself  and  round  itself,  is  fallen  under 

wrath  and  the  powers  of  wrath  "). 
CHAP.  XI.]—'  We  are  of  FAITH/  con- 

cluded the  last  chapter.  And  now  this 
great  word  comes  before  the  mind  of  the 
Writer  for  its  definition,  its  exemplifica- 

tion, its  triumphs.  By  this,  all  the  ser- 
vants of  God  from  the  first  have  been  up- 

held,  and  stimulated,  and  carried  through 
their  glorious  course.  By  this  exemplifi- 

cation the  Writer  evermore  warmed  and 
carried  forward  breaks  out  at  last  into  a 
strain  of  sublime  eloquence,  in  which  he 
gathers  together  in  one  the  many  noble 
deeds  of  faith  which  time  and  space  would 
not  allow  of  his  specifying  severally. 
1.]  Now  Faith  is  (the  rec.  text  has  a 
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•-  I  Tim.  v.  10.    2  Cor.  via  20. only.    Job 
s.,  ch.  vii.  8  reff. 

comma  after  ̂ (crns,  thus  throwing  the 
stress  upon  zarriv,  and  making  it  mean 
either,  "Now  there  is  a  faith,  which  is" 
&c.,  or  "  Now  faith  really  exists,  being  " 
&c.  And  the  alleged  ground  for  this  ar- 

rangement is,  that  the  ordinary  rendering, 
et  Now  faith  is,"  would  require  iria-ris  5e 
2crnv,  or  TJ  5e  ir'tcrns  ecrriv.  But  this 
argument  is  nugatory,  iecmv  at  the  open- 

ing of  the  sentence  does,  it  is  true,  often 
indicate  emphatically  absolute  existence, 
e.  g.  ch.  iv.  13  :  Acts  xiii.  15  :  1  Cor.  viii. 
5  ;  xv.  44  al.  fr.  (in  Del.)  ,•  but  frequently 
it  is  the  mere  logical  copula,  with  a  certain 
emphasis  on  it,  carrying  a  strong  affirma- 

tion or  negation  of  the  truth  of  the 
subsequent  predication.  See  Delitzsch 
here,  and  Winer,  §  7.  3.  So  that  our 

Writer  does  not  say,  'There  is  a  faith, 
which  is  .  .  .  .  /  nor  (  Faith  has  a  real 
existence,  being  „  .  .  .  /  but  he  describes 
that  iria-Tis  to  which  in  ch.  x.  39  he  had 
stated  us  to  belong.  And  this  word  *  de- 

scribes *  is  perhaps  more  strictly  correct 
than  *  defines:'  for  the  words  which  fol- 

low are  not  a  definition  of  that  in  which 
faith  consists,  but  of  that  which  faith 
serves  as  and  secures  to  us.  A  definition 
would  approach  rather  from  the  side  of 
the  subjective  phsenomena  of  faith.  Yet 
when  speaking  broadly  and  not  strictly,  we 
may  well  call  this  the  definition  of  faith  : 
and  nearly  so  Thomas  Aquinas  (in  Del.), 

et  Eespondeo  dicendum,  quod  licet  quidam 
dicant  prsedicta  Apostoli  verba  non  esse 
fidei  definitionem,  quia  definitio  indicat  rei 
quidditatem  et  essentiam,  tarn  en,  si  quis 
recte  consideret,  omnia,  ex  quibus  potest 
fides  definiri,  in  prsedicta  descriptionetan- 
guntur,  licet  verba  non  ordinentur  sub 

forma  definitionis."  Delitzsch  compares 
several  forms  of  similar  definitions  in  Philo, 
e.  g.  Herri  Se  ffrevayinos  a<p6$pa  real  evre- 
rapevT]  Xv-fTfj  (Leg.  Alleg,  iii.  75,  vol.  i.  p. 
129)  :  corn  5e  evx^J  (ttrfjcris  a.'vaBSjv  irapa 
eeov  (Quod  Deus  Immut.  19,  p.  285)  :  ecrr* 
yap  (f>i\ocro<f>ta  ̂ triT'fjSevcns  crotyias,  crocpta 
Se  iiricrT'fjfj,?)  Qeloov  K.  avBpwirivojv  Kal  rS>v 
rovr&v  alrttov  (De  Congr.  Quajr.  Erud. 
Gr.  14,  p.  530)  :  and  an  appositional  one  of 
faith  itself,  De  Conf.  Ling.  9,  p.  409,  where 
it  is  said  to  be  T)  oxvpwrdrri  Kal  fieficuordrri 
8id8€<rt$,  and,  De  Migr.  Abr.  9,  p.  442,  he 

says  of  faith,  apryQe'tcFa  yap  Kal  eKKpejuLaff- 

vofJilcracra  ijSrj  irap€?vai  rcfe  JUL-^J  Trap6vra3 
Sib,  r^]v  rov  viroarxofjifvou  ^e^awrdTfjv 
irlffrtv,  ayaBbv  TeAcioK,  &6\ov  e^pTjrai. 
Jt  was  this  passage  apparently  which  led 
Jerome  to  make  the  remark  which  Grotius 

quotes  in  his  note  on  James  ii.  23,  "  Quse 
si  quis  recte  consideret,  inveniet  optime 
concurrere  cum  eo  quod  Scriptor  ad 
Hebrseos,  Philoneum  aliquid  spirans  ut 

Hieronymo  videtur,  scripsit,  ecrrt  5e  iria-ns 
K.r.\'3  Notice  that  it  is  of  faith  in 
general,  all  faith,  not  here  of  faith  in 
God  in  particular,  that  the  Writer  is 
speaking:  and  triarris  is  anarthrous,  as 
throughout  the  chapter)  confidence  (there 
has  been  much  difference  concerning  the 
meaning  of  t)ir<$crTOMri,s.  The  ancients  for 

the  most  part  understand  it  here  as  "sub- 
stantia1"  (so  vulg.),  substance,  the  real  and 
true  essence  :  faith  gives  reality  to  things 
not  yet  seen,  so  that  they  are  treated  as 

veritably  present.  So  e,  g.  Chrys.,  e-n-ctS^ 
ycip  ret  ev  €\iri$i  avvirocrraTa,  eIVcu  So/cel^ 
•^  iricrns  vTrdtcrraa'u'  avrols  xaplG€rai*  M^A.- 
Xov  Se  ov  xctptfercu  aXA.*  avr6  Sffnv  ovcrta 
avT&v  olov  T\  a.vdo'Tao'is  ov  irapayeyovev 

i}  aAA.'  rj  €\irls 

Thdrt.,  SelKvvcrtv  &s  v<p^ 
CEc.,  iricTTis  %<n\v 
al  ovcria  r&v  ̂ \Tr 

^et$^  yap  ra  £v 
carnv  &s  rews  fjd]  -rrap^yra, 

7}  Trtcrrts  ovcria  ns  avrcav  Kal  VIT  6  (Travis 
yivcrai,  elvai  avTa  Kal  irapeivai  Tp6irov 
riva  Trapao'Kevdfovo'a,  $i.a  rov  iriffrsv*i.v 
€lvai  :  Till.,  otxTi&xriS  rcov  /x^ircy  ovra>v  Kal 
vir^crraffLS  rS>v  IJL^J  vtyecrrdTfov  :  Ambr.  (De 
Poenit.  ii.  3  (15),  vol.  ii.  p.  419),  Aug. 
(In  Joann.  Tract.  Ixxix.  1,  vol.  iii.  pt.  ii.), 

Vatablus  ("rerum  quse  sperantur  essen- 
tia  "),  H.  Steph.  ("  illud  quod  facit  ut  jam 
exstent,  quae  sperantur  **),  Schlichting, 
Bengel,  Heinrichs,  Bisping,  al.  Others 

have  rendered  it  "fundamentum  :"  so  Fa- 
ber  Stap.,  Erasm.(paraphr.),  Calvin,  Beza 

("illud  quo  subsistunt  "  ),  Clarius,  Stein, 
Sykes,  Carpzov,  al.  On  tne  other  hand  the 
majority  of  modern  Commentators  have 
preferred  the  meaning  which  virdarracris 
bears  in  ch.  iii.  14,  where  see  note  :  viz, 
"  confidence/5  So  Luther,  Carnero,  Gro- 

tius, Hammond,  Wolf,  Bohme,  Bleek,  De 
Wette,  Tholuck,  Stuart,  Ebrard,  Lune- 
mann,  Delitzsch,  al.  And  there  can  be 
no  reasonable  doubt,  that  this  is  the  true 

rendering  here.  Thus  only  do  the  two  de- 
scriptions given  correspond  in  nature  and 

quality  :  and  thus  only  does  viro'a'Tao'is itself  answer  to  what  we  might  expect  by 

Zx-ni^QIAeveav  being  used  and  not  some 
word  like  ayvrr  o  err  drew.  The  one  being 
subjective  in  both  these  cases  of  parallel,  it 
is  but  reasonable  that  the  other  should  be 

also.  Delitzsch,  as  usual  when  any  psycho- 
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logical  question  arises,  lias  gone  into  this 
matter  at  great  length,  and  his  note 
should  by  all  means  be  read.  He  com- 

pares a  very  remarkable  passage  of  Dante, 
Paradiso,  xxiv.  52 — 81)  of  things  hoped 
for  (the  old  Latin  versions  were  certainly 

wrong  in  rendering  cXirtgo^evcov  "  speran- 
tium"  But,  granting  that  it  is  neuter,  a 
question  arises  as  to  the  arrangement 
of  the  word  irpayparuv,  whether  it  he- 
longs  to  £\Tci£oiJL€i>tov  or  to  ov  ̂ Xe7ro/xe- 
vcav.  Chrys.,  (Ec.,  the  vulg.,  Calvin  in 

his  version,  Estius,  Bb'hme,  al.  join  it 
with  the  former :  Till.,  Ambrose,  Aug., 
Faber  Stap.,  most  of  the  Commentators, 
and,  as  Bleek  believes,  all  the  editions, 
with  the  latter.  And  for  two  reasons,  this 
seems  to  be  the  right  connexion.  It 
preserves  the  rhythm  better,  which  other- 

wise would  halt,  by  the  second  clause 
being  so  much  shorter  than  the  first, — and 
it  is  more  likely  that  trpay^artav,  indi- 

cating as  it  does  rather  material  objective 
facts  than  objects  of  hope,  should  be  joined 
with  the  objective  ov  £Ae7ro/u«'<uj>,  than 
with  the  subjective  eA.TrifoueVewi'),  demon- 

stration (another  dispute  has  arisen,  about 
#the  meaning  of  cXeyx0?-  Prom  eXeyxsiv, 
to  convict,  or  convince,  of  persons, — to 
prove  or  demonstrate,  of  things,  comes 
€teyxos>  conviction,  or  proof:  Aristot. 
Tibet,  ad  Alex.  c.  14,  eAe-yxos  $4  ea-rtv  6 
fj&v  fdj  Swarbs  &\\<as  ex^iv  &\\"  otfrcos 
&s  yfjLt'is  \4yofMey.  So  the  vulg.  has  ren- 

dered "  argumentum" — Aug.,  Prosper., 
Mutianus,  **  convictio" — Calvin,  (t  demon- 
stratio  "  or  et  evidentia  "  (tf  evidence," 
E.  V.),  Hammond  (and  similarly  Luther), 

"firma  persuasio"  Chrys.  says,  £a/?cu, 
ota  ̂ xp^cra-ro  A.e£ct  eitr^f  €\eyxos  ov  0\e- 
ifo^ivtav'  €\eyxos  yap  \4yerai  e-rrl  r&v 
Xiav  aS^Aan/  (but  the  reading  of  the  best 
rass.  and  of  the  Benedictine  edn.  is  &f?- 

Xd3vY  %  irla"rts  roivvv  ecrrli/  fttyis  r&v 
i,  fcal  tls  T$\V  OAJT^V  ro?s 

7r\.T)po(f)Opiav  ra  pfy  op<&~ 
fJLfva:  CEc.,  a7r^ef|ry  rS>v  ov  &\siron4vc0v' 
awoo'eifcvva'i  8e  dpa-rci  ra  0,6 par a  jj  Tricrris* 
Treys-/  r<£  vtp  real  TCUS  £ \irionv  6p&(Ta  ra  [jfy 
(f)atvd/u.eva :  Till.,  e\eyxo$>  rovrecrri  Sei^is 
Kal  (pajsepQycris  af<5'f)\cav  Trpayj^drcaV  iroiil 
yap  ravra  /8\€7reor0ctt  r$  vcp  T^UCOV  &s  Trap- 
6vra.  The  old  Latin  version  in  D  renders 

most  strangely,  "  accusator  non  viden- 
tium"  The  modern  Commentators  are 
divided :  some  have  taken  the  subjective 
sense  of  conviction, — inward  persuasion 
of  the  truth  of:  so  Menken,  Bleek,  De  W., 
Liinenu  But,  as  Tholuck  remarks,  this 
sense  of  the  word  is  hardly  borne  out  by 

voovyuev 

=  Rom.  ix.  22.    Ps.  Ixxiu.  16.  Ixsxvin.  37. 

usage.  And  therefore  we  seem  driven 
back  on  the  objective  meaning  as  referred 
to  things,  viz.  proof,  or  demonstration. 
This  is  adopted  by  Bengel,  Bohme,  Stier, 
Ebrard,  Hofrnann,  al.  As  far  as  the  sense 
is  concerned,  both  come  to  the  same  in  the 
end.  It  is  faith,  an  act  of  the  mind,  which 
is  this  demonstration :  it  is  therefore 

necessarily  subjective  in  its  effect, — is  the 
demonstration  to  him  who  believes)  of 
matters  (see  above)  not  seen  (this  irpay- 
p.ara  ov  ftXeTrtiieva  is  a  much  wider  de- 

signation than  £\irt£6fjiejsa,  embracing  the 
whole  realm  of  the  spiritual  and  invisible, 
even  to  the  being  and  essence  of  God 
Himself:  see  below,  ver.  6;  and  cf.  Rom. 

viii.  24,  where  St.  Paul's  expressions 
differ  slightly  in  form  from  these.  There 
is  no  ground  whatever  for  saying  that  our 
Writer  makes  faith  identical  with  hope. 
Faith  is  the  v-rr6(rra(ns  of  £\irt£6]ueva : 
Hope  exists  independently  of  it,  but  derives 
its  reality,  and  is  ripened  into  confidence, 
by  its  means.  And  faith  is  the  demonstra- 

tion to  us  of  that  which  we  do  not  see  :  cf. 

the  beautiful  words  of  Calvin  :  "  Nobis  vita 
seterna  promittitur,  sed  mortuis :  nobis 
sermo  fit  de  beata  resurrectioue,  interea 

putredine  sumus  obvoluti :  justi  pronun- 
tiamur,  et  habitat  in  nobis  peccatum  : 
audimus  nos  esse  beatos,  interea  obruiuiur 
infinitis  miseriis :  promifctitur  bonorum 
omnium  affluentia,  prolixe  vero  esurimus 
et  sitimus :  clam  at  Deus  statini  se  nobis 
adfuturum,  sed  videtur  surdus  esse  ad 
clamores  nostros.  Quid  fierit,  nisi  spei  in- 
niteremur,  ac  mens  nostra  prjelucente  Dei 
verbo  ac  spiritu  per  medias  tenebras  supra 

munduni  emergeret  ?  ").  2.]  For  (q.  d. 
*  and  so  high  a  description  of  faith  is  not 
undeserved,  seeing  that  .  .  /  The  ydp 
does  not  bring  in  any  proof  of  the  fore- 

going description,  only  shews  that  faith  is 
noble  enough  to  be  dignified  with  the  offices 

just  named)  in  (not,  "  ty,"  merely  :  but  ele- 
mental ;  in  the  domain,  or  region,  or  mat- 

ter, of  :  SO  €iraiv€crc0  vjjias  ev  rovrcp,  1  Cor. 

xi.  22 :  and  <e  mtuperari  in  amicitia"  in 
Cicero  (Del,))  this  (not  avry,  "  it :"  but 
more  graphic  and  encomiastic  :  in  this  it 
was,  that  .  .  .)  the  elders  (i.  e.  not  merely 
those  who  lived  before  us,  but  those  an- 

cients whom  we  dignify  with  the  name 
of  elders:  cf.  Philo  de  Abrahamo,  §  46, 
vol.  ii.  p.  39,  6  yap  a\y0€ict  irp€<r&vr€pos> 

OVK  &v  /M^KfL  xpdvov,  ciAA'  ev  ̂ TTaivercf)  fti<p 
GecapGirat :  and  Thdrt.,  rovrevriv  of  ira- 
Aat  yeycvrjfj.ej'oi,  ot  Trpb  rov  v6/j,ov  Kal  %v 
r$  v&in<$  SiaA.a/xx^avreS'  ayioi.  Bleek 
cites  JEschin.  p.  20.  4,  'O/x^pou,  f>v  ev  roZ? 
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TOT)?  d 

6eov, 

TO K 

5  reff.  f  =  2  Cor.  MI.  3.  -im 
Philo,  Conf.  Lmg  34,  ̂ ol  i.  p.  431. 

[  et<? 

g  JCOCT/AOS,  TO  TOV 

=  cbaivo-  d  — ch  *• 2  reir- '  e  ch.  1.3.  \L 

aTOiS  feed  tfotpcoTdrois  T&V  iroLrj- 
Tcaif  elvat  Tarro/ACf.  So  al&o  o/  Trarepes1, 
see  Rom.  ix.  5 :  Heb.  i.  1)  were  testified 
of  (so  refF.  In  this  absolute  usage,  it  is 
of  course  implied,  that  the  testimony  was 
a  good  one.  The  usage  is  principally  that 
of  St.  Luke,  Acts  vi.  3 ;  x.  22  ;  xvi.  2,-  xxii. 
12.  There  is  no  need  with  Bleek  and 
Xiiixiem.  to  separate  the  verb  from  £v  ravr??, 

and  supply  after  '  hac  in  fide,'  "constituti" 
or  the  like :  see  on  the  construction  above). 

3.]  The  Writer  now  begins  his 

series  of  "examples  of  the  power  of  faith. 33ut  instead  of  opening  them  with  the 
example  of  our  first  parents,  which  he 
probably  passes  over  as  not  sufficiently  re- 

corded in  Scripture,  he  adduces  the  great 
find  primary  postulate  of  faith  which  has 
regard  to  a  fact  contemporaneous  indeed 
with  them,  and  holding  this  first  chrono- 

logical place  in  the  series :  viz.  the  creation 
of  the  world  itself.  By  faith  (irCcrrci  is 
the  instrumental  dative,  nearly  =  tita 
•Trftrrfcoy,  with  which  indeed  it  is  inter- 

changed in  ver.  33)  we  perceive  (see  ref. 
Horn.,  where  the  verb  is  used  in  the  same 
sense  of  intellectual  perception,  T&  adpara 
of  God  being  the  vootiisva*  The  world 
itself,  and  the  things  therein,  KaOoparai 

"by  us :  but  the  fact  of  its  creation  by  God yoeTrcu,  with  our  rational  or  spiritual 
faculties)  the  ages  (see  note  on  ch.  i.  2, 
where  I  have  maintained  that  the  expres- 

sion 01  al&ves  includes  in  it  all  that  exists 
under  the  conditions  of  time  and  space, 
together  with  those  conditions  of  time  and 
space  themselves,  conditions  which  do  not 
Tbind  God,  and  did  not  exist  independently^ 
of  Him,  but  are  themselves  the  work  of 
His  word.  Chrys.  here  replaces  roirs 
cu&vas  in  his  paraphrase  by  r&  irdvra,  the 
universe.  Since  writing  the  note  above 

referred  to,  I  have  seen  Delitzsclr's  com- 
mentary, which  strongly  maintains  the 

mere  material  sense  of  ol  cd&ves,  but  not 
to  me  convincingly)  to  have  been  framed 
(so  E.  V.  for  K<xTir|pT£cr0ai :  and  we  cannot 
perhaps  do  better.  It  is  rather  however, 

furnished  forth,  *  made  to  be,  and  to  be 
what  we  find  them :'  see  reff.  Ps.)  "by  the 
word  of  God  (so  Philo,  in  Del.,  foot  /5^tm- 
TOS  TOV  alriov  6  cri)fj,ira.s  K6fffj,os  eST^toup- 
*ye?To.  ffifjia  differs  from  \6yos,  in  being 
thespoTcen  wore?,  the  command,  as  through- 

out Gen.  i.,  whereas  \.6yos  may  be,  as  Del., 
the  inward  shaping  of  the  thing  willed, 
as  well  as  its  outward  manifestation.  Of. 
Philo  de  Sacr.  Abel  et  Cain,  §  18,  vol.  i. 
p.  175,  d  yap  d&bs  \eyouv  a/^a  eTrofet  jUTjSev 
/uera£i/  a^olv  rtOeis.  f>r}fj.a,  must  not 

here  be  taken  for  the  personal  word  :  ch. 
i.  2  is  on  a  different  matter),  so  that  (it 
seems  necessary  here,  with  almost  all 
Commentators  except  Hofmann,  Liinem., 
and  Delitzsch,  to  keep  to  the  ecbatic  ds 
r6  as  against  the  telic.  For  even  granted 
that  we  have  on  the  whole  a  good  sense 

given  by  the  telic, — that  God's  purpose  in 
framing  the  cuwi/es  was  that  &c.  (which  I 
own  I  can  hardly  see),  yet  there  would 
be  two  weighty  reasons  against  admitting 
it  here :  1.  that  it  would  be  unnaturally 
introduced,  because  it  is  nob  this  purpose 
of  God  which  we  apprehend  by  faith,  but 
the  fact  which  is  supposed  to  testify  to 
this  purpose :  whereas  if  we  take  the  telic 
sense  of  €ty  T<£,  we  must  include  the  pur- 

pose itself  in  that  which  we  apprehend:  2. 
that  it  does  violence  to  yeyovevai,  which 
on  that  hypothesis  ought  to  have  been 
some  subjective  word,  not,  as  it  is  now, 
a  mere  record  of  past  fact.  It  would  be 
philological  labour  thrown  away  to  shew 
that  the  ecbatic  sense  of  as-  r6  is  legiti- 

mate. The  directive  force  of  els  may  lie 
either  in  the  purpose  of  the  worker,  or  in 
the  tendency  of  the  result.  Cf.  csp.  Luke 
v.  17)  not  out  of  things  apparent  hata 
taat  which,  is  seen  (i.  e.  the  visible  world) 

"been  made  (the  first  and  chief  difficulty 
here  is  in  the  position  of  pfi>  a«d  the 
conclusion  which  we  are  thence  to  form  as 

to  our  rendering.  Most  of  the  transla- 
tions (Syr.,  D-lat.,  "  ut  eoc  non  apparenti- 

lus"vvilg.s  " ut  ex  invisilililus"  Erasmus, 
Luther,  al.)  regard  it  as  belonging  to 
fyaivofjiGvwv,  and  render  as  if  it  were  IK  T&V 
jut.))  tyaivoi*.*v&v  (so  Scriv/s  a,  a  seaunda 
manu).  And  so  likewise  Chrys.  (^  ou/c 
8vTC0v  ra  &VTO.  liroirjcrev  6  6e6s\  Thdrt. 

(&£  ftvrwv  yap  <8f]fJLLOvpyov(TLV  of  &v6pc07rot, d  8e  TWV  $\&v  0eb$  ̂ /c  ju,^  SVTUV  TO,  ovra 

irap-fiyayd),  (Ec.,  Thl.,  Faber  Stap.,  Jac. 
Cappell.,  Estius,  Calov.,  Heinrichs,  Valck- 
naer,  Tholuck,  al.  And,  thus  taking  the 
construction,  these  render  in  two  differ- 

ent ways :  1.  take  the  ̂   <pa,Lv6^va  as 
things  unseen,  in  contrast  to  the  things 
seen;  2.  as  things  non-existent,  as  con- 

trasted with  things  existent.  The  former 
of  these  regard  the  assertion  as  meaning 
that  God  created  the  world  out  of  the  pre- 

viously non-apparent  Chaos,  the  **  Thohu 
wa-Bohu  "  of  Gen.  i.  3 ;  the  latter  as  re- 

ferring to  the  creation  out  of  the  ideas  in 
the  divine  mind,  in  which  (see  this  ably 

argued  out  in  Delitzsch's  Biblische  Psy- 
chologic, pp.  23,  24)  all  creation  prse- 

existed  from  eternity.  As  against  both 
these  views  it  is  asserted,  positively  by 
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CHAP.  XI.  3.  rec  TO,  &\<-Tro/j.Gva.  (change  ofnumler  to  suit  qxtivopsvuv),  with  D^KL 
rel  vulg[syrr  arm]  Chr,  [Thdrt  Damasc]:  txt  A  Di(and  lat)  [P]N  17  copt  [roth] 

ar  Athj  [Chr-2-uisSj  Euthal-ms], 

than  Cain  (not  elliptic,  for  napa  rfyv  rov 

Kdiv:  but  as  in  reff.,  'than  Cain  did.' 
But  how  irXciova  Bvaiau  ?  First,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  adj.  must  be 
taken  not  of  quantity,  but  of  quality.  So 
Chrys.,  r^v  evrijuoTepav  Aeyei,  rfyv  Xau,- 
Trporepav,  rV  cb/ay/caiorepaj/  :  and  Thdrt. 
and  Thl ,  rfyv  TtyueoTepcw/.  But  how  was 
it  so  ?  Our  text  answers  us,  Trio-re*.  The 
more  excellence  must  be  looked  for  then 
rather  in  the  disposition  with  which  the 
sacrifice  was  offered  than  in  the  nature  of 
tbe  sacrifice  itself.  Gregory  the  Great 

(cited  by  Del.)  says  well,  "Omne  quod 
datur  Deo,  ex  dantis  mente  pensatur;  unde 

scriptum  est,  *  Respexit  Deus  ad  Abel  et 
ad  munera  ejus,  ad  Cain  autem  et  ad 

inunera  ejus  non  respexit.'  Neque  eniui 
sacrum  eloquium  dicit,  respexit  ad  inunera 
Abel  et  ad  Cain  munera  non  respexit,  sed 
prius  ait  quia  respexit  ad  Abel,  ac  deinde 

subjunxit,  *  et  ad  munera  ejus/  Idcirco 
non  Abel  ex  muneribus,  bed  ex  Abel 

inunera  oblata  placuerunt."  This  beyond 
doubt  is  the  principal  ground  of  the 
irXeiova.  With  regard  to  the  sacrifices 
themselves;  with  our  present  knowledge 
of  type  and  sacrifice,  many  reasons  might 
be  alleged  why  that  of  Abel  should  be 

more  according  to  God's  will  than  that 
of  Cain;  but  none  of  those  reasons  can 
be  safely  or  decisively  applied  here.  That 

Abel's  consisted  of  the  firstlings  of  bis 
flock  and  of  the  fat  thereof — the  first  and 
the  best,  whereas  Cain's  was  merely  an 
offering  of  the  fruit  of  the  ground,  per- 

functory and  common-place, — may  be  a 
circumstance  not  without  weight  in  appre- 

ciating the  term  iritrrei.  That  Abel's  was 
an  offering  of  slain  animals,  God's  own  ap- 

pointed way,  so  soon  after,  of  the  sinner's 
approach  to  Him,  whereas  Cain's  was  only 
a  gift,  as  if  he  could  approach  God  without 
shedding  of  blood, — this  may  also  be  an 
important  element  in  the  term  irtarreL. 
But  it  would  not  be  safe  here  to  insist  on 
either  of  these.  The  difference  alleged  by 
Hofraann,  Schriftb.  ii.  1.  141,  that  Abel 
brought  the  flesh  of  those  beasts  whose 
skin  had  covered  his  bodily  nakedness, — in 
faith,  as  an  offering  imputing  the  covering 

of  his  soul's  nakedness  by  God's  grace, — 
is  too  far-fetched,  and  too  alien  from  any 
subsequent  typology  of  sacrifice,  to  be 
entertained  for  a  moment),  by  means  of 

Liinemaun,  and  contended  by  Bleek  and 
De  Wettc,  that  such  a  transposition  of  the 
negative  particle  is  altogether  impossible. 
Delitzsch  replies  that  Chrys.  and  the  Greek 
interpreters  who  so  transposed  it,  under- 

stood their  own  language  :  and  argues  for 
ttit.  admissibility  of  the  transposition,  citing 
sue!)  expressions  as  yyov^svuv  cwSp&v 
oa  7a>  aSu^aTcorarcuv,  Time.  i.  5,  and 
OVK  €7U  /i^yd\oi$  fj.Gyd\a>$  5ie(r7rou§c££eTO, 
Arrian.  Alex.  vii.  23. 12,  and  such  opinions 

as  that  of  "Valcknaer  here,  who  calls  it 
ft  consuetam  Greecistranspositionemvoculve 
negantis,"  and  Host,  §  135.  1,  "  If  a  single 
idea  expressed  by  a  noun  is  to  be  empha- 

tically denied,  which  noun  is  preceded  by 
an  article  or  a  preposition,  then  the  par- 

ticle of  negation  is  put  before  the  article 

or  the  preposition."  And  certainly  it  does 
seem  difficult  to  deny  the  existence  of 
such  cases,  and  to  say  with  Bleek,  that 
no  examples  have  been  given  where  a  M 
OT  ot>  belonging  to  a  participle  or  adjective 
is  separated  from  it  by  a  governing  pre- 

position: the  only  apparently  applicable 
instance,  2  Mace.  vii.  28,  tin  OVK  e£ 

ftvTtav  l7ttH77crej>  aura  6  0e<Jy,  being"  struck 
away  by  the  Vatican  reading  being  e£ 
OVK  ovrtov.  Still,  if  we  grant  the  legiti- 

macy of  the  inversion  in  cases  of  em- 
phatic denial,  it  will  remain  for  us  to 

consider,  whether  such  inversion  is  to  be 
assumed  here.  And,  I  own,  it  seems  to 
me  quite  unnecessary.  The  ultimate  sense 
is  in  the  main  the  same  in  either  case; 
but  the  straightforward  construction  of 
the  words  gives  by  far  the  more  apposite 
expressed  meaning.  In  all  that  we  see 
with  our  sense,  of  re-creation  and  repro- 

duction, rb  /S/VeTTcfytewj'  etc  (patvojuevov 
yiyovsv.  The  seed  becomes  the  plant : 
the  grub  the  moth.  But  that  which  is 
above  eight,  viz.  faith,  leads  us  to  appre- 

hend, that  this  has  not  been  so  in  the  first 
instance:  that  the  visible  world  has  not 
been  made  out  of  apparent  materials.  On 
this  acceptation  of  the  construction,  we 
need  not  interpret  <pa.Lv6fj.sva.  otherwise 
than  according-  to  its  plain  meaning,  things 
apparent:  nor  does  the  text  stand  com- 

mitted to  the  before-mentioned  prse-exist- 
ence,  or  to  any  Philonian  scheme  of  crea- 

tion: being  simply  a  negative  proposition). 
4,]  By  faith  (see  above)  Abel 

offered  to  G-od  a  more  excellent  sacrifice 
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*  €7T6        TOi? 

1  £o>/oo£9  avrov  rov  Oeov*  Kal  S^'  avrrj?  a7ro9av&>v  en  \a\eL 
st 

,         -      . n.  Matt.  xxui. 

p  ch  v,  1  reff, 

7,  9  left* 
,  48, 

c  Toy    yct9)  &t  toeii/  L  aavarov,  Kai 
q  ch.  \n   12  reff.     =•  GFNT.  \.  24.    Wisd.  iv  10.    Sir.  xliv.  IS. 
^  =  Acts  n   27,  from  P&.  xr.  10.  t  Luke  n.  26 

12. 

=  ch.  Mii.  1 
reff. 

r  ch.  x. 
John  Mh.  51.  see 

4.   for  rov  0eou,  TO*  0ew  AD1**1  17  [Euthal-ms1]  :  txt  D3KL[P]K  rel  vulg  syrr  copt 
[arm  Cloui!  Chr  Euthal-ms2  Tbdrt  Damasc].  5;a  Taurus-  Dl.  rec  AaAemxir 
(per7i-ips  a  change  to  a  more  obvious  meaning,  *  is  spoken  of:'  perhaps,  with  JSloontf, 
-though  not  very  prob9  a  mistake  of  the  scribes  by  reason  of  a  flourish  after  the  e<. 
See  note),  with  DKL  rel  harl  [seth]  Thdrt(&M*  see  note)  <Ee  :  txt  A[P]K  a2  17  [47] 
vulg  syrr  copt  [arm]  Clen^  Orig3  Athx  Chr^  [Euthal-ms]  Primas, 

which  (viz.  which  faith,  not,  which  sacri- 

fice ,  as  Cramer  :  Si*  TJS  must  apply  to  the 
same  as  5ts  avr7j$  below,  and  that  surely 
can  refer  to  nothing  hut  the  wiarris  which 
is  the  great  leading  idea  of  the  chapter) 
he  was  testified  (see  above,  ver.  2)  to  he 
righteous  (when  ?  by  whom  ?  not,  by  our 
Saviour,  nor  by  St.  John  (reff.),  though 
in  both  places  such  testimony  is  borne  to 
him  :  but  as  explained  in  the  next  clause, 
at  the  time  of  his  sacrifice,  and  by  God 

Himself),  G-od  bearing  testimony  upon 
(in  regard  to  :  the  same  prep,  and  case,  as 
in  Gen.  iv.  4,  Kal  eVeTSez/  d  6ebs  eVi  *Aj8e^ 
Kal  ITTL  Tots  Scopois  cturou)  Ills  gifts  (of 
what  kind  this  testimony  was,  there  can 

be  little  doubt.  Theodotion's  rendering, 
/cal  ei/GTrvpHrcv  aura  6  Qe6$,  though  wrong 
as  a  rendering,  is  probably  right  in  fact. 
Of.  Exod.  xiv.  24  :  1  Kings  xviii.  24  38. 
Chrys.  refers  to  this  rendering,  but  errone- 

ously attributes  it  to  the  Syr.:  Thl.  says, 
Ae-yeTat  5e  %TL  Ka  irvp  Ka.reXbv  arc)  rov 
ovpavov  avf)Xao"e  r^v  Qucriav,  Kal  Hit 
rovrov  Kal  6  KalV  GTreyvw  tin.  irpoeTia'fjdr) 

o  *Aj8eA.  TrcDy  yap  "av  aAAws  ;  Sib  Kai  TL$ 
r&v  ueTaBeucvGav  rr)if  'EjS/JalSa  els  rfyv 

yX&TTav  o^fcos  e^wrei/,  *E7T6)8Ae- 
eVl  ras  Qvarias  *A)8eA  6  xvpios  Kal 

€.  CEc.  also  mentions  the  report)  ; 
and  by  means  of  it  (his  faith,  again,  not, 
as  (Ec.,  al.,  his  sacrifice  :  see  above)  having 

died  (join  together,  not  Si*  avrrjs  airoOa- 
vc&v,  as  OEc.,  7rp6c(>acris  yap  avrcp  yeyovGV 

f)  6vtrta  crtyayris,  but  5t*  avrTjs  AoAc?:  see 
below)  he  yet  speaketh  (viz.  as  interpreted 
by  the  parallel  place,  ch.  xii.  24,  where  it 
is  said  of  the  alaa  pavrLcrfjiov,  that  it 

/*rpe?rT0v  AaAt?  irapa  rbv  JA^8eA,  —  by means  of  his  blood,  of  which  it  is  said  by 

God  in  Gen.  iv.  10,  <p(av^j  a'tuaros  rov 
adeXQov  ffov  fioa,  irp6$  ue  e/c  TT}S-  7^5-.  So 
Th.  Aquinas,  Galen,  Bibera,  Jac.  Cappell., 
Grot.,  Erasm.,  aL,  Bleek,  Be  Wetto, 
Liiiiem.,  Ebrard,  Delitzsch.  The  inter- 

pretation of  XaXct  (and  of  XoAeiTca,  so 
that  no  safe  inference  can  be  gathered  as 
to  the  reading  from  the  fact  of  this  inter- 

pretation) has  usually  been  as  in  Chrys., 
Trois  ert  AaAeZ/  rovro  Kal  rov  £rjv  <rri]j.$i6v 

earrw  Kal  rov  irapa  iravrwv  cj.8fo~9aL 
Gavud^eo-Qai  Kal  {jLaKapi&a&ai  (see  also 
below)  :  Thdrt.,  TO^  fe  Uri  AaAeT,  avrl 
rov  aoiSiuds  ecrri  fJ.^XPl  r°v  Trap6vros  Kal 
7ro\vdpv\\rjroSy  Kal  irapa  iravrtav  €v<f>y)- 

ruv  evcrefiaJv:  (Ec.,  AaAe?  5e  rrj 
rrj  5J|?7,  rrj  uvf)t*r)  :  Till.,  5o£a- 

s,  tuvrjfjiou€v6/j,£vos  AaAe?,  &s  Kal  o 
ovpavbs  AaAet  6p<0ju.evos  (ji6vov.  Probably 
tho  change  to  the  passive  has  been  due  to 
this  interpretation,  that  voice  seeming 
more  naturally  to  express  it.  Some  of 
those  who  read  AaAe?,  have  taken  it  in 

the  sense  of  "  speaks  to  us  to  follow  his 
example."  So  Chrys.  in  the  next  words  to 
those  quoted  above :  6  yap  itapaiv&v  rots 
aXKois  SiKaiots  slvai,  AaAe? :  Till.,  TJ  Tfiarns 

avrbv  erroi-naev  eri  (ftp  Kal  §iod<TKa\.ov  Kad- 
iffrao~6ai  Tracrz,  XaXovvra  fj.ovovov)(l  NLiU'f}- 
a-acrOe  ue  /c.r.A. ;  Corn,  a-Lapide, — joining 
however  the  two, — "  Pietas,  martyrium 
et  inemoria  adhuc  recens  est  et  celebra- 
tur  apud  oinnes  fideles  eosque  ad  sui  imi- 
tationem  exhortatur  melius  quam  si  Abel 

mille  Jinguis  eos  cxhortaretur:"  Valck- 
naer,  Kuinoel,  al.  And  perhaps  Stuart 
may  be  partly  right,  who,  recognizing  the 
allusion  to  Gen.  iv.  10,  says,  "The  form  of 
expression  only  in  our  verse  seems  to  be 
borrowed  from  Gen.  iv.  10 ;  for  here  it  is 
the  faith  of  Abel  which  makes  him  speak 
after  his  death  ;  viz.  to  those  who  should 
come  after  him,  exhorting  and  encouraging 

them  to  follow  his  example/'  I  say  partly 
right,  for  however  this  may  be  in  the 
background,  the  cry  of  his  blood  is  ob- 

viously primary  in  the  Writer's  thought, from  ch.  xii.  24,  where  the  voice  of  Abel  is 
contrasted  with  that  of  the  Christian  blood 
of  sprinkling.  Calvin  and  JDelitzsch  appear 
to  have  exactly  hit  the  right  point,  in 

saying,  "  Porro  singulare  divini  erga  eum 
amoris  hoc  testimonium  fuit,  quod  Deus 
curam  habuit  mortui :  atque  inde  patet 
reputari  inter  Dei  sanctos,  quorum,  mors 

illi  pretiosa  est ").  5,  6.]  The  example 
ofjEnoch:  and  axiomatic  declaration  up  on 
if.  5.]  By  faith  (ircSy  5e  iriffrsi  yLtrereQii  ; 
#TI  rrjs  ju,era0e<recws  r/  fvap4<mj(rt$  alrta, 

rvjs  5e  euapeo'T^crgcos  73  Trtcrrts.  Chrys.) 
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u  ch.  vu. 12 
xu.  27  only  t 
2  Mace  xi 24  only 

v  here  bis, 
ch.  xm  16 
only.    Gen. 
I.  c,  ̂ i  9al 

(-TOS,  Wisd. iv  10.) 
wch.  iv  16. 

vii  25    x  1, 22 

x  Acts  xv  17, 
from  Amos  ix.  C 
12      Rom.  in. 
II,  from  Ps  xi 

fjLeredijfcev  avrov  6  $609.     irpo  yap  ADKLP 

u  /Aeradeaecos  m  fie/^aprvp^rai  v  evapecrrrj/cevai,  ro)  6eco. 

e  Tr/crrecw?  aSvvarov  v  evapevTrja-ai'  Tricrrevcrai  <yap 

,  STL  ecrriv,  Kol  TO??  x  e/c- 

jlveraL.     7  Tltcrrei,  z<Xp?j- 

JT!  47° 

TOZ/ 

avrov 

/carecrfcevacrev 

Ncoe  Trepl 

d  Ki/Scorbv   eh oTTjpiav 
TOV    OLKOV     aVTOV, 

z  =  ch.  vui  5ieff  nheieonh 
c  Matt  xi   If)  'I  L.    Mark  i.  2.    LuXp 

d  =  1  Pet.  m.  20.    Matt.  xxiv. 
,     ._   L.  2  y  here  only  t.    (-fiocrta,  ch.  11  2) 

b  here  (Acts  xxui.  10  v.  r.)  only$.    Prov.  xxx.  (see  xin  )  5     Deut  n.  4. 
i,  17.  ch.  lii  3,  4  bis   ix  2,  6.    1  Pet  in  20  only.    Num.  XM  27, 
38.    Luke  rui.  27  (ch  ix.4.    Rev.  xi  10)  only.    GEN.  vi  14  al. 

5.  (i\vpi<ric.t  so  ADK.)         for  SIOTL,  on  N1.         per6T€0i7fcej>  D2-3LN1  d  [Euthal-ms]. 
rec  aft  y,era6€(r€cas  ins  aurou,  with  D3KLK3  rel  syr  [(Syr)  arm  Chrj  Thdrt 

Damasc]  :  om  AD^PJK1  17  [47]  latt  copt  [Euthal-ms].  (evapecrrTjKej/cu,  so  AKL 
o  17  [47]  Thl.) 

6.  om  rta  B23Sl  [k]  17. 

Enoch  was  translated,  not  to  see  death 
(of.  LXX,  Gen.   v.  24,  after  which  this 
verse   is  framed  :    teal 

06$,  Ka.1  ovx  cvpiff ' 

us  in  reff.,  by  a  sudden  disappearance  from 
this  earth  :  ovx  'nvpicrKsro,  cf.  the  similar 
expression  of  Livy  i.  16,  in  relating  the 
supposed  disappearance  of  Romulus  in  the 
storm,  "nee  delude  in  ten-is  Romulus 
fuit."  This  translation  was  hardly,  as 
Calvin,  "mors  qusedam  extraordinaria/* 
though  he  means  this  in  no  rationalistic 

sense,  as  is  plain  from  his  accompanying' 
remarks  :  —  but  rather  a  change  which 
passed  upon  him  altogether  without  death, 
from  corruptibility  to  incorruptibility, 
from  the  natural  body  to  the  spiritual, 
The  TOV  (XT)  iSelv  is  purpose  and  purport 
in  one.  The  construction,  after  a  sentence 
and  in  relation  to  it,  is  said  by  Winer,  §  44. 
4.  6,  to  be  chiefly  familiar,  in  the  N.  T,, 
to  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul.  See  reff.),  and 

was  not  found  (see  above),  because  G-od 
translated  him.  Tor  before  Ms  trans- 

lation a  testimony  is  given  to  him  (the 
perfect  implies  the  continued  existence  of 
the  testimony  in  the  text  of  Scripture) 

that  lie  hath  pleased  G-od  (on  euTjp.  and 
evap.  see  Winer,  §  12.  3.  b.  The  tem- 

poral augment,  usual  after  eu-  and  Sys-,  is 
omitted  in  the  K.OIV$  foaAc/cros)  :  6.]  but 
apart  from  faith  it  is  impossible  (it  is  a 
general  axiom,  not  a  mere  assertion  re- 

garding Enoch  j  if  it  were,  we  should 
expect  aSiWroj/  ($v)  CU>T<£)  to  please 
(Him,  as  is  evident)  at  all  (this  sense  of 
doing  a  single  act  well  pleasing  to  God,  is 
given  by  the  aorist  :  cf.  Rom.  viii.  8,  ol  Se 
4v  (rapid  ovrey  6eca  apecrai  ov  ̂ vvavrai. 
The  aor.  expresses  simply  the  verbal  idea 
without  reference  to  time;  and  therefore 
when  in  a  negative  sentence  gives  the  ex- 

clusive meaning  'at  any  time/  'at  all')! 

for  it  behoves  him  that  cometh  to  G-od 

(Luther,  al.  render,  '*  him  that  will  come  -." 
but  it  is  much  more  probable  that  6  irpos- 
epx<$[>.€vos  is  the  habitual,  official  present — 
'  the  coiner  to  God/  For  the  expression, 
see  reff.  It  is  that  approach  which  is  else- 

where designated  eyyi£etv  r$  0.,  ch.  vii. 
19, — for  the  purposes  of  worship  or  of 
communion,  or  of  trust,  or  service  gene- 

rally) to  believe  (aor.,  not  rao-reve^,  be- cause it  is  not  here  the  state  in  which  the 
comer  is  at  his  coming,  but  the  state  which 
has  originated  his  coming,  of  which  that 
coming  is  the  fruit,  which  is  insisted  on) 
that  He  is  (exists  :  his  faith  being  to  him 
thus  a  irpd-yfjiaTos  $\*yxos  °v  /SAcTro- 
juei/ou),  and  becomes  (is  eventually : 
'evaditO  a  renderer  of  reward  (ch.ii.  2) 
to  them  that  seek  Him  out  (IK^TJTCW, 

more  than  ft76'^  as  'exoro*  than  *oro.* 
Thus  his  fnith  is  also  to  him  an  eATnfo- 

fUGvcov  vTr6(TTa(ns :  God's  existence  is 
realized  to  him  by  it,  and  by  it  his  future 
reward  assured).  7.]  Example  of 
NOAH.  Gen.  vi.  8  ff.  By  faith,  Noah, 
having  been  warned  (viz.  by  God,  Gen. 
vi.  13  ff.  On  the  word,  see  note  ch. 
viii.  5)  concerning  the  things  not  yet 
seen  (these  words  belong  to  xpTj/xaTicrflefc, 
not  to  evhaftyOeis,  as  Erasm.(vers.)  and 
Grotius.  The  latter  asserts  that  ev\a- 
fit?ff6ai  Trepi  TWOS  occurs  in  Plato ;  but  the 
passage  appears  to  be  Legg.  xi.  p.  927  c, 
euAajQotJ/xejyoj'  irepl  rpo<p'fii'  re  /coi  TraiSefcw 
optyav&v,  and  it  is  asserted  by  others  that 
euAaj8€r<r0at  Trept  TLVOS  is  not  found.  Still 
it  might  surely  be  legitimate:  we  have 
€uAa$€?(r0cu  a/j,(pi  TIVI  in  Lucian,  Gall.  21. 
But  the  other  arrangement  is  more  rhyth- 

mical, and  more  obvious),  taking  fore- 
thought (see,  on  ch.  v.  7,  the  distinction 

made  by  the  Stoics,  Diog.  Laert.  vii.  63  : 
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rov KOI /cara 

eyevero 
27.    2  Pet.  11   5.  elsw,,  John  passim. 
Phil.  in.  9.  simple  gen  ,  Rom,  iv.  11, 13. 

Jarnes  i. 

g  Kara,  heie  only,     e/c,  Rom.  x.  G.     6ta,  &  errt,  w.  dat., 
h  ch.  I  2  reft".  i  ch.  v.  4  reft". 

8.  iiis  o  bef  KaXov^eyos  AD1  17  arm  Thdrt,  qiil  vocatur  lafct. 

o><ra,v 

K\icriv.  Many  interpret  it, "  fearing  God/' 
understanding  6*6v  :  and  most,  "  fearing," 
but  the  above  distinction  is  important) 
prepared  (so  1  Pet.  iii.  20 ;  the  LXX  in 

Gen.  vi.  15  have  iroie'tv)  the  ark  (not  "an 
ark  :"  see  1  Pet.  1.  c.  The  word  Kip&mSs 
had  become  appropriated  to  the  well- 
known  ark,  and  so  was  used  anarthrously) 
for  the  preservation  of  Ms  house  (cf. 
Philo  de  Abr.  §  8,  vol.  ii.  p.  8,  [j.6vos  fe 
cTs  oltcos,  6  TOV  Aex^eVros  avSpbs  Sixaiov 

/cat  OeoQihovs,  SiaoraJferaz)  ;  "by  means  Of 
which  (to  what  does  i?js  refer  ?  to  cro>- 
T^/HCW,  to  KL^cor6v,  or  to  Trtcrrei  ?  Cer- 

tainly not  to  the  former :  for  thus  Noah's 
(rarypia  would  be  the  inheriting1  of  the 
righteousness  which,  is  by  faith.  Possibly, 
to  KL&car6v  (so  Chrys.,  <Ec.,  ThL,  Faber 
Stap.,  Calvin,  Beza,  Jac.  Cappell.,  Grot., 
Carpzov,  Cramer,  Miehaelis,  Bisping,  al.)j 
for  it  was  by  the  building  of  it  that  he 
condemned  the  world  in  its  unbelief,  and 
by  it  that  in  some  sense,  as  the  manifested 
result  of  his  faith,  he  became  heir  of 
the  righteousness  which  is  by  faith.  But 
it  must  be  confessed  that  this  latter  part 
of  the  interpretation  halts  considerably. 
And  on  this  account  as  well  as  on  account 

of  its  inadequacy  to  the  spirit  of  the  pas- 
sage, I  do  not  hesitate,  with  Primas., 

Thomas  Aquin.,  Luther,  Cnjetan,  Jus- 
tinian i,  Wolf,  Bengel,  and  most  of  the 

recent  Commentators,  to  prefer  TT/CTTC*  as 

the  antecedent :  *by  which  faith/  as  above 
on  5t*  avrys,  ver.  4.  It  is  true,  that  Triarrei 
here  is  somewhat  far  off;  but  it  is  the 
burden  of  the  chapter,  and  continually 

before  the  Writer's  mind,  and  it  was  by 
\n&  faith,  rather  than  by  the  results  of  that 
faith  that  he  KareKpivev  JC.T.A..,  and  K\rjp. 
eyevero  AC.T.A..)  lie  condemned  (KaT€Kpivev 
may  be  either  imperfect,  he  condemned, 
while  building  the  ark,  the  unbelieving 
world  around, — or  aor.,  he  once  for  all 
condemned  the  unbelieving  then,  and  in 
them,  the  world,  which  lies  in  unbelief. 
Better  perhaps  the  latter.  On  the  sense, 

Liinborch  says,  "Et  ille  dicitur  aliquem 
damnare,  qui  suo  facto  ostendit  quid  al- 
teram  oportuerit  facere,  et,  quia  non  fecit, 
ilium  criminis  commissi  convincit,  ac 

propterea  juste  puniri."  See  a  like  use 
in  reff.)  the  world  (reff,),  and  "became  heir of  the  righteousness  which  is  according 
to  faith  (Noah  is  the  first  in  Scripture 

who  is  called  StKaiosj  p^re,  Gen.  vi.  9,  as 

Philo,  Trpcoros-  OVTOS  Sitcaios  «/  rcus  lepcus 
avefifi-flOrj  ypatycus,  Congr.  Erud.  Grat.  §  17, 
vol.  i.  p.  532.  Elsewhere  Philo  interprets 
the  name  itself  of  Noah  thus  :  ep^Tjveverat. 
yhp  No>e  aydiravcrts  #)  SiKatos,  Leg.  Alleg. 

iii.  24,  p.  102 :  t»s  'E&paiuv  fj.lv  y\carrr) 
fcaA.6trai  Noie,  rij  5e  'EAA^j'ftj^  avafravcris 
3)  StKaios,  De  Abr.  5,  vol.  ii.  p.  5.  See 
also  Ezek.  xiv.  14,  20,  where  he  is  named 
together  with  Daniel  and  Job  as  an  ex- 

ample of  SiKaiocrvvn  :  and  Wisd.  x.  4,  6  : 
Sir.  xliv.  17  :  2  Pet.  ii.  5 ;  where  he  is 
called  K^pv^  diKaio<rvvii$.  And  this  right- 

eousness, which  is  matter  of  history  in 
the  O.  Tv  our  Writer  refers  to  his  faith  as 
its  measure.  So  Calvin,  "Moses  refert 
ilium  fuisse  justum:  causam  et  radicem 
hujus  justitiae  fidem  fuisse,  quia  ille 
historice  non  refert,  ex  re  ipsa  apostolus 

testatur."  This  8ucaio<n3viri  Kara  irionrtv 
seems  to  be  altogether  in  St.  Paul's 
sense,  the  righteousness  which  is  by 
faith,  Rom.  iv.  13,  though  the  expression 
itself  is  foreign  to  St.  Paul.  The  KX-rjpo- 
vdfjios  idea  is  also  according  to  St.  Paul. 
It  should  be  noticed  that  the  whole  expres- 

sion is  used,  in  an  Epistle  in  which  right- 
eousness by  faith  forms  no  part  of  the  main 

subject,  as  one  familiar  and  well  known 
to  the  readers).  8 — 22.]  Thus  far 
the  examples  have  been  taken  from  the 
antediluvian  world.  Next,  he  takes  them 
from,  the  patriarchs  of  Israel ;  with  whom 
the  promise  was  ever  the  object  of  faith  : 
a  land,  in  which  they  were  strangers  :  a 
son,  who  was  not  yet  born  :  a  people,  who 

were  yet  to  be.  8.J  ABRAHAM'S  ex- 
ample. By  faith  Abraham,  being  called 

(viz.  by  God,  Gen.  xii.  1  ff.  With  the  art. 

(see  var.  read.),  o  KoXo-up-cvos  'AfSpaafj, 
can  hardly  mean  any  thing  but  *  he  that 
was  called,  named,  Abraham.*  And  the 
sense  thus  would  be  very  good, — whatever 
Bleek  and  Delitzsch  have  said  against  it, — 
when  we  take  into  account  the  meaning  of 
the  name  Abraham,  the  father  of  nations. 
That  this  change  of  name  did  not  take 
place  till  25  years  after  his  removal  from 
Haran,  is  no  objection,  but  is  just  what 
would  be  the  point  raised :  <  By  faith,  he 
who  was  (afterwards)  called  Abraham, 
father  of  nations 3  &c.  Liinemann's  ren- 

dering of  6  KoXovfiGvos,  <<rhe  that  was 
called  by  God,"  hardly  requires  refutation. 
But  on  the  whole,  I  adhere  to  the  rec.  text. 
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Matt.  vni. 
27   I      Rom 
vi.  12  &c 
1  Pet  in.  6 
w.  inf  ,  hei  e 
only  &ee 
note 

L«  Matt,  un 

fidveiv 

e      TOTTOV  ov 

669    KkripovofJiiav,    fcal    e^ri\6ev    jjurj 

j,~  ADKLP 

€7ncrTa/^ez/o9  e  f  g  h  k 

17,47 

r  aX\orplav,  s  Iv 
/co 

10   V, IJohnu  11) 
only. 

n  pres.,  John 
i.40  Acts  iv  13  ix  2G  Gal  u  14  -\er  13.  IMacc.  ii  0.  Winer,  g  40  2  c 

18  Only.  Gen.  xvu.  8,  xx  1  xxi.  23,34  XMV.  37.  xxu  3.  xxx\.  27  Exod.  i 
ib  xxvni  4  )  p  constr  ,  Mark  i  39  al  fi  q  so  XPOf°S  T 
•vn.  6     Luke  xvi   12.    Ps.  CMU   U.  s  Acts  xi.  29     2  Kings  xi   11 

,iii.  6     1  Pet  ui.  1  onlj  t.     (-jueif ,  Sir.  xxu  26  )  u  so  ch.  \i.  17 
33.  x\i.  11.  ch.  x  13,    James  r.  7  oulj  $.    Gen  xlm.  9  al. tr  Rei.xxi.  14,  19. 

o  Luke  xxn 
(-KO?,  Gen    xxni.  4     -Kycri.?, 

,  Acts  MI  17  r  Acts 
tRom  Mil   17.    E])h 

\ets  XMI   16      1  Cor   xi. 
Ixxxu   1. 

€is  roirov  bef  e£eA0.  D  lutt.  rec  ins  TQV  "bef  TOTTOI/  (iw  ignorance  of  the  usage  aft 
a  prep),  with  D3KLN3  rel  [arm]  Chr  Thdrt  Damasc:  om  AD^PJK1  17  [Euthal-ms]. 

rec  T\}JX\\W,  with  D3L[PK   Euthal-ms]  Thdrt  <Ec  :  txt  A[Woide]  D'K  Chr 
Damasc  Thl.  €L$  wA^p.  bcf  Aa/x^.  K1. — om  ca  K1(insd  by  origl  fccribe  or  N-corr1). 

9.  for  TTfcrref,  /cat  D1(and  lat).  aft  TrapwK.  ins  afipaap  D3[P]  m  o.  rec  ins 
T7?z>  bef  777^,  with  DJ-3  rel  Chr  Thdrt  Thl :  om  AD2KL[P]J<  n1  b1  c  d  e  g  h  k  17  [47 
Euthal-ms]  Damage  CEc.  arvvK\7]povofjLwy  ADK  17.  for  rrjs  avTys,  aurov  D1 
38  :  avruv  82th  :  om  rrjs  N1  :  aim?s  bef  f-rrayy.  K-corr1. 

The  manuscript  evidence  is  strong  for  the 
other,  but  uofc  overwhelming;  and  the  com* 
parison  of  TTtcrTei  ^p^.uancr^eh  NcSe  with 

7rio*Te£  Ka\ovfj.£vo$  'A&padfj.  gives  great 
support  to  the  rec.  In  fairness  it  should 
be  said,  as  Del.  points  out,  that  (o)  /cccAou- 
psvos,  appended  to  names,  is  exceedingly 
common  with  St.  Luke  (Luke  i.  36;  vi. 
15  ;  vii.  11  ;  viii.  2  ;  x.  39,  &c.),  and,  as  he 
also  remarks,  it  may  appear  that  Clem,- 
rom.  read  and  understood  this  "  he  that 

was  called  Abraham,"  for  he  says,  'A/3paa/* 
6  (piXos  TrposayopevOels  Tncrrbs  eupefl-Tj  ev  T$ 
avrbv  vTrrifcoov  yevecfOai  rots  ̂ (J.a<ri  rov 
Oeov.  Of  the  Greek  Commentators,  Thdrt. 

says,  rb  d  Ka\ovfj,evos  'AySfJaau,  5^  T^V 
rov  ov6fj.a.ros  eVaAAa^-T/i/  e^OTj/cev  :  (Ec.* 
Qeov  /caAoiJfTos  uTn^/coi/rre,  Trio'TeiJcraS'  art 
CTT*  ayaBtf  /caAe?:  Thl.,  irtcrrei  VTTTJKOV- 

obeyed  to  go  out  (the  infin.  is 
epexegetic,  explaining  wherein  he  obeyed. 
Cf.  Rev.  xvi.  9  :  Col.  i.  22,  &c.  Winer, 

§  44.  1)  to  a  (or,  'the/  even  without 
r6vt  after  a  preposition)  place  which  he 
was  hereafter  to  receive  for  an  inhe- 

ritance (not  that  he  was  conscious  even  of 
this  promise  when  he  went  out,  for  it  was 
made  to  him  afterwards  in  Canaan,  see 
Gen.  xii.  7),  and  went  out,  not  knowing 
where  (whither)  lie  was  (is)  going 
(coming.  The  indie.  epx€T<u  is  perfectly 
normal,  a  matter  o£  fact,  not  one  of  pos- 

sibility only,  being  in  question.  Cf.  elSov 
iruv  ft€V€it  ref,  John  :  eV/crra<r0€  .  .  .  -jrcas 

fjieO*  v{ji<av  eyey6/u.T]t/t  Acts  XX.  18.  But 
OVK  exet  TTOV  TTJV  «e^>aA^  KXivy,  Matt. 
viii.  20,  when  the  matter  is  one  of  mere 
possibility.  See  Winer,  §  41.  4). 
9.]  By  faith  he  sojourned 

in  classical  Greek  signifies  to  dwell  in  the 
neighbourhood  of,  and  is  followed  by  a 
dative:  so  Time.  iii.  93,  <J>o/3oujU€voi  ̂  
<r$icri  jueyaAfl  iff^i  TrapoiKSxrw.  Isocrates 
uses  it  in  the  sense  of  "  to  dwell  alongside 
of,"  with  another  reference,  and  an  acous,  : 
aTrb  K^iSov  fA€Xpi  ̂ iv&irys  ̂ EAATyi/es  T}\V 
'Acriais  Ttapoucovcri,  p.  74.  But  the  Hel- 

lenistic sense  is,  to  dwell  as  a  stranger,  to 
sojourn  only.  So  LXX  in  reff.  :  so  Philo, 
Quis  Eer.  Div.  Hser.  §  54,  vol.  i.  p.  511, 
Ttf  <f>i\a,p€T({>  KaroiKeTv  ov  SiSwcriv  6  Beds, 
ojs  &  OLKeicf.  yrj,  T<$  crc&fJ.a.Ti,  a\K&  Trapoiitelv 
<£>$•  ev  aAAo5c^7r?j  pcvov  eVirpeVe 
And  Coufus.  Ling.  §  17,  p.  416,  Ka 
ws  *v  TtOLTpiSi)  OL»X  ws  €7ri  |ev7jf  TrapcaKTj- 
(Tav)  in  (pregnant  construction,  as  often  in 
St,  Luke,  see  Acts  vii.  4  ;  viii.  40  ;  xii.  19  ; 
xviii.  21  :  Luke  xi.  7  :  he  went  into  the  land 

and  sojourned  there)  the  land  (-ytj  is  one 
of  those  words  which  very  commonly  drop 
the  article,  especially  when  in  government) 
of  the  promise  (concerning  which  the  pro- 

mise, Gen.  xii.  7,  had  been  given)  as  a 

stranger's  (as  if  it  did  not  belong  to  him, 
but  to  another  :  see  ref.  Acts,  which  is 

strictly  parallel,  and  cf.  777  OVK  f'Siot,  Gen. 
xv.  13),  dwelling  (the  aor.  part,  is  con- 

temporary with  the  aor.  before)  in  tents 

(cf.  Gen.  xii.  8  ;  xiii.  3  ;  xviii.  1  ft',  titrep 

juepoy  [AGrajSatvSvrtov  5ia  rb  ̂   %x$iv  TL 
ffiioj/.  Thl.)  with  Isaac  and  Jacob  (Thl., 
Bengel,  Bohme,  Kuinoel,  Griesb.,  Lachm., 
al.  join  these  words  with  TraptpKrja-ev 
above.  But  they  more  naturally  belong  to 
e*>  crirnvous  KaroiK^<ras,  which  has  just 
preceded  :  for  otherwise  we  should  expect 

€£€5e'xo*"ro  in  ver.  10)  the  heirs  with  Mm 
of  the  same  promise  (TT}$  eV.  TT}S  OVTTJS-,  as 
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crav 
/ca 

II  caret,  teal  avrrj  ̂ dppa £/?  a  fcara^o\r]v  b  crTrep- 
xiu.  1. x.  2.) 

only.    Num.  v.  13. 

38      Rev. xvm.  22  only. »Wiad. 

z  here  onlyt     2  Mace.  iv.  1.    =  Xen  Mem  i   4  7.    Philo,  passim,    (-yetv,  2  Mace 
a  =  ch  iv.  3    ix  26  (see  note)  t.     (2  Mace  11.  29  only  )  b  -  here 

11.  aft  crappa  ins  TJ  (rreipa  D2  ra  [Euthal-msl ;  <rretpa  I)1  (and  lat)  vukr ;  arreipa  ovcra 

[P47]fsyrrcoptt  [setli  arm  Till].  '       b  F 

Trolley*?  3\<ra.v  ev  rrj  x^Pa  rV  a^T?>  Luke 
ii.  8 ;  the  only  other  place  where  this  ar- 

rangement is  found.  What  is  implied  is, 
not  so  much  that  the  promise  was  renewed 
to  them,  as  that  all  three  waited  for  the 
performance  of  the  same  promise,  arid  in 
this  waiting,  built  themselves  no  perma- 

nent abode)  :  10.]  for  (reason  of  his 
trapoiKia  in  the  land  of  promise  as  in  a 
strange  land)  he  waited  for  (the  prep,  in 

licSe'^OjUai,  as  in  eK^Tew  above,  ver.  6, 
intensifies  the  expectation)  the  city  wMcli 
has  the  foundations  (beyond  doubt,  the 

heavenly  city,  the  &vca  'Tepou<ra\^,  thus contrasted  with  the  frail  and  moveable 

tents  in.  which  the  patriarchs  dwelt.  De- 
litzsch  shews  that  the  idea  was  an  Old 

Testament  one;  and  no  other  interpreta- 
tion will  suit  the  language  here  used.  The 

WAis-  6eov  £&VTO?  of  ch.  xii.  22,  and  the 
jui4\\ovcra  Tr6\i$  of  ch.  xiii.  14,  must  be 
here  meant  also.  Of  the  earthly  Jerusa- 

lem indeed  it  is  said,  ref.  Ps.,  oi  6efj,€\ioL 
avTov  €V  TOLS  opscri  Tois  aytots :  but  it  is 
impossible  that  the  earthly  Jerusalem  can 
be  meant  here.  The  lives  of  the  dwellers  in 
her  rather  corresponded  to  the  precarious 
dwelling  in  tents  than  to  the  abiding  in  a 
permanent  city :  and  the  true  reference  of 
TOIJS  flejUeAfovs  exovcra,  is  to  be  found  ill 
ref.  Rev.,  rb  reT%os  TTJS  WAecos  ex&v 
6efjL€\iovs  5c68€/ca.  As  having  these  foun- 

dations, it  forms  a  contrast  to  the  tent, 

placed  on  the  ground,  and  easily  trans- 
ported. Ebrard  objects  to  this  view, 

that  it  is  unhistoric  to  say  that  the  patri- 
archs looked  for  the  heavenly  city :  but 

Del.  well  answers,  that  it  is  not  the  mere 

historic  question,  what  they  knew  and  ex- 
pected, with  which  our  Writer  is  concerned, 

but  the  question  what  it  was  that  their 
faith,  breaking  through  this  knowledge  in 
its  yearnings  for  the  future,  framed  to 
itself  as  matter  of  hope.  The  expectation 
of  the  literal  fulfilment  of  a  promise  is  one 
thing :  the  hopes  and  prospects  and  sur- 

mises builb  upon  the  character  of  that  pro- 
mise, another.  The  one  is  mere  belief: 

the  other  is  faith),  of  wMch  the  architect 
and  master-builder  is  God  (very  similarly, 
oh.  viii.  2,  fyv  ̂TTTJ^CV  6  ttvpios,  OVK  &vQp(0- 
TTOS  :  cf.  also  ver.  16  below.  T€xvt-r»]s,  so 
ref.  Wisd.,  otfre  TOIS  cpyois  Trposffxtvres 
^Treyvcocrav  T^>V  r^virfiv.  And  Philo,  Leg. 

Alleg.  i.  7,  vol.  i.  p.  47^  ov  r^-^virfis  IH.&VQV 

ciAAcfc  /cal  Trar^p  &v  r&v  yiyvofjLsv&v  :  De 
Mut.  Norn.  §  4,  p.  583,  6  ytvvfi<Tas  KO.\ 

Texvirevcras  irar-ftp  :  ib.  (of  men),  SyiuiLotp- 
yTj/iLa  rov  T&V  Ka\&v  /cal  ayaldwv  ju,6vov 
rfx^rov-  Li  Xen.  Mem.  i.  4.  7,  it  is 
said  of  the  world,  irdvv  eoiK€  ravTa  crotpov 
TWOS  STifAtovpyov  KCU  <pi\o£c*>ov 
and  Plato,  Tim.  §  9,  calls  God 

rov  K6a-jj.ov  ttal  T€KTcuv6jji€vov  a,vr6i/.  See 
Wetst.).  11.]  Example  of  SAB  AH, 
ivhose  faith  worked  with  that  of  Abraham 
to  produce  Isaac.  By  faith  Sarah  her- 

self also  (the  icat  axiTq  has  been  very  va- 
riously interpreted.  "  Even  S.  who  before 

was  barren,**  says  Schlichting-  :  and  to 
this  view  perhaps  the  gloss  ffr€?pa,  or  fj 

a-rsTpa,  or  o"Te?pa  odcra,  is  owing  (see  di- 
gest): Chrys.  says,  evTpeTrriK&s  &ra.vQa, 

tfp£a,To,  elf  ye  yjvaiKbs  oXiyoTJ/vx^TepoL 
tpaveiev  :  and  similarly  ThL,  CEc.,  al.  : 
Bleek  says,  "even  S.  who  was  once  in- 

credulous :**  and  so  De  W.,  Winer,  Liinem. 
But  I  believe  Delitzsch  is  perfectly  right 
in  rejecting  all  these  and  falling  back  on 
St.  Luke's  usage  of  O.VT<$$  and  /cal  avr6sy 
which  is  very  frequent,  as  Winer  remarks, 
§  22.  4,  Bemark:  see  Luke  xx.  42,  real 

aurbs  AavefS  :  xxiv.  15,  teal  a^rby  ̂ Iviaovs  : 
Acts  viii.  13,  6  Se  Stjaa^  Kal  avrds*.  and 
especially  Kal  avrbs  %v  'lycrovs  &s*l  IroJz/ 
rptdfcovra  apxtv-evos,  Luke  iii.  23  :  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  words  merely 
indicate  transition  from  one  personal  sub- 

ject to  another,  the  new  subject  being  thus 
thrown  out  into  prominence)  received 
power  for  (8wap,is  els  is  an  expression  of 
St.  Luke's,  Luke  v.  17,  5iW/m  Kvplov  fy 
els  ri  iciffBai  avr6v  :  the  preposition  in- 

dicating the  direction  in  which  the  power 
is  exercised)  the  deposition  of  seed  (power, 
to  fructify  seed  deposed.  So  CEc., 

orrrep(j.a.  I  am  satisfied  that  this  and  no 
other  is  the  meaning,  from  the  fact  that 
the  expression  is  one  so  constantly  used  in 
this  sense,  and  that  the  Greek  reader  would 
be  sure  thus  to  take  it.  No  Greek  Father, 
no  ancient  version,  dreamt  of  any  other 
meaning.  So  Chrys.,  ets  rb 

ThL,  rovrearriVf  Jt/e5uj>ajuctj077  els  f 
H4£a<rOai  Kal  KpaTrjarai  rb  KaTa.fi\rj6ev  els 

aurrjv  cTTrepjuaroS  "AjSpaa/x  (giving  another 
alt.,  dependent  on  the  idea  T%\V  ywcuKa 
o16v  TI  crwepfAo.  a^  eavrrjs  crvvetsdyeiv  and 
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c~2Cor.vm. 
eXa/3ez/  KOI  c  Trap  a  tcaipov 

Job  \xix.  18     m 
Job  Antt. 
\n  8  4, 

  12      Luke  i.  35 
11  icff     Ezek  s.xi.ui 

k  Luke  xxi  25. 

. 

l<yevr)6rj(rav,  teal  l  ravra  j  v€ve/cpa)/J,€i>ov> 

ovpavov    TO) 

eire 

TO, 

aarpa 

KOI 13  °  Kara 

^§17  7rpo/3e$7jKO$. 
Acts  x.  29,  xut  35    xx 

.24 

c  ch.  x  23  (reff  ). 
Horn,  i  24    \\   22    x\ 

f  ch  x  20  lefif 
23  al  L.P  K xm.  12      Luke  i.35      Acts  x.  29,  xut  35    xxh    26      Horn,  i  24    \\   22    x\   23  al  L.P  K  h  ch  u. 

llieff     E«k  3LXX1U.24  i  1  Cor  M  8  (rec  )     Xen  An,ib.  u.  i  1*  j  Rom.  iv  19     Col  in.  5  only  t. 
uke  xxi  25.    Actb  MI.  43  Cfiom  Amos  v  26)    xxui  20  only.    L\ou   x.\.\u.  13  %       1  Matt  in.  26      Rom. 
ix  27     Eev.  xii  18   xxu  b  only.    GEN.  xxu.  17  m  =  here  only,  (ch  xiu  15  al  )    Judg  \u. 
12  al.    Herod  i.  180  al     "labium  fossce,"  Ln.  XXXMI.  37.  n  heie  only     Job  xxi  33.    Prov. vii,  26.  o  \er  7. 

aft  sXa&ev  ins  as  TO  rsitmcrai.  D1  m  :  siinly  syr.  [oin  2nd  /cat  DL-gr  sail]. 
rec  af  t  y\LKLas  ins  ere/cei/,  with  I)8KL[P]X3  rel  syrr  [arm  Ch^  Thdrt  Damasc]  :  om 
ADJK1  17  latt  coptt  seth  Chr-ms  [Eutlial-ms]. 

12.  rec  eyewvdrja'a.v,  with  D2<3LK  Chr  Thdrb  Damasc  Till  :  txt  A.D1K[P  17  Euthal- 
ms].  rec  (for  as  ?y)  cosez,  with  (c,  e  sil)  [Chi^  Euthal-ms  Thdrt]  :  txt  ADKL[P]K 
rel  [Chr-ms  ThL—  Ka0o;y  7?  D1  n].  om  ̂   Trapa  TO  xetAos  D^(aud  lat)  setb[Tisclidf]. 

interpreting   the   KaraBoX-f)   of   herself). 
Thdrt.,    a7TT77^p6uo"6    7ap    rby    r6itov    ov 

Tr^pwcm.  With  regard  to  the  phrase,  sec 
numerous  examples  in  Wetst.  and  Bleek. 
Galen  has,  among  many  other  passages,  rb 

fls  Tay  lUTjrpas  roi?  6-fi\€us.  But  this  is 
objected  to  by  several  modern  Commen- 

tators, Bbbme,  Stier,  Bleek,  De  Wette, 
Lunem.,  who  take  Ka.ra^o\i]  as  in  Kara- 
^oA.^  K&VIJLQV,  and  cTTrep/xa  the  seed  which 
should  descend  from  her,  her  posterity,  as 

in  Gen.  xii.  7al.  freq.,  and  in  ver.  18*aiid ch.  ii,  16  of  our  Epistle.  Of  this  meaning 
instances  are  not  wanting,  but  all  of  them 
derive  that  sense  from  the  other,  and  it  is 
hardly  possible,  though  such  expressions 

US  Karafio\ri  ePu{j,ii\ov  (Plut.  de  Fort. 
Rom.  p.  320),  yev&v  ap%ai  Kal  Karaftohat 
(Plut.  Vita  Marc.  Anton,  p.  932)  may  oc- 

cur, where  the  context  makes  it  plain  what 
is  meant,  that  such  an  one  as  KarafroX^ 
ffirepfjLaros  should  occur,  so  calculated  to 
mislead,  if  both  words  had  been  intended 
in  <m  unusual  and  metaphorical  sense),  and 
that  (see  Hartung,  Partikellehre  i.  145. 
His  most  apposite  instances  are  in  Latin  : 
e.  g.  Plant.  Rud.  i.  2.  33,  "dabitur  opera, 
atque  in  negotio  :"  Terent.  Andr.  ii.  1.  37, 
(<  ego  vero,  ac  lubens  ")  beyond  (in  incon- 

sistency with,  contrary  to  the  law  of)  tlie 
time  of  age  (proper  for  the  /cara^oA-J) 
(TTrep/iaroy.  So  Abraham  and  Sarah  are 
called  uTrep^At/ces  in  Philo  de  Abr.  §  22, 
vol.  ii.  p.  17  :  ̂5i?  y&p  t/7rep^Ai«:es 

a-n-opdv.  And  Plato,  Theaet.  p.  149  c,  has 
TO?S  SL  7]\iKiav  arSfcois  TrposeVa^e),  seeing 
tKat  she  esteemed  Him  faithful  who  had 

promised  (see  ref.).  12.]  Wonderful 
result  ofthisfaitli  of  Abraham  and  Sarah. 

"Wherefore  also  (8to  icai,  which  occurs 
again  ch.  xiii.  12,  is  frequent  iu  St.  Luke 

and  St.  P.ml,  see  reff.)  from  one  sprung 
there  (the  reading  is  doubtful,  but  &y*v. 
cm 6    seems    to    suit   better    the  father, 

whereas   syzvv.   euro,   'these    were    bora 
from/  would  almost  necessarily  be  said  of 
the  mother)  and  that  (there  is  no  founda- 

tion for  Lunemann's  notion,  that  the  plur. 
raiDra  has  reference  to  the  two  circum- 

stances, the  deadness  of  Abraham  and  the 
unbelief  of  Sarah :  ravra  in  such  sentences 

is  perpetually  the  collective  plural,  =  TO uro. 
Cf.  Kuhner,  Gram.  §  667  c,  who  gives  as 

examples,  Plato,  Rep.  iii.  p.  404  B,  "O/z^pos 
.  .  .   iv  TCUS  rS*v  7jp(a&v  e<macre(nj/   ovre 
i^Qvanv  avrobs    effna,  Kal    ravra   errl    0a- 

AC^TTT?  rfj  'EXXyarirforcp  tlz/ras  :  Demosth.  c. 
Phorm.  Extr.,  Qavdr<p  <^u.£c«Wi/T€S  e!sa7- 
yeXQevra  eV  rq>  fo^p,  Kal  ravra  TroXlrrji/  vfj.4- 

repov  %vra>  "quarnvis  civis  vester  esset") 
(from  one)  deadened  (past  that  vital  power 
which    nature  requires :    see  ref.   Rom.) 
even  as  (it  may  be  asked  what  is  the  sub- 

ject to  eyev^drjo-au  ?     Some  supply  rewa 
or  eKyovoi,  see  Wiuer,  §  64.  3  :  but  it  is 
better  to  make  the  whole,  Kadct>$  to  the 
end,  the  virtual  subject,  latent  in  /ca0c6s 
—  ca/j.oi(t)fj(,evoi  rots  acrrp.  wr.T.A.)  the  stars 
of  the  heaven  in  multitude,  and  as  the 
sand  which  is  by  the  lip   (margin,  cf. 
Trapa  xeTAos  Ifcarepou  TOV  irorafjiov  in  ref. 
Herod,  and  Polyb.  v.  14.  6 ;  iii.  43.  8  al. 
fr.  in  index)  of  the  sea  which  is  innu- 

merable (so  ran  the  promises  to  Abraham, 
Gen.  xiii.   16,  Kal  irot?j<ra>  rb  crirepAta  (rov 
&s  rfyv  &iu,fj,ov  rys  yrjs:  Gen.  xv.  5,  avd- 
J3\€"fyop  5r]  eijr  rliV  ovpavdv,  Kal  apiOfATjcrov 
robs  acrrepas,   et    8vvr,a"r)   e£api.d/A7Jcrai    av- 
rods*  Kal    e?7rey,  Ovrws  ecfrai    T&    crvrep/za 
arov  :  and  more  fully  Gen.  xxii.  17,  irXrjQv- 
v<av    irXriBwca    rb     (nrep/ma    ffov     ojy     robs 
acrrepas   rov   ovpaj/ov,    Kal   &s  rr^v   afjiuov 
r^jy  wapa  Tb  %6?Aos   rrjs  BaXaffffys.     The 
comparison  with  the  sand  as  indicating 
great  number  is  frequently  found  in  the 

ADKLP 

17.47 

g  ch. 



1-2—15. IIPOS   EBPAIOTS. 217 

r  TToppcoGev    avras    ISovre?    real t         u 
acrTracr/^evoi,,    tea 

Ara 
1779 roiavra 

note.  tconstr.,  John  i.  20     1  John  iv.  15  (Acts  xxiv.  14)  only. 
35,  &c      Acts  XMI   21.     Eph   n    19.     3  John  5  only.    2  Kings  xv.  19. 
11  only.     Ghv.  X.MU.  4.     Ps\    xxx\m.  14  wpres.,  \er  8  reff. 

y  elsw     Gospp   (Matt   xin.  54,  57  '|  Mk.  L.     John  iv.  44)  only.     Esth.  u.  10. 
09.     Acts,  -\u   19.     Phil,  i\  .  17  al      1  Kings  xx.  1. 

.    .      . 
a  =  Acts  xx.  35  ul 

only      Ka. 

OTi       a<nra.£e<r- 
0at,'Ihemi£,t. 

Or.it.  xii 
p  '211  B    see 

u  =  Matt  xxv. 
v  1  Pet.  i   1.  u. 
x  ch.  ix   24  reff. 

z  Matt.  \  i.  32    xii. 

1  Chron.  x\i.  15. 

^-  231 

13.  for  Aa3oz>res-,  TrposSega/uevoi  (see  note)  A.;   Ko^.i.(ra/J.€voL  (see  ver  39) 

39.  57.  71.  SO  Chr-3-mss  [Kuthal-ms  Damasc,  Thl].  rec  aft  iSo^re?  ins  /ecu  -rretcr- 
Oevres  (with  c,  e  sil) :  om  ADKL[P]K  rel  [vss  gr-ff  AugJ.  affc   £e^ot  ins  iccu 

irapoiKoi  Dl(not  lat). 
14.  C7?™^*'  (inguirere  D-lat)  Dl  109-78  Chr-ms  Procopr 
15.  p.vr)y.oi>evov<rLV  X  47.  73.  80  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt^  ̂ ^jnoyevovcraj/  I)1 :  ̂ vif\^v^vffo.v 

O.  T.,  e.  g.  Gen.  xli.  49  :  Josh.  xi.  4  : 1  Sam.  such  a  greeting  of  salvation  from  afar." xiii.5:  2  Sam.  xvii.  11 :  1  Kings  iv.  29;  Isa.  Delitzsch.  Wetst.  quotes  Virg.  /Eu.  iiL 

x.  22.  Of.  also  Herod,  i.  48,  olSa  S*  eyob  522,  "Quum  procul^  obscures  colles  Lmni- 

\LdfjL/jLov  T"  a.pi6ij.6i',  ifal  /i€Tpa  0aAc£o-<r7?$,  lemque  vidcrem  Italiam  ....  Italitim  Ia3to 

and  Pind.  Olymp.  ii.  in  fine,  eTrel  \|/ayu^o?  socii  clamore  salutant")*  an^  confessed 
apiB^v  vepiirfyevyev).  13 — 16.]  that  they  wero  strangers  and  sojourners 

before  the  Writer  passes  on  to  more  ex-  upon  the  earth  (this  Abraham  did,  ref. 

am  pies  of  faith,  he  looks  back  over  the  Gen.,  to  the  children  of^Heth,  irdpoiKos 

patriarchal  age,  and  gathers  in  one  the  Kal  Trapeiridwos  eyd  elpi  ̂   vfjL&v^ 

attributes  of  their  faith.  13.]  In  (ao-  and  Jacob,  Gen.  xlvii.  9,  to  Pharaoh,  at 

cording  to,  consistently  with,  in  the  courbe 
of:  not  this  time  irltrrei,  because  their 
deaths  were  not  the  results  of  their  faith, 

but  merely  according  to  and  consistent  with 

it)  faith  died  these  all  (there  is  no  need  to 
say  with  (Ec.,  Thl.,  Primas.,  al.,  efypwevov 
TOV  'Ei>e*>x  '•  ̂ ie  promises  began  with 
Abraham,  and  it  is  evident  from  the  end 
of  our  verse,  and  from  ver.  15,  that  the 
reference  is  solely  to  the  patriarchs),  not 

having  received  (the  participial  clause  con- 
ditions and  substantiates  the  Kara  -jriffTiv  .  . 

o.iredai'Qv;  and  for  this  reason  it  is  (M^J  Aa/3. 
and  not  ou:  fas  those  who  did  nob  re- 

ceive' &c.)  the  promises  (plur.,  because 
the  promise  was  again  and  again  repeated 
to  the  patriarchs,  see  the  citations  from 
Gen.  above,  and  add  Gen.  xvii.  5 — 8;  xxvi. 

3,  4 ;  xxviii.  13,  14.  The  iTrttyyeXCa  here 

as  so  often  comprehends  rb  eirr]yy€\/j,e- 
vov),  but  having  seen  them  from  afar  (ical 
7T€ta8€VTes,  see  var.  readd.,  has  come  in 
from  a  gloss :  so  Clirys.,  OVTOI 
i^ffav     Trepl     avTtov      &s      Kat,      —   

avrds :     OEc.,    ical     acrTracrd/xe^or    -TT*.   

Tes),  and  greeted  them  (*'  From  afar  they 
saw  the  promises  in  the  reality  of  their 
fulfilment,  from  afar  they  greeted  them  as 

the  wanderer  greets  his  longed-for  home 
even  when  he  only  comes  in  sight  of  it  afc  a 

distance,  drawing  to  himself  as  it  were 

magnetically  and  embracing  with  inward 

love  that  which  is  yet  afar  off.  The  excla- 
mation, *  I  have  waited  for  thy  salvation,  O 

"Lord/  Gen.  xlix.  18,  is  such  an  ?   J~ 

OLK&  /c.r.X.  See  Ps.  cxviii.  19  :  Eccles. 
xii.  5  :  Plrilo  de  Agricult.  §  14^  vol.  i.  p.  310, 
T^J  ovri  iracra  fjikv  $vx$]  &o<pov  TrarpfSa  fj.GV 
ovpav6j':,  ̂ vf\v  5e  yr^v  eAax^v  :  and  Con- 
fus.  Ling.  §  17,  p.  4.16,  8ia  rovro  ot  tcarci 
Mcoucr^^  cro<j>ol  vravres  eisct-yovrat  Trap- 
oucovvTes*  at  yap  TQVTOOV  ^u%al  crre\Xov- 
Tat  fj.*v  airoLKlav  ST?  Trore  rirjv  e£  ovpavov. 
In  Wetst.,  several  citations  are  given  from 
the  classics  where  human  life  is  called  a 
TrapeTrtSTj/aa.  The  word  is  found  in 
JEHan  (V.  H.  viii.  4)  and  Polybius  (xxxii. 
22.  4),  and  TrapeTn&r^w  and  -juia  often). 

14.]  For  (justification  of  the  asser- tion, that  it  was  Kara  trier  iv  that  they 
ran  and  finished  their  course,  by  the  in- 

ference from  their  own  confession)  they 
who  say  sncli  things  make  manifest  (so 
Acts  xxiii.  15  :  where  see  examples  in  Wetst. 
The  word  in  this  sense  is  pure  classical 
Greek:  cf.  Plato,  Soph.  p.  244,  vjue?s 

avrb  f}fuv  fyQaarlfcr*  iitav&s,  ri  TTOTC 

and  p.  218, 
t  TTore  terrify  that  they  seek  after 

(in  Im&Tea),  the  preposition  implies  the 
direction  of  the  wish  or  yearning)  ajliome 

(our  English  word  (  country/  without 
some  possessive  pronoun,  does  not  give  the 
idea  strongly  enough.  Even  Bleek,  who 
might  have  given  it,  baf  fie  ein  83ater* 
fanb  fucfyem  has  rendered,  baf  fie  nad) 
bee  ̂ >cimat^>  fuc^en:—  ot 
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b  here  only 
Josh,  n    16 
al. 

c  w.  inf  ,  1  Pet. 
iv  17.    Rev 
xi   18  al. 
Esth  h,  12. 

d  Matt.  u.  12. 
Lukex  6. 
ActsxMii  21 
only     Exod  xxxii.  27.    Judg  xi  39  A  e  ch  i  4  reff. 

•uu.  20  bymm  )  s,  ch.  u  14  reff.  h  ch  in   1  reff. 
Mark  \\\\.  38  bis  |,  L.    Horn.  i.  1C.    2  Tim  i.  8.    (Isa.  i.  29  AS1*35-) 
erraio-x  .  ch  11. 11.  m  Matt.  xx.  23.  xx^ .  34.    John  xiv.  2, 3 o  ch.  \.  Ireff. 
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r>  \         >      «a  b  c  d 
  ,          -.  ,  OiO     OV/Cefghk 
,       \c/i\v/i\i'  -N-^/]        ir'^        Imno 

J  aurou9  o  ̂ €09  k  c/eo?  l  e*mttaKei(Jua,i  K  avrw    37. 47 

av  c  Kaipov  d  a h 

f  1  Tim.  111  1.  vi.  10  only  t.  (act.,  Job 
i  ch  n   11  refF  j  constr  , 

k  E\OD.  m  6, 15, 16.  1  mf  ,  aft. 
Gen  xxiv.  14.  n  ier.  10. 

17. 31  Br  Chroiij.         rec  (for  e^e^cra?)  e^A0oi/,  with  D3KLK3  rel  [Chr  Procopi  Thdrt], 
efyMcv  o :  txt  AD^P]^1  17  [Euthal-ms  Ps-]Atha  Chron,  Damasc2.  om  av  D1. 

16.  rec  vwi,,  with  d  e  g  h:  txt  ADK  L[e  sil  P]K  rel  [Ps-]Ath  Chr  [Euthal-ms 
Procop}]  Thdrt  Chron t  [Damasc].  eiriKaX.  awruv  bef  2nd  0€os  D^and  lat)  [P] 
115. — Ka\€L<rdai  K:  aurovs  [L]- 

oi/ceTov     Kplvovfft.     T£>V      irapAvrtoV,     aAA* 
€TGp(av    €TTiQv/J.ov(ri    7rpa,y[j,d.T(av.      Tlidrt.). 

15,]  And  if  indeed  ('posito/  that 
  :  hence  the  indicative)  they  were 
mindful  (see  below.  131.,  De  W.,  Liinem. 
render  it,  "had  made  mention,"  as  in  ver. 
22.  And  so  Del.  inclines.  But  this  would 
necessitate  a  very  harsh  ellipsis:  I£  we 
found  them  making  mention  &c.,  they 
might  have  had  opportunity  to  gratify  the 
wish  thus  expressed)  of  that  (home)  from 
which  they  went  out,  they  would  con- 

tinually be  having  opportunity  to  re- 
turn (avaKd(XTrT&)  is  neuter  generally,  in 

classical  Greek  also:  cf.  Herod,  ii.  8, 
TauTp  IMV  \riyov  avaKd/jLTrrfi  els  ra 
etpijToi  rb  opoy.  The  two  imperfects  in 
this  sentence  present  some  little  difficulty. 
The  general  rendering  of  dependent  imper- 

fects is  as  in  John  v.  46,  et  eVtuTciWe 

Mwucrer,  €7no*T€ver6  Uv  e^uot,  **  If  ye  be- 
lieved Moses,  ye  would  believe  me."  So 

also  in  Latin :  *'  Servi  ....  mei  si  me  isto 
pacto  metuerent,ut  te  metuuut  omnes  cives 

tui,  dommn  meam  relinquendam  putarera," 
Cic.  in  Cat.  i.  7 :  "  If  my  slaves  feared  me 
....  I  should  think."  But  such  a  ren- 

dering here  is  out  of  the  question,  both 
events  being  past  and  gone :  we  could  not 

say,  *  If  they  remembered  ....  they  might 
have  opportunity/  It  would  therefore 
seem  that  the  imperfects  are  here  used  not 
so  much  in  their  logical  temporal  places, 
as  on  account  of  the  habitual  sense  which 
both  members  of  the  sentence  are  meant 

to  convey :  '  If  they  were,  through  their 
lives,  mindful  &,c.}  they  would  have  through 
their  lives, — they  would  continually  be 

having,  opportunities*  &c.) :  16.]  but 
now  (as  the  case  now  is :  the  logical  vvv : 
see  1  Cor.  xiii.  13  note,  and  our  ch.  viii.  6) 
they  desire  (opiyevQai  TWOS,  classical: 
see  many  instances  in  Wetst.  on  1  Tim. 
Hi.  1)  a  better  (borne),  that  is,  a  hea- 

venly one  (the  justification  of  this  asser- 

tion, which  seems  to  ascribe  N".  T.  ideas  to the  0.  T.  fathers,  must  be  found  in  such 

sayings  as  that  of  the  dying  Jacob,  Gen. 
xlix.  18,  which  only  repiesent  a  wide  class 
of  their  faithful  thoughts):  wherefore 
God  is  not  ashamed  of  them  (reff.)  to  ba 
called  (here  eVat<rxiWcr0cu  has  a  double 
object,  nitrons  and  eVi/ca;\.e?cr0ai.  For  the 
latter  construction  also  see  refF.)  their  God 
(viz.  in  reff.  Exod.  Thdrfc.  (not  Chrys.  as 
Bleek)  says,  d  yap  TOOV  frwcfytewj/  Kvpios  /cal 
T&V  ayy4\cav  S€(nr6T7js  KCL\  ovpa.vov  Kal 
yys  TroirjTTjs,  epwrydels  Tt  ovofjia,  crov, 

irdvTa  KaTaXiTrcav  6^77  'E'yctJ  065? 

lYorn  the  present  eiraio-xu^erai,  and  espe- 
cially from  the  clause  which  follows,  it  is 

probable,  as  Bleek  has  well  remarked,  that 
the  Writer  intends  not  merely  to  adduce 
that  God  did  once  call  Himself  their  God, 
but  that  he  is  now  not  ashamed  to  be  so 
called,  they  enduring  and  abiding  with 
Him  where  He  is  :  in  the  same  sense  in 
which  our  Lord  adduces  the  same  circum- 

stance, Matt.  xxii.  31  ff  and  ||.  See  be- 
low) :  for  He  prepared  for  them  a  city 

(permanent  and  eternal,  in  contrast  to  the 
tents  in  which  they  wandered.  There  are 
two  ways  of  understanding  this  clause  :  1. 
with  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Bohme,  De  W., 
Hofmann,  Delitzsch,  to  take  the  aor.  as 

a  pluperfect,  "  for  God  had  prepared  for 
them  a  city  :"  "  quia  Deus  ccelestem  illam 
patriam  et  regnurn  suum  Abrahamo,  Isaaco, 
et  Jacobo  destinavit,  propterea  se  Demn 
illorum  smnniumque  patronum  jure  et 

merito  appellat,"  Schlicht.  :  2.  with  ThL, 
al,  and  Bleek,  TOCTQVTOP  OVK  tiraiffxvveTai 
avrovSf  ccAA'  ofaetovs  %X€l>  &STG  Kcd  r^v 
Tr6hiv,  V  eiredvjuovv,  rfyv  sv  TOLS  ovpa.- 

j'oty,  j]TOLfjLa<T€v  avro'is.  I  would  adopt a  modification  of  this  last.  God  is  not 
ashamed  of  them,  nor  to  be  called  their 
God  :  and  we  find  proof  of  this  not  only  in 
His  thus  naming  Himself,  but  in  His  pre- 

paring for  them  a  city  :  the  home  for  which 
they  yearned:  He  did  not  deceive  their 
hopes,  but  acted  as  their  God  by  verifying 
those  hopes.  Thus,  and  thus  only,  does 
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a^   TOV   'laaafc    p  7T££/3a£o//,ei>O9,    KCLI    TOV    q  jJLOVoyev?)  P  GEN.  xxu  i, 
efapev  6  r  ra<?  eTraryyeX.la?  s  avaSe^dnevos,   18  777309  oz>    g11^2 

f  ev  'Icraa/c  u 
croi 1  Johni\.  9 

al     Tobit 
11   15. 

lur  ,  ch.  1 1 OTL  /cal   w  e/e    veicp&v    w  eyelpew    Svvarbs    6 
s  —  here  (Acts  XXMU   7)  only  t.     (2  M.ICC   M.  19.  -viu   36  only.)  t  ch   \ii    17  reff.  u  =  Rom  ix   1, 

fiom  GLN    xxi.  12      Isa  xhin.  1.  v  =.  &  constr.,  Horn   u.  3    MH.  18.     2  Cor.  x.  7,  11.     1  Mace. 
vi  9.  w  Matt.  xvu.  9.     1  Cor  xv.  12.     Gal.  i.  1.     1  Pet.  i.  21  al. 

17.  om  afipaau  S-pe  Chr-3-mss:  marked  with  ast  in  sy  r  :  ins  aft-Trcipaf.  D*(and  lat); 
bef  irposev.  71.  io-a/c  (sic)  [Dl]K,  so  ver  18  (and  20  [D1]  X-corr1). 

18.  om  on  D'(and  lat)  [P]  a1  238  Chr2[ins3]. 
19.  for  eytipeLV,  eyetpe  (  =  -pai)  A  ;   cyeipai  [P]  17  [Euthal-ms]  Chron. 

AD*,possit  D-lat:  txfc   I)i  *KLN   rcl   Origj  Cyif-}^   Euthal-ms]  Chr3  Thdrt 
[DamasCp  Suvaros  ZCTTLV  P],  potens  est  vulg  [Orig-intJ  —  o  0s  sy€ipei>  omg  Suyaros-.,  o. 

keep  its  proper  emphasis,  and 
the  aor.  its  proper  time  :  they  looked  for  a 
city  :  and  God  refused  not  to  be  called 
their  God,  for  He  prepared  for  them  that 
city,  verified  those  their  hopes.  And  if  we 
ask  for  the  interpretation  of  ̂ rcujuacrej', 
I  answer,  in  the  preparation  of  the  way  of 
Christ,  and  bringing  in  salvation  by  Him, 
of  which  salvation  they  in  their  anticipa- 

tion of  faith  were  partakers,  John  viii.  56, 

.  T/yaAAicccraro  */j/a  £$77  rrjv 
efJ-'nv,  Kal  slSev  Kal  e^dpr}). 

17  —  31.]  Having  spoken  thus  gene- 
rally of  the  faith  of  the  patriarchs,  he  re- 

turns to  individual  instances,  and  begins 
again  with  Abraham,  recounting  the  se- 

verest test  to  which  his  faith  \vas  put. 
ov  rovs 

TL    ir\€ov 
efiorcei  TO?S  TOV   Qeov 

ra    yap    TOV    Otov 
^at,  Kal 

tc.r.\.  Chrys.  Cf.  Sir.  xliv.  20  («ral  eV 
ireipacffji^  evpedT)  TTICTT^J)  :  Wisd.  x.  5 

(a£?T7?  .  .  rbi/  fi'iKaiov  .  .  eni  TCKVOV  a"jr\dyx~ 
vois  io-xvpbv  e<pv\a^€v)  :  1  Mace.  ii.  52  1 
James  ii.  21.  17.]  By  faith,  Abra- 
ham  hath  ojffered  (perfect,  as  if  the  work 
and  its  praise  were  yet  enduring:  not, 

"  was  offering"  as  commonly  taken,  "was 
in  purpose  to  offer,"  which  would  be  the 
imperfect.  Bleek  quotes  from  Salvian  de 
Gubernat.  Dei  i.  8,  p.  17,  "  Immolari  sibi 
Deus  hlium  jussit  :  pater  obtulit,  et  quan- 

tum ad  def  unctionem  cordis  pertinet  im- 
molavit."  Besides  which  consideration, 
the  TTpostftepeiv,  the  avcyeyKat  OVT^V  eirl  rb 
evo-taa-T-fipiov,  did  actually  take  place)  Isaac 
when  tempted  (cf.  Ka\?vuevos  ver.  8  :  and 
ref.  Gen.),  and  (the  /cat  rises  into  climax  : 
not  only  Abraham  Isaac,  but  &c  )  he  that 
had  accepted  the  promises  (avaSef-ajxcvos, 
more  than  ex«p,  ch.  vii.  6  ;  he  had  as  it 
were  with  open  arms  accepted  and  taken 
to  himself  each  and  all  of  the  promises,  the 
possession  of  Canaan,  the  multiplication  of 
his  seed,  the  blessing  of  all  nations  in  his 

seed)  was  offering  (now  the  Writer  trans- 

forms  the  time  into  the  purely  temporal 
and  strict  one — he  was  in  the  act  of  offer- 

ing— the  work  was  begun)  his  only- 
begotten  (so  Aquila,  and  similarly  Symm. 
(TOV  p,6vov  erov)  in  Gen.  xxii.  2,  for 

TjTrPTHM  *p?>  f'bv  vl6v  crov  Tltv  ayaTryrov, 
LXX.  "And  so  Philode  Somn.  i.  §  34<,  vol. 
i.  p.  650,  'AjSpacfcjit  €Trl  TTJS  TOV  ayarrrjTOv 
Kal  u.6vo\)  Traifibs  6\oKavT<£(retos.  Chrys. 

says,  TL  otiv  6  3lo-ua7)\j  irSQev  %v  ,•  uovoyevrj 
Ae*y<»,  (pTjcrijs,  ocrov  els  Tbv  T^S  €irayye\(as 
\6yov),  18.]  he  to  whom  (TT^OS  ov 
refers,  not  to  Isaac,  as  many  Commenta- 

tors and  our  E.  V.,  "  of  whom  it  was  said," 
but  to  Abraham,  the  immediate  antecedent 
in  the  text,  and  the  immediately  resumed 

subject,  after  the  relative  clause,  \oyta-d- 
uf-vos  K.T.X.)  it  was  spoken  (by  God :  but 
the  aor.  need  not  be  made  into  a  pluper- 

fect), In  Isaac  (the  OTI  is  found  in  ref. 
Gen.,  and  in  a  causal  meaning.  The  most 
probable  account  of  its  appearing  here  is, 
that  the  Writer  takes  it  from  the  O.  T. 
text,  but  uses  it  as  the  recitative  particle) 

shall  thy  seed  be  called  ("  Three  ways," 
says  Delitzsch,  "  of  interpreting  this  are 
possible,  1.  after  Isaac  shall  thy  seed  be 
named  (Hofm.)  :  2.  in,  through,  of,  Isaac 
shall  seed  be  called  into  being  to  thee 
(Drechsler) :  3.  in  Isaac  shall  seed  be 
named  to  thee,  i.  e.  in  or  through  him 
shall  it  come  that  a  seed  of  Abraham  shall 

be  possible  (Bleek)."  Then  he  puts  aside 
the  first,  seeing  that  only  once  is  the  seed 
of  Abraham  called  Isaac  (Amos  vii.  9), 
and  the  second,  seeing  that  *oj7  (though 
sometimes  bearing  the  meaning,  see  Isa. 

xli.  4«)  never  so  absolutely  signifies  "to 
call  into  existence  "  as  it  must  on  that 
interpretation  :  and  prefers  the  third.  In 
Isaac,  through  and  in  descent  from  him, 
shall  thy  seed  be  called  thy  seed:  only 
Isaac's  descendants  shall  be  known  as 
Abraham's  seed)  :  19.]  (reason  of 
this  paradoxical  conduct :  because  Abra- 

ham's faith  was  able,  in  anticipation,  to 

clear  the  suspicion  of  God's  faithfulness 
by  the  suggestion  of  His  power.  He  could 
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y  -  (see  note) ch  ix.  9. z  =  Matt  xxv,  27.    Gen.  xxxvui.  20  al. 

and  would  make  a  way  to  the  keeping  of 

His  own  promise)  reckoning  that  G-od  is 
(not,  was,  see  below)  able  to  raise  (no 

supply  of  teJiim3>  is  admissible,  as  mis- 
takenly inserted  by  many  Commentators 

and  even  by  the  E.  V.  It  was  not  God's 
power  to  raise  Isaac,  but  God's  power, 
generally,  to  raise  from  the  dead,  that 
Abraham  believed.  This,  which  is  so  plain 
from  the  form  of  the  sentence,  is  made 
plainer  still  by  the  use  of  the  present 
cYeCpetv,  not  the  aor.  lyeTpcu  which  would 
more  probably  be  used  if  a  single  case  had 
been  in  view  :  see  Matt.  xvi.  21 :  Mark 
xiv.  28:  Luke  iii.  8;  ix.  22.  The  aor. 

here  (see  digest)  lias  probably  been  a  cor- 
rection arising  from  the  application  to 

Isaac)  even  from  (among)  tlie  dead  (St. 
Matt,  commonly  uses,  with  eyeipety,  aTrb 
j<av  veKpojv:  St.  Luke,  John,  Paul,  £K 
v€Kp£>t>),  from  whence  (i.  e.  from  the  dead : 
so  Thdr.-mops.,  Castellio,  Beza,  Schlich- 
ting»  Grot.,  Lamb.  Bos,  Michaelis,  Schulz, 
Bohme,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Tholuck,  Stier, 
Hofmann,  Delitzsch.  But  most  Commen- 

tators regard  $Qev  as  the  illative  particle, 
"whence,"  "unde,"  as  in  the  other  five 
places  where  it  occurs  in  this  Epistle,  ch. 
ii.  17,-  iii.  1;  vii.  25;  viii.  3;  ix.  18.  The 
whole  meaning  is  discussed  below)  lie  also 
(xai ;  besides  the  \oylcracrdat.  It  belongs, 
not  to  ey  irctpafioXr)  alone,  but  to  the 
whole  fact,  %v  vapa^o\rj  ̂ KOfjLiffaro — to 
the  verb  with  its  qualifying  adverb)  re- 

ceived Mm  back  (so  K0[jt.i£e<r0cu  often: 
0.  g.  Polyb.  i.  83.  8 ;  iii.  51. 12,  of  captives : 
1.  59.  7,  of  money  expended :  iii.  40.  10, 
of  hostages:    x.   34.   3,   8,   10,   of  wife 
and  children  (fj-dKurra  ireiretcrftfros  otiras 
r^v    yvvaiKo,    Kal    ra    TSKVO,    /c<tyue?cr0ai): 
of  a  fortress  or  city,  ii.  51.  6  al.  fr.     So 
Philo   de    Joseph.   §   35,   vol.   ii.   p.  71, 
KOfJ-tfraffOai  T^V  afie\<pbv  avvfiptcrrov :  §  38, 
p.   74,    rls    yctp   tiv   yzvoiro   Tar  pi   Scopea 
fjt,ei£(i>v    fy    r}>v    cLTToyv&ffOtvra     (Joseph) 
KOfjilcracrOai ;  And  Josephus,  Antt.  i.  13.  4, 
uses  the  word  of  Abraham  and  Isaac  on 

the  very  occasion  here  in  question :  ot  8e 

Trap*   e\7r(5ay    eavrovs   /ceKOjtucr/iePOi.      See also  reff.  and  1  Mace.  xiii.  37 :  2  Mace.  vii. 
29;  x.  1.    In  the  face  of  these  examples, 
Sykes  and  Schulz  assert  that  the  word 
never  has  this  meaning)    in  a  parable 
(figuratively:  in  what  sense,  see  below). 
This  clause  has  been  very  variously  inter- 

preted.    The  prevalent  understanding  of 
it,  since  Camerarius  and  Baphel,  has  been, 

'*  whence  (=  wherefore)  also  he  received 
him  by  means  of  (in,  instrumental)  his 

surrender  of  him/'    And  this  Liineinann, 

who  hns  adopted  it,  calls  the  simple  and 
only  right  sense  of  the  words.  According 
to  this  view  irapa&oh-fi  signifies  a  giving 
np  to  danger,  a  Trapaj3d\\e(r6ai  (r)]v 
$vx"f)v)>  which  latter  is  an  expression 
often  found,  e.  g.  Horn.  II.  i.  322:  Thuc. 
ii.  44.  But  though  there  is  abundant 
example  of  the  verb  in  this  sense,  there  is 
none  of  the  substantive,  nor  any  thing 
approaching  to  one  (in  Passow  indeed  we 
have  as  a  sense  of  Trapa^oXT],  bd&  2)rans 
fe£en,  aufg  ©ptel  fefcen/  Sffiaaen,  SBagmf?/ 

SOBagftfitf:  and  in  Liddell  and  Scott,  "the 
making  a  venture;"  but  it  is  entirely 
unsupported  by  example,  either  in  classic 
or  Hellenistic  Greek,  and  therefore  very 
properly  excluded  by  Palm  and  Rost).  This 
rendering  then  must  fall  to  the  ground, 
unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  no  other  will 
serve,  and  thus  we  are  justified  in  supposing 

it  the  only  case  in  which  Trapa.@o\-f)  occurs in  this  sense.  Near  akin  to  this  is  the  view 

of  Baphel  (and  Krebs),  who  says,  *fQuem« 
admodum  eV  aA-rjflei'a  pro  a\>?0«$,  eV  r^et 
pro  Tax&s,  aliaque  hujusuiodi  dicuntur : 
ita  etiam  eV  TrapajSoA??  pro  irapaftdhas 
puto  accipi  posse :  quo  verbo  siepius  utitur 
Polybius :  cujus  interpres  Casaubouus, 
licet  verterit  zudaeter,  et  Camerarius 
in  comment,  utriusque  linguae  periculose, 
certum  tamen  est,  aliquibus  locis  etiam 

insperato  verti  posse :"  cf.  -Trap"  e\Tri5a$ 
in  Josephus,  above.  Then  he  attempts  to 
prove  this  from  Polybius  and  from  Pliny, 

Ep.  ix.  26.  4,  "Sunt  enini  maxhne  mi- 
rabilia  quas  maxime  insperata,  maxima 
periculosa,  utque  Graeci  magis  exprimunt, 
irapdfio\a.ts  But  neither  this  nor  any  of 
the  passages  from  Polyb.  proves  his  point; 

every  one  of  them  having  the  meaning1 
fioldly,  not  unexpectedly.  It  seems  then 
that  we  must  abandon  all  idea  of  this  class 
of  interpretations,  and  fall  back  on  the 
usual  one,  found  in  our  ch.  ix.  9,  and  every 
where  else  in  the  N.  T.,  of  a  likeness  or 
figure.  In  favour  of  this  meaning  it  may 
also  be  asked,  Is  it  in  the  least  probable 
that  our  Writer  would  have  put  before  his 
readers  so  common  an  expression  in  so 
uncommon  a  sense  ?  But,  when  we  have 
taken  the  more  ordinary  meaning,  we  are 
by  no  means  set  at  rest.  For,  a.  Ham- 

mond, Lamb.  Bos,  Alberti,  Mill,  Sykes, 
Schulz,  Stuart,  refer  the  words  to  the 

"birth  of  Isaac, — "from  whence,"  i.e.  fa 
v<~v*Kp(aij.4vov  cr&fuiTos,  "he  had  at  first 
received  him."  But,  1.  this  would  cer- 

tainly require  the  more  definite  pluperfect, 
not  the  quasi-pluperfect  of  an  aorist  reach- 

ing back  beyond  \oyurdpevosi  and,  2.  ifc 
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c  evrl  TO  d  a/epoz/    L^'UL^. c  GRN   xhn 
d  Matt.  xxiv.  31  ||  Mk.     Luke  xu  24  only      1  Kings  xiv.  27. 

20.  rec  om  1st  /ecu,  with  D3KL[P]K  rel  syrr  coptt  [aeth  arm  Ch^  SevrnJ  :  ins  AD1 
I)1  m  17  latt  Chrj  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt  Damasc  Primas.  (-quAoyTjcref,  so  A  in  17 
Chra  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt.)              om  uraaK  Nl(ins  X-corr1^). 

21.  (T]vAo77?<76r/,  so  AD  17  Chi*!  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt,,.) 

would  be  harsh  and  unnatural  that  the 

€K  i>€KpG)v  should  refer  to  the  person  him- 

self who  CKojAicraTo  avro'v.  j8.  Corn,  a- 
Lapide  regards  Isaac  himself  as  the 
irapaftoXT],  interpreting  by  the  Latin  "in 
parabolam  (els  TrapajSoX^v)  ;  id  cst,  u.t 
Isaac  esset  parabola,  fabula,  proverbium, 
exempluin  memorabile  &c.  .  .  .  ut  cum 
Deus  per  se  aut  suos  nobis  aliquid  jusserit 
licet  arduum  et  difficile,  exempluin  Isaac 
oh  oculos  habentes,  fidenter  et  generose 

nos  olleramus,"  &c.  y.  Bengel,  on  tho 
other  hand,  regards  Abraham  as  the  •Trapes  - 
/30A77,  "omnis  euim  posteritas  celebrat 
lidem  Abrahso,  offerentis  unigenitum." 
<5.  Others  take  e^  TrapafioXy  to  mean,  as 
a  type  ;  either  of  the  Resurrection  gene- 

rally (so  Thdrt.,  &s  *v  av}JL&6Xcp  Kal  TV-ITC? 
T?ys  dj/atrracrecws"  TTJ  y&p  TOV  irarpbs 
avaipsBel?  TrpoBv^ia.,  Trj  rov  /cewcoAv/c^Toy 
rfyv  fftpa-y^y  ai/e^Sico  ̂ COJ/T?  —  but  afterwards 
he  refers  the  figure  to  the  passion  of 

Christ  :  al.),  —  or  of  our  Lord's  sufferings 
(so  Chrys.,  rovriartv,  zv  u-TroSeiy^ari- 
€v  r<$  Kpica,  <f>y(ri.  trots;  rov  yap  Kptou 

cr<payia'6€i'ros  ovros  cacuffa?*  &sre  5ia  rov 
KpLOv  avrbv  eAaySev,  avrl  rovrov  a~<pd£as 
c/C€?j/o^.  ravra  5e  rinrot  rives  ̂ arav' 
€vravda  y&p  <5  vt6s  ecrri  rov  Oeov  6 
(r$ayia£6]u.evos  :  (Ec.,  among  many  inter- 

pretations, Primas.,  Carpzov,  al.).  But, 
undeniable  as  is  the  typical  reference  of 
the  whole  occurrence  to  Christ,  His  suf- 

ferings and  Resurrection,  it  seems  ex- 
ceedingly improbable  that  our  Writer 

should  have  intended  so  much  for  his 

readers  by  ev  wapa/SoXy.  We  come  then, 
approaching  what  I  believe  to  be  the  true 
meaning,  to,  e.  that  given  by  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  :  rovro  \eyei,  on  aicoXovdus 

rfj  eavrov  Tr/crret*  TT;  yap  ava- 

a.iroQa.v6vra  avrbv  eKOfjt.io~aro.  rb  70;^  £i> 
7roAAj7  rov  6avdrov  irposSoKiq  yevo- 
juuEvov  juLTjdev  iraBsLv,  rov  a\fi6u>s  avacrrr)- 
o-ofievov  Q-VIJ.$O\OV  ̂ v,  ̂ o~ov  rov  Bavdrov 
irpbs  fipax^  yevcrdju.ej'os,  avzcrr-rj  ^'/jtJej/ 
vjrb  rov  Oavdrov  vcaQ&v  rb  yovv  tV 

7rapa/3o\y  cuvrl  rov  eV  crvfji$6\QLS.  So 

Calvin,  '"Tametbi  vere  non  resurrexerit 
Isaac,  quodammodo  tamen,  videtur  resur- 

e,  quum  repeiitc  ct  mirabilitcr  incx- 

spectata  Dei  gratia  eripitur:"  Castellio, 
Beza,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Jac.  Cappell., 
Scaliger,  Heinsius,  and  many  others, 
Bleek,  De  W.,  Stier,  Hofmann,  Dclitzsch. 
The  objection  to  this  seems  to  be  that 
which  Del.  himself  brings  against  some  of 
its  supporters,  that  it  does  not  go  far 
enough  for  GV  irapapoXfj,,  but  by  its 
"quodammodo,"  and  " similitudine  qua- 
darn,"  weakens  it  too  much.  We  may  with 
reason  ask,  What  was  the  -iropa&oX'h?  if  it 
is  meant  merely,  that  though  not  actually, 
yet  in  some  senbe,  Abraham  received  Isaac 
from  the  dead,  would  not  o>s  eiros  €iVe?i/ 
be  the  more  obvious  way  of  expressing 
this  ?  The  true  identification  of  the  ?rapa- 
jSoA??  is  I  am  persuaded  to  be  found  in 
the  figure  under  which  Isaac  was  sacri- 

ficed, viz.  the  ram,  as  already  hinted  by 
Chrysostom.  Abraham  virtually  sacrificed 
his  son ;  God  designated  Isaac  for  the 
burnt-offering,  but  provided  a  ram  in  his 
stead.  Under  the  figure  of  that  ram,  Isaac 
was  slain,  being  received  back  by  his  fathei 
in  his  proper  person,  risen  from  that  death 
which  he  had  undergone  ev  irapapoXft, 
in,  under,  the  figure  of  the  ram.  Chrys. 
himself  afterwards,  in  recapitulating,  gives 
this  very  interpretation  as  an  alternative : 
oQev  avrby  <p7jo~l,  teal  €V  TrapafSoXf)  HKO- 
jut,ta~aro*  ̂ ovrecrriy,  cv  alviyfj.art'  &STT€p 

yap  irapafioX^i  ̂ v  6  Kpibs  rov  *I<rceCt/c. 
20.]  By  faith,  Isaac  blessed  Jacob 

and  Esau  concerning  things  future  also 

(the  Kcd  belongs,  not  to  Tnerrei, — Trlo-rei 
Kal  Trepl  jucAX.,  by  faith  and  that  respect- 

ing things  future, — as  Liinem.,  al.  (Syr. 
joins  trio-ret  trcpl  /xeAA.),  for  Tricms  irspi, 
though  good  Greek,  is  not  N.T.  language, — 
but  to  irepl  ̂ ceAA.^ — blessed  them  concern- 

ing not  only  things  present,  but  things 
future  also.  Jacob  is  named  before  Esau, 
as  the  worthier  and  more  important  in  the 
theocratic  sense  j  perhaps  also  as  having 
gained  the  greater  portion  of  the  blessing). 

21.]  By  faith  Jacob,  when  dying 
(reff.),  blessed  each  of  the  sons  of  Joseph 
(the faith  consisted  in  transposing  his  hands 
wittingly,  lading  the  right  hand  on  the 
head  of  the  younger,  Ephraim,  who  was  to 
become  the  greater  tribe) :  and  he  wor- 

shipped (this  incident  is  not  connected 
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pd/3$ov 
avrov. 

witlx  the  other,  bufc  took  place  before  it, 
on  another  occasion,  when  Jacob  ma-de 
Joseph  swear  to  him  that  he  would  bury 
him  with  his  fathers,  and  not  in  Egypt, 
Gen.  xlvii.  31.  Perhaps  the  Writer  inverts 
the  order  of  the  two,  to  bring  the  two  acts 
of  blessing,  that  of  Isaac  and  that  of  Jacob, 
together.  This  act  of  worship  was  one  of 
faith,  inasmuch  as  it  was  connected  with  a 

command,  the  point  of  which  was,  God's 
promise  respecting  the  land  of  Canaan. 
And  the  faith  was  shewn  by  the  turning  of 
his  aged  and  dying  body  in  a  posture  of 
thankful  adoration)  on  the  top  of  his  staff 
(an  incalculable  quantity  of  idolatrous  non- 

sense has  been  written  on  these  words  by 

B.-Cath.  Commentators,  taking  as  their 
starting-point  the  rendering  of  the  Vulg. 
*'  et  adoravit  fasti gium  virgao  ejus,"  and 
thence  deriving  an  argument  for  the  wor* 
ship  of  images,  assuming  that  there  was  an 

image  or  symbol  of  power  upon  Joseph's 
staff,  to  which  they  apply  the  words.  But 

first,  it  must  be  Jacob's,  not  Joseph's 
staff,  which  is  intended — "  virgae  suce"  not 
"  ejus"  as  Faber  Sfcap.  remarked,  and  Aug. 
notices,  qu.  162,  in  Genesin,  vol.  iii.  pt.  i., 
"  Quod  habent  Latiui  codices,  l£t  adoravit 
super  caput  virg&  ejus,  nonnulli  codices 
emendatius  habent,  Adoravit  supra  caput 
virgce  suas.^  vel  in  capite  virgce  suce,  sive  in 
cavumine,  vel  super  cacumen  (notice,  there 
is  nothing  here  about  adoravit  fastigium, 
of  which  see  more  below).  Pal  lit  eos  enim 
verbum  Grseeum  quod  eisdem  litteris  scri- 
bitur  sive  ejus,  sive  SUCB  :  sed  accentus 
dispares  sunt,  et  ab  eis  qui  ista  noverunt 
in  codicibus  non  contemnuntur ;  valent 
enim  ad  magnam  discretionem.  Quamvis 
et-  unam  plus  literam  habere  posset,  si 
esset  sues,  ut  non  esset  avrov,  sed 
eavrov,"  Then  what  follows  is  well  worth 
transcribing :  "  Ac  per  hoc  merito  quseritur, 
quid  sit  quod  dictum  est.  Nam  facile  in- 
telligitur  senem  qui  virgam  ferebat  eo  more 
quo  ilia  setas  baculum  solet,  ut  se  incli- 
navit  ad  Deum  adorandum,  id  utique  fecisse 
super  cacumen  virgse  suge,  quam  sic  ferebat, 
ut  super  eum  caput  inclinando  adoraret 
Deum.  Quid  est  ergo,  Adoravit  super  ca- 

cumen virgcB  ejus,  id  est,  filii  sui  Joseph  ? 
An  forte  tulerat  ab  eo  virgam,  quando  ei 
jurabat  idem  filius,  et  dum  earn  tenet,  post 
verba  jurantis,  nondum  ilia  reddita  inox 
adoravit  Deum  ?  ISTon  enim  pudebat  eum 
ferre  tantisper  insigne  potestatis  filii  sui, 
ubi  figuramagnserei  futuraeprsesignabatur: 
quamvis  in  Hebrseo  facillima  hujus  quaes- 
tionis  absolutio  esse  dicatur,  ubi  scripturn 
perhibent,  lEt  adoravit  Israel  adcaput  lectit 

7T€pt  ADKLP Na  b  cd 
efghk 
1  m  n  o 

in  quo  utique  senex  jacebat,  et  sic  positum 
habebat,  ut  in  eo  sine  labore,  qnando  vellet, 
oraret.  iNTec  ideo  tainen  quod  septuaginta 
iuterpretati  sunt,  nullum  vel  levem  sensum 

habere  putandum  est,"  The  reader  will  ob- 
serve that  there  is  nothing  here  of  adoring 

the  staff  or  the  top  of  the  staff.  What 
Jerome  thought  of  such  an  idea,  is  plainly 
seen,  Qua3st.  Heb.  in  Genesin,  vol.  iii.  p. 
371 :  "  In  hoc  loco  qnidem  frustra  simulant 
adorasse  Jacob  summitatem  sceptri  Joseph, 
quod  videlicet  honoraus  nlium,  pot esta tern 
ejus  adoraverit :  cum  in  Hebrseo  multo 
aliter  legatur, — et  adoravit,  inquit,  Israel 
ad  caput  lectuli :  quod  scilicet,  postquam 
ei  jura verat  filius,  seeurus  de  petitione  quam 
rogavcret  adoraverit  Deum  contra  caput 
lectuli  sui.  Sanctus  quippe  et  Deo  deditus 
vir,  oppressus  senectute,  sic  habebat  leetu- 
lum  positum,  ut  ipse  jacentis  habitus  abs- 
que  difficultate  ulla  ad  oratioucm  esset  pa- 
ratus."  The  idea  itself  is  found  in  Chrys., 
but  without  the  image :  rot/reVr/,  K.a.1 

yepwv  &v  ijtiy  irposeKvvei  r§  'I&xn^,  T^V 
Travrbs  TOV  Xaov  irposKvisqu'iv  §7)\ajv  T^JV 
€(rofji.€vr]y  ai>T(f).  And  so  Thl.,  Phot,  in 
CEc.,  and  apparently  Thdrt. :  so  Erasm. 

(par.),  "  Longius  etiam  prospiciebat  senis 
fides,  cum  exosculans  virgam  filii  Joseph, 
veneraretur  in  eo  Christum  omnibus  im- 
peraturum,  cujus  ille  delatus  et  proditus  a 

fratribus  imaginem  gesserat."  I  will  only cite  the  inference  from  the  above  ancient 

data  in  Corn.  a-Lapide,  as  most  instructive 
regarding  the  grounds  on  which  age  after 
age  the  chief  abominations  of  the  church 
of  Rome  have  been  introduced :  "  Recte 
ergo  ex  hac  adorations  sceptri  JosepJii 
Patres  Concilii  Niccni  II.  prolant  adora- 
tionern  et  cultum  imaginwn,  eumque  non 
in  imagine  hserere,sed  ad  prototypum  suum 
referri  et  transire  docent."  The  real 
question  with  regard  to  the  passage  is  con- 

fined within  very  narrow  limits.  The  same 
Hebrew  word  rncp  signifies  a  staff,  or  a 
bed,  according  as  it  is  pointed  nico  or  rrco. 
And,  as  there  are  no  points  in  the  ancient 
Heb.  text,  it  is  an  open  question,  which 
meaning  we  are  to  take.  The  XiXX  have 
taken  ̂ /•JSos-,  though  as  Jerome  notices, 
in  loc.,  they  have  rendered  the  same  word 
K\LVTJ  in  Gen.  xlviii.  2,  two  verses  after. 
Our  E.  V.  has  taken  this  latter:  "And 

Israel  bowed  himself  upon  the  bed's  head." 
And  so  almost  all  the  moderns  agree  in 
taking  it.  Stuart,  it  is  true,  has  argued  at 

some  length  for  the  meaning  "  staff,"  on 
the  ground  that  the  eastern  beds  have  no 
head  properly  so  called,  being  merely  a 
carpet  or  rug  spread  on  the  ground.  But 
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f  e£ 6Sov   TOOI>    vi&v  JIcrpar)\   g  €fjLVY]p,6vevo'ev,   /cal    Trepl  f  -=  here  (Luke 

rcoz/  h  ocrre&v  avrov  l  evereiXaro.     S3  Hiarei,  M.o>vcrr]$  yevvrj-    lp^l^if  ' 
TpifAlJVOV     V7TO      TO)V    k  TTdTeptoV     aVTOV,      $LOT(,  She™only, 

TO  TraiSiov   /cal  OVK  efiojSrfd'rjcrav  TO  m  Sid- 
Tayjbia  TOV 

see  note 
=  2  Kings 

Vevo/j-evos  hfKsu 39     John  xix   30,  fiom  Exod.  xii.  40  [Eph.  v.  30]  only.     GEN.  1  25. 
6  ||  L.  (horn  Ps   xc.  11)  only.    Num   xx\u.  19. 
3t  B.  xxiv  8.     2  Chron  xxxvi    2,  9  only,    see  John  iv.  35 

k  -- here  only.     (Eph.  \i   -i.     Col   in   21.     Piov   xix    14')  see  note 
m  heie  only      Ezra  MI.  11      Wisd   xi.  7  (of  the  &ame  order)  only. 

11.     EXOD.  ii.  11,     Horn.  Odyss.  j8   3H.  cr.  217. 

.  1  25.  i  w.  Tr 
j  here  only.     Gen.  xxxwn.  24. 

(fern  )  Herod  u    124,  rrfVTpCfMinv 
te.  1  Acts  MI   20  only. 

Trepc,  Matt  n. 

4  Kings  xxiii*. 

. 
0  only.     EXOD.  11   2. 

n  —  (Rom.  ix.  12  )     Gen.  xxwm. 

S3.  (only  the  A  of  Staray^a  is  left  in  A,  and  there  could  hardly  have  been  room  for 
the  word  on   the  part  which  has  perished.)  at  end  ins  irtcrrt,  /j.eya$  yevo^vos 
/xajucrTys  aviKev  rov  aiyvTrnov  Ka.Ta.VQ<t)V  rr\v  ratrivtooriv  T(av  a5€\<pdw  avrov  (prob  interpoln 
from  Acts  viii.  23)  D  vulg-3-mss(apud  Sabatier). 

he  has  in  his  mind  in  thus  objecting1,  a 
'bcdslead,  not  a  bed.  The  head  of  a  bed, 
be  it  where  or  what  it  may,  is  that  part  of 

it  where  the  person's  head  lies :  and  De- 
litzsch  has  made  it  probable  from  the  Heb. 

verb,  inriiihi,  "se  prostravit/*  that  Jacob 
turned  himself  in  his  heel  so  as  to  lay  his 
face  to  the  pillow:  cf.  Isa.  xxxviii.  2.  If 
the  'staff'  is  to  be  taken,  then  it  must  be 
his  own,  not  Joseph^s  staff,  which  is  indi- 

cated, and  the  gesture  might  have  had  a 
meaning  correspondent  to  the  thonght  in 
Gen.  xxxii.  10,  ev  rfj  pdfi$<p  IJLQV  5t€fBr)v  rbis 

"lopddvriv  TQVTQV.  viz.  the  recognition  of 
that  God  who  had  supported  him  through 
life,  and  declaration  of  his  having  done  with 
all  human  supports.  On  the  whole,  see 
Suicer,  vol.  ii.  p.  858.  It  is  due  to  the 
better  R.-C.  Commentators,  such  as  Estius 
and  Justiniani,  to  say,  that  no  such  infer- 

ence as  that  cited  above  is  to  be  found  in 
them.  Some  have  expressed  surprise 
that  no  mention  is  made  of  the  far  more 
important  blessings  of  the  twelve  sons  of 
Jacob  in  Gen.  xlix.  :  and  conjectures  have 
even  been  made  to  amend  the  text :  e.  g. 

that  of  Bohme,  e/cao-ro^  r$>v  vl&v  avrov  teal 
TU>V  vtS>v'"lfacr'ti<p".  but  both  without  reason. 
Delitzsch  says  well,  "  He  plucks,  so  to 
speak,  only  the  flowers  which  stand  by  his 
way,  and  leaves  the  whole  meadow-full  to 
his  readers").  22.]  By  faith,  Joseph 
when  dying1  (the  word  in  ref.  Gen.)  made 
mention  of  (every  where  else  in  the  N.  T. 
fjLvifjjxoveTJcii  is,  as  in  the  classics,  to  remem- 

ber (see  on  ver.  15),  and  is  found  either 
with  a  gen.  or  with  an  accus.,  but  not  with 
Trept,  e.  g.  Luke  xvii.  32  :  Acts  xx.  35  : 
Matt.  xvi.  9 :  1  Thess.  ii.  9)  the  exodus 
(by  this  time  technically  so  known,  from 
the  title  of  the  second  book  of  Moses  :  see 
ref.  Ps.,  and  Jos.  Antt.  v.  1.  20)  of  the  sons 
of  Israel,  and  commanded  concerning  his 
hones  (viz.  when  he  said  Kal  (rvvavolff€Te 
Ta  oo~ra  JJLOV  evreuBsv  jU€0*  u/xwr.  Even 
Joseph^  who  had  attained  such  eminence 

and  power  in  Egypt,  did  not  account  it  his 
country,  but  iu  faith  spoke  of  the  promise 
of  God  as  certain,  Gen.  1.  24-,  and  realized 
it  so  as  to  enjoin  the  removal  of  his  own 
remains  when  it  should  come  to  pass). 
23.]  Now  the  writer  passes  on  to  Exodus, 
and  its  chief  example,  Moses,  who  even  in 
his  preservation  by  his  parents  was  the 
child  of  faith.  By  faith  Moses  when  born 
was  hidden  three  months  (rpC^vov  is 
probably  feminine,  see  ref.  Herod.,  and  cf. 
rfy  Sevrepai/  eKjmyvov,  Polyb.  xxvii.  6.  2  : 
rbj>  ̂ p6vov  Tl>v  TTJS  frpifjL'f)vov)  jEschin.  Ctes. 
p.  63.  34.  rb  rpijur}vo^  is  also  in  use: 
Polyb.  i.  38.  6;  v.  1.  12,  and  in  Pint,  and 
Ptolemy :  and  we  have  &  lla^z/oy,  Xen. 

Hell.  ii.  3.  9)  by  his  parents  (ol  irare'pcs 
is  explained  by  Bengel,  al.,  "  Occultatus 
est  Moses  a  patribus^  id  est  a  pntre  (Aui- 
ram)  et  ab  avo,  non  materno,  qui  erat  ipse 
Levi,  sed  paterno,  qui  erat  Kohath.  Vixit 
ergo  Kohath,  nascente  Mose.  Magnus  loci 
hujus  recte  explicati  usus  est  in  chronologia 
sacra/'  But  whatever  inferences  are  de- 

duced from  it  rest,  ifc  is  to  be  feared,  on  a 
very  slender  foundation :  for  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  oi  irarcpts  does  signify 
parents.  In  a  passage  of  Parthenius,  Erot. 
10,  cited  by  Wetst.,  we  have  eiy  *TTL6vfjt.la.v 
AeutfotJi/Tjs  IxQ&v,  wapu,  runs  Trarepcai/  CUTT^ 
crcifjL€i/o$  avrfyv  iiydysro  yvvaiK.a..  See 
other  Greek  and  Latin  examples  in  Wetst. 
The  instance  given  by  Delitzsch  from  Plato, 
Legg.  vi.  p.  772  end,  is  not  decisive,  aya6£>v 
Trarepcav  ipvvrt.  In  the  Hebrew  text  of 
Exod.  ii.  2,  it  is  his  mother  only  who  does 
the  whole :  but  the  LXX  have  the  plural 
as  here),  because  they  saw  the  child  was 

comely  (so  in  Exod.  aa"T€?ov3  rovrecrrtv 
&pcuov,  rrj  o^6t  Xap'Le1/3  Till.  :  Kal  viv' acrrefct  el  av  ev  rip  effiet  crov,  Judith  xi.  23. 
Thdrt.  says,  eiy  y&p  rb  rov  TrcuSbsr  cbro- 
jBh-tyavres  elSos,  detas  aurb  KTjSe/ioWas- 
%\iii(rcw  a.Tro\ava'a<r8ai)i  and  they  feared 
not  the  command  of  the  king  (to  destroy 
all  the  male  children,  Exod.  i.  22.  So  Philo, 
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Ph'L  118,  p  heie  only.    Jer.  Mti.  3  A.    classics,  passim  in  "\Vetst 
13  only.    Detit.  xxvi.  18.  "          r  here  only  t     KaKOVX^crdai,  ̂   er.  37  reff. 11  10.    see  Rom.  xu  1.  t  Matt  sui.  21  v  Mk,    2  Cor  iv.  8  only  t. 

q  Phil  u  22.    2  Thess  11 s  ch  n  9     1  Pet 
.  .         .  .  ,  .  u  =  ch  in.  13  al    (see  note,) 

v  1  Tim,  \i.  17  onlyt.    w.  gen  ,  Xen  Mem.  11.  1.  33  al.  in  Blcek  and  VI  etst     (-\avew>  Prov.  vn.  18  )  w  =  Rom. 
xi.  12.  x  =  ch  x  29  reff.  y  elsw  ,  Mt  Mk  L.  only,  exc  2  Cor  iv  7.     Col.  u  3.    Deut. 
xxviu.  12  al.  fr.  Horn.  xv.  3.    1  Tim  in  7.    ch.  x  33.  xiu.  13  only.    Isa  xlui.  28. 

26.  rec  ev  aiyvirT^,  with  rel  Cyr-jerj  Chr-montf,  [Damasc  (Ec],  ei/  aryuirrou  (itacisin) 
A  17:  atywTrriwj/  23,  &gyptiorum  vulg:  agyptum  D-lat  :  txt  D[-gr]  KL[P]K  e  f  h  n 
[47]  syrr  copt  [seth  arm  Origj  Syn-ep-AntchJ  Clem1  Eusj  Chr-3-mss  Thdrt  Photj  [Till]. 

Vita  Mos.  i.  3,  vol.  ii.  p.  82,  yew 6  ircus 

3)    /car* 

if  val  ra)y  TOU  rvpdwov  Kfjpvy- 
ocroy  oTcfy  re  -^f  rovs  *yov6?s 
Their  faith  was,  loving  trust  in 

God  who  had  given  them  bo  fair  a  child, 
which  led  them  to  perform  as  far  as  in  them 
lay,  the  duties  of  parents  to  it,  and  not  the 
cruel  part  which  the  tyrant  prescribed. 
Sua,TaYp.a-  is  a  word  of  later  Greek  :  see  reff., 
and  Philo  de  Decal.  §  4,  p.  183). 
24—28.]  The  faith  of  Moses  when  come  to 
man's  estate.  24.]  By  faith  Moses, 
when  grown  up  (p.€-y.  ycv.,  rovrio-Tiv  &v- 
5pw0e£s,  Thl.  The  expression  is  from  ref  . 
Exod.  Schulz  and  Bretschn.  imagine  it 
to  mean,  having  become  great,  viz.  in  dig- 

nity as  a  citizen  :  but  the  usage  is  the  other 
way,  see  reff,),  refused  (add  to  reff.,  Herod. 
iii.  1,  OVK  ef^e  o#re  Sovvcti  otfre  ap^tra- 
crQat  :  vi.  13,  el^oz/  ycfcp  rovs  'lajj/as  apvev- 
fj.4vov$  elycu  xpTjcrrous-  :  Eur.  Iph.  Aul.  972, 
OVK  T/pi/ou/zefl'  &»/  rb  KOIV}>V  cu^eiv)  to  be 
called  son  of  a  daughter  of  Pharaoh,  (per- 

haps OiryaTpos  is  indefinite;  but  it  is  by 
no  means  certain  :  all  these  nouns  of  rela- 

tion are  used  constantly  without  the  article, 
when  they  are  undeniably  definite.  There 
is  no  record  in  the  O.  T.  of  this  refusal  of 
Moses  :  but  the  fact  of  the  adoption  was 
matter  of  Jewish  traditionary  belief,  see 
Philo  below,  and  the  Rabbinical  testimony 
in  Scliottgen:  and  the  refusal  is  fairly 
gathered  from  his  whole  conduct.  Jt  is 
interesting  to  read  and  to  compare  the  in- 

flated account  of  the  same  in  Philo,  Vita 
Mos.  §  7,  p.  85  f.  :  6  5e  eV  aMv  <t>ed<ra$ 
rbv  ftpovrris  avdpunrlwis  evrv^(tas3  K&1  Ovya- 
rplfioVS   fJikv  TOV    TQ(TOVTQV 

flefs,  T7)s  Se  TraTTTT^a 
yeyoy&s  H\Tricri  rats  airdyT 

TL  yap  &AA"  ̂   6  veos  fiacrL\ 
ftevos,  r%)v  crvyyevuciiv  Kal  irpo 

e^ai/,  ra  plv  r£>v  els 
a,  real  €t  Aa^tTrp^repa  KaipoTy,  vdQa 

afttt>j/'  ra,  5e  rcav  <pvtrei  yov&cav,  ft  Kal 
oXijov   a^aWcrrepa,  oiKna  yovv  Kal 

ia),  25.]  choosing  rather  (p,aX- 

fltrov 

os,  real 

Xov  alpcicrOai  with  an  accus.  of  a  noun  or 
an  infin.  of  a.  verb,  is  very  common  in  the 
best  Greek.  Wetst.  has  accumulated  two 

whole  columns  of  examples)  to  suifer  afflic- 
tion with  (reff.)  the  people  of  God,  than 

to  possess  a  temporary  enjoyment  of  sin 
(is  ajjiapTias  gen.  objective,  of  the  thing 
enjoyed  (as  usually,  sec  examples  in  Bleek) 
or  gen.  subjective,  of  the  thing  to  which 
the  enjoyment  belongs  ?  Delitzseh  main- 

tains the  hitter  (so  also  Bleek),  resting  on 
the  nature  of  the  contrast :  participation 

of  the  lot  of  God's  people  being  set  against 
the  enjoyment  of  sin:  so  that  the  lot  of 
God's  people  is  parallel  with  a^apria,  the 
latter  signifying  apostasy  from  God  and  his 
people.  But  surely  the  antithesis  is  a  false 
one.  It  is  Katcov%ia,  on  the  one  hand,  which 

is  opposed  to  e^ety  cbr($Aaucri;/  a/tap-r^as  on 
the  other :  the  possession  of  affliction  (with 

God's  people),  to  the  possession  of  the  en- 
joyment of  sin.  Thus  we  have  al  r&v 

a<ppo§t(rlu>}'  cb-oAatJcrets,  Xen.  Hier.  i.  26: 
CTITCDV  Kal  TTOTOJJ/  aTr6\avcri$i  id.  Mem.  ii. 
1.  33  al.  Arid  I  do  not  see  how  the 
other  view  accords  with  the  anarthrous 

air6\avo"iv),  26.]  esteeming  (the 
second  aor.  part,  is  contemporary,  not  ante- 

cedent, to  the  first :  it  comes  in  with  a 

slightly  ratiocinative  force — **  esteeming, 
as  he  did  ")  the  reproach  of  Christ  (what 
is  the  oveiSicrjJLos  TOV  xpicrnw  ?  Certainly 
not,  with  Thl.  (so  even  Liinem.),  merely 
reproach  similar  to  that  of  Christ:  &s7Tfp 

yo,p  v&TGpov  T^y  YpL(TT^>y  toVtiftiCuv  ol  Trap* 
aUTOU         €U6p'V€TOT5jU,€^Ol,        Kal 

of  Trap*  avrov  cvepyerov^yot :  nor  again 
does  the  more  usual  explanation,  TO  Sta 
Xpicrrbv  6y€i5(£ecr0ar  (Chrys.),  satisfy  the 
genitive  here ;  nor  even  the  modification 

of  it'  which  makes  Moses  thus  choose, 
from  a  principle  of  faith  in  the  Messiah  to 
come.  Thdrt.  is  better,  who  explains  it 
rb  |y  rtiircp  xptcrTov:  but  then  he  gene- 

ralizes it  off  into  r&  Kara  TTJS  zvcrtfidas 
virb  t&v  ̂ vavriwv  ro\(j.&ij,*vov,  as  Thl. 

above.  The  typical  sen-:e  is  not  excluded : 
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rov b 
a7re/3\€7rev  yap  ek  rrjv 

d  KareKmev  AIJVTTTOV,  fty  <j>off7jdel<?   TOP  Ovpov 

yap  n.  TOV  /3acrt,\€G>$,  Tov  <yap  e  aoparov  0)9  opwz>  f  e/caprepycrev. 
17  (vi.  1).    el?  H.QVQV  TO  AucrtreXes  TO  e«  rutv  aptrayaiv  a;ro/3AeVu>v,  Jos.  B.  J.  ii.  15  1. 
2.  x.  35  only-h 
15, 16.    1  Tim  i.  17  only 
U.    Isa  xlu.  14. 

er.  6  ) 

Gen.  i.  2.    Isa 
Thuc  n.  44  al.  in  BL 

d  Matt.  iv.  13     1  Kings  xxxi 
h.  3.    2  Mace  ix.  5  only. 

Cant  v. 
c  eh  i e  Rom.  i   20     Col 

f  here  only.    Job  i 

27. /  (itadsm)  AL2[i(Tischdf)j  d  o  17  [471]. 

but  it  is  included  in  a  higher  one.  Far 

better  is  Bleek,  "reproach  which  Christ 
had  to  hear  in  his  own  person,  and  has  to 

bear  in  his  members/*  And  in  this  view, 
we  may  say,  as  Del.  and  Hofm.,  that  all 

Israel's  reproach  was  Christ's  reproach  : 
Israel  typified  Christ  j  all  Israel's  stiffs- 
ings  as  the  people  of  God  were  Christ's 
sufferings,  not  only  by  anticipation  in  type, 
but  by  that  inclusion  in  Christ  which  they, 
His  members  before  the  Head  was  revealed, 
possessed  in  common  with  us.  So  Estius, 

**  improperium  Christi,  i.  e.  populi  Dei 
Christum  exspectantis,  quatenus  injuria 

membrorum  in  caput  redundat."  Nay 
Christ  was  ever  present  in  and  among 

God's  people :  and  thus  De  "Wette  well  and 
finely  says  here,  "The  Writer  calls  the 
reproach  which  Moses  suffered,  the  re- 

proach of  Christ,  as  Paul,  2  Cor.  i.  5 :  Col. 
i.  24,  calls  the  sufferings  of  Christians  the 
sufferings  of  Christ,  i.  e.  of  Christ  dwelling, 
striving,  snffering,  in  his  Church  as  in  HL* 
body ;  to  which  this  reproach  is  referred 

according  to  the  i'dea  of  the  unity  of  the Old  and  New  Testaments,  and  of  the 
eternal  Christ  (the  Logos)  already  living 

and  reigning  in  the  former."  And  so Tholuck.  See  the  whole  well  discussed  in 

Delitzsch'snote:  and  in  Bleek.  Cf.ch.xiii. 
13)  greater  riches  than  the  treasures  of 
Egypt :  for  lie  looked  (airopXcireiv  els  is 
well  denned  by  BL,  "so  to  look  at  any  thing, 
as  to  be  by  waiting  for  it,  or  generally  by 
the  regard  of  it,  determined  or  strength- 

ened in  a  course  of  action."  So  Demosth. 

Mid.  p.  515,  ouS*  &?re/}Aei//€j'  eh  ras 
ovarlas  ras  rotruv :  Isocr.  ad  Nicocl., 
ttrav  JJL6V  y&p  airofiXetyaxnv  els  r&$  Ti/ncb 
K.  robs  TfXoiirous  K.  TO.S  SwaffTetcLS :  and 
often  in  Plato,  e.  g.  Gorgias,  p.  474  D, 
503  D  :  Alcib.  (2)  145  A  :  Legg.  iv.  707  o) 
to  the  recompense  of  reward  (reff.  t  viz. 
the  great  eternal  reward  spoken  of  vv.  39  f. : 
not  the  possession  of  Canaan  merely,  as 
Grot.).  27.]  By  faith,  he  left  Egypt, 
not  fearing  the  wrath,  of  the  king  (when  ? 
this  is  much  disputed.  Was  it  when  he 
fled  after  the  murder  of  the  Egyptian  ?  or 
when  he  left  Egypt  with  the  children  of 
Israel,  of  which  Jos.  says,  Antt.  ii.  11.  1, 
KOLreXiirov  r^v  AfyvTrTOf  f^Tfjvl  aavOuctf? 
Against  the  latter,  which  is  the  opinion  of 
Lyra,  Calvin,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Calov., 

Heinr.,  Bohme,  Kuin.,  Bleek,  Ebrarcl, 
Bisping,  al.,  it  seems  a  decisive  objection, 
that  the  Exodus  was  made  not  in  defiance 
of  the  king  of  Egypt,  but  with  his  consent, 
and  at  his  urgent  instance.  It  is  also  a 

lesser  objection  to  it  that  thus  the  chrono- 
logical order  is  broken,  the  next  particular, 

the  institution  of  the  Passover,  having 
taken  place  previously  to  the  Exodus.  A 
third  objection  is,  and  one  not  easily  got 
over,  that  the  singular  /careAiTre^  cannot 
well  be  referred  to  an  event  in  Israel's 
history,  but  must  refer  to  the  personal 
history  of  Moses.  Otherwise  we  should 
expect  di  6)877  below  in  ver.  29.  Regard 
being  had  to  these  objections,  I  cannot 
but  think  that  to  understand  KareXnretf  of 
the  Exodus  is  altogether  impossible.  It 
must  then  refer  to  the  former  night.  And 
this  is  the  view  of  all  the  ancient  expo- 

sitors, Greek  and  Latin:  and  among  the 
moderns,  of  Zeger,  Jac.  Cappell.,  Heinsius, 
Calmet,  Ben  gel,  Michaelis,  Schulz,  De 
Wette,  Stengel,  Thol.,  Lxinem.,  Delitzsch, 
al.  But  we  are  here  met  by  a  startling 
difficulty.  In  Exod.  ii.  14  we  read  that  on 
finding  that  his  slaying  of  the  Egyptian 

was  known,  tyofrfiQ-n  MCOVO-TJS:  here  we 
read,  /^  (pofiyBels  r))v  6ufj.bv  TOV  $a<n\ecyy. 
Were  it  not  for  this  difficulty,  we  may 
safely  say  that  the  other  interpretation 
would  never  have  been  thought  of;  but 
standing  as  it  does,  it  is  no  wonder  that  it 
has  driven  Commentators  to  another  re- 

source. Still,  if  owing  to  other  circum- 
stances in  the  text  it  is,  as  we  have  seen  it 

to  be,  necessary  to  refer  it  to  that  first 
leaving  of  Egypt,  we  have  no  right  to  set 
those  aside  on  account  of  this  difficulty  : 
rather  should  we  say  that  there  must  be 

some  solution  of  it*  however  difficult  to find.  Those  which  have  been  given  are 
certainly  not  satisfactory.  The  old  ones 
(Chrys.,  Thl.,  (Ec.,  al.)  go  mainly  on  this, 
that  he  so  left  Egypt,  as  intending  to 
return  to  it,  but  avoiding  the  thrusting  of 
himself  into  danger  at  the  moment.  Thdrt. 
seems  to  regard  ̂   <j>Q0rjQeL$  as  a  pluper- 

fect aor.  part.,  "when  he  had  set  at 
nought  "  the  king's  anger  :  T^V  p,€v 

rbv    A.lytiirrtoi/ 
roivvv  avri  TTJS  alrias  reQeiK*  rrjs 

Of  the  moderns,  Bengel  says,  "  Timuit,  et 
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18.  (see  Acts 
XMU  21  v.  r,} 
Deut  XM  1 
al.  >      „ 

h  here  onlyt.      aVTG&V. 
i  here  only 
EXOD.  xh.  23. 

xii  12,    Ps. 
xvi,  9  only. 

7r€7TOir}K€lf  TO 

iv a    p,rj    o    *  o\€0pevo)v   ra   J  TrpcDroro/ca 
29  Ili'crm  l TTIV  m  GpvOoaV 

'  '          r 

TOV  ADKLP 

/» /        N  a  b  c  d 
^777  efghk 

f        1  m  o 609     17.  47 

(-ei»T>j5, 1  Cor.  x.  10.    e^oAeflp.,  Acts  iii  23.    1  Chron  xxi  12, 15  )  j  ch  i,  6  reff     EXOD. 
"     ~"  k  Col  u.  21    ch.  xii.  20  only,    Exod.  xix,  12  only.         ̂   1  Luke  m.  26.    Acts 

m  Acts  MI.  36  only.    Exod.  x.  19  al     alw  w.  0a\.,  exc.  Isa  Ixui.  2. 
civ Gen,  xxxi.  21. 

28. 'j  so  AD  Damasc.) 

fugit  :  non  iimuit  neque  respexit,  quain  in 
partem  rex  vel  csedem  JEgyptii  vel  fugam 

Mosis  esset  accepturus."  De  Wette  sup- 
poses that  the  Writer  did  not  remember 

the  expression  in  Exodus  :  Lunemt  makes 
a  distinction  between  objective  and  sub- 

jective fear,  which,  in  tnat  shape,  seems 
too  refined  for  use  here  :  Delitzsch,  while 
objecting  to  Liin.,  yet  takes  one  form  of 
his  view,  that  the  flight  was  occasioned  by 
fear,  but  the  leaving  Egypt  was  done  with- 

out regard  to  what  might  be  the  anger 
of  the  king  and  court  thereupon.  In 
attempting  to  give  a  solution  of  it,  I  may 
confess  that  I  see  as  yet  no  satisfactory 
one.  It  may  be  that  the  truth  is,  that 
though  the  fact  of  his  flight  was  the  efiect 
of  his  fear,  the  same  night  itself,  the  dere- 

liction of  Egypt  and  reserving  himself  for 
further  action,  shewed  that  that  fear  did 
not  possess  nor  bear  him  away.  But  on 
any  solution,  the  difficulty  remains.  Had 
it  stood  <t>ofi-nQei$,  instead  of  pfy  (poftyQeis, 
the  whole  would  have  been  plain  enough  : 

*  when  he  feared  the  anger  of  the  king  J)  : 
for  lie  endured  as  seeing-  the  invisible 
One  (or,  *the  King  who  is  in  visible  :'  cf. 
1  Tim.  i.  17.  Some,  as  Bengel,  Schulz, 
al,,  join  T&V  arfpaTov,  as  an  object,  with 
iKapT€pY|<rc,  which  is  against  usage,  Kap- 
Tf/?ea>  being  never  found  with  a  personal 
object  :  see  reif.  and  other  examples  in  Bl. 

So  also  the  vulg.,  "invisibilem  tanquani 
videns  sustinuit."  Ebrard  calls  it  a  preg- 

nant construction  for  rbv  a6parov  TL[JL&V 
^KaprepTjcre  :  but  this  is  little  better  and 
quite  unnecessary.  The  simple  and  usual 
construction  is  the  right  one,  and  that 
adopted  by  the  Greek  expositors  ;  so  Thl., 
CtfStrepel  yap  6p&v  *rbv  6eSv  &VV&VTQ,  at>T$, 
ouras  €Kaprep€i  irdvra,  Jos.  says  of 
Moses  similarly,  Antt.  iii.  11.  1,  &irop6s  re 

Qpovtov).  28.]  By  faith  he  hath  cele- 
brated (iroieiv  T&  irdcrxot  is  ever  used  simply 

for  to  keep  the  passover,  and  though  Bl.  and 
Liinem.  see  here  a  mingling  of  the  ideas  of 
celebrating  and  instituting,  it  seems  better 
to  keep  to  universal  usage*  The  perf.  is 
used,  on  account  of  the  Passover  being  a 
still  enduring  feast)  the  Passover  (not  as 
some  interpret  irtarrei,  in  faith  of  the 
Redeemer  to  come,  which  point  does  not 
enter  into  consideration  here:  but  by 

that  faith  which  was  to  him  the  evidence 

of  things  unseen,  viz.  of  the  promise  that 
the  Destroyer  should  pass  over  and  not 
hurt  them.  So  Calvin  well,  "  Qui  fide 
celebratum  fuisse  pascha  interpretantur, 
quia  Moses  in  Christum  respexerit,  verum 
quidem  dicunt:  sed  apostolus  simpliciter 
hie  fidei  meminit,  quatenus  in  solo  Dei 
verbo  acquiescit,  ubi  res  ipsa  non  apparet  : 
ideo  intempestivuni  est  subtilius  philoso- 
phari  ")  and  the  affusion  of  the  blood  (viz. 
of  the  blood  of  the  paschal  lamb  on  the 
lintel  and  door-posts:  Trptsxww  afyiaros 
eicaAetre  T^J>  /caret  T&V  <p\L&v  T&V  Qvptav 
Xpfow,  CEc.  The  word  arposx"^  ̂ s  the 
common  rendering  by  the  LXX  of  the  Heb. 
PTJ,  to  sprinkle,  and  is  ordinarily  used  of 
those  cases  where  the  blood  was  sprinkled 

round  the  altar,  e.  g.  Levit.  i.  5  ',  vi.  32  al. 
fr.  So  that  the  word  applies  well  to  this 
ordinance,  where  the  blood  was  sprinkled 
by  means  of  a  bunch  of  hyssop),  that  he 
who  destroyed  the  firstborn  might  not 
touch  them  (the  tva  ̂ ,r[  belongs  to  both 
the  preceding  clauses,  not  to  the  latter 
only,  as  Del.  .  for  though  it  is  true  that  it 
was  the  sprinkling  of  the  blood  only  which 
caused  the  destroyer  to  pass  over,  yet  this 
sprinkling  itself  was  only  a  subordinate 
part  of  Tcoieiv  rb  irdcrxa.  The  d\€0peva>v 
TO,  irp.,  the  destroying  angel,  see  reif.  and 
cf.  Sir.  xlviii.  21,  is  the  irnc'En  of  Exod.  xii. 
23,  the  7rA?77$7  rov  eKTpL^Tjvai  of  ib.  ver.  13  ; 
understood  by  Asaph,Ps.  Ixxviii.  49,  of  evil 
angels.  The  verb  oXedpeteu'  is  Alexan- 

drine, and  with  its  compound  IJoA.-  fre- 
quently found  in  the  LXX.  The  neuter 

irpuT6TOKo.  includes  all  of  both  sexes  of 
man  and  beast  :  so  Exod.  xii.  12,  ?rai/ 

vovs  :  and  in  ref.  Ps.  It  is  hardly  neces- 
sary to  observe,  that  the  connexion  of  the 

words  is  as  above,  and  not  fra  /^  6  o\e 
6pevfav  6tyrj  r&  irp(ar6roKa  avrwy.  The 
common  construction  of  8iyy&v<a  is  with 
the  partitive  genitive  :  it  is  (reff.)  of  rare 
use  in  the  Greek  Scriptures.  a-urwv,  of 
a  subject  not  before  expressed,  is  to  be 
understood  out  of  the  context  as  meaning 
the  Israelites,  who  sprinkled  the  blood.  It 
prepares  the  way  for  the  change  into  the 
plur.  at  the  next  verse).  29.]  By  faith  , 

they  (see  above)  crossed  (the  verb  8ta- 
is  used  of  crossing  water,  whether 



28-31. 

Sea     n  grjpa?     <yrj$, 
q  KarerroO'rjcrav.      30 

HP02  EBPAIOT2. 

1  Treipav    P  \aj3ovres    ot    KlyvTrriot, : 

227 

TO. 
e-rrecrav,  s  KV- 31 

// — / —  *  - 

S^eVf  aFvn!ie  B1*  A /™   -,0      XT         P  •=  f  Tun.  i.  5.    2  Pet.  i.  9.  q  =  here  onl*.X(?'p?fv. 12  fc  oSv      I«L    x(    Vn12      Num'  XVrU  ?°»  32'  r  Acts  ix  25'    2  Cor.  xi.  33.     Rev.  XXI. 
t,   «/T\      y*  "l20*.    ,      -      s  Luke  xxi  20.    John  x.  24.    Acts  xiv.  20  fRev  xx.  9  v.  r }  only.    Josh, vi.  6  (7)  t  -_r  Acts  xut  31.  xix.  8,  &c.  u  Matt,  xxi   31.  32     James  h  25  al     JOSH 
U*  IA  V^    i  V  here  only*    Gen  xvul* 23   xlx'  15  al  w  ch- iu*  18  reff.          *  x  Matt! x.  4O,  41  al.  y  here  only.    Gen  xlu  9,  &c.    (-Tretf,  Gal.  u  4.) 

29.  rec  om  yrjs  (as  zzx),  with  D3KL[P]  rel  Thdrt  Damasc :  ins  ADitf  17  [471  latt 
byr  copt  [seth  arm  Euthal-ms]  Chr  Thdrt-ms.  Ka.TtTrovri.ir  By  a  av  k  10.  81.  49. 
71-3.  109.  213  Cbr2(but  mss  vary)  Thdrt. 

AD?[pjK  iTchr-mf   K  ̂^  m™  ™  ̂ ^l'^  ''  ™™  m  Chr-.-mss :  txt 
31.  aft  77  ins  eiriK^yo^vn  K1^3  disapproving) 

in  boats,  or  on  a  bridge,  or  swimming  or 
wading  :  e.  g.  Herod,  i.  75,  of  the  river 
Halys,  KpoTcros,  ....  /cara  r&s 

airopcovros  ftfccas  of  Sia^creTai 
pbv  6  ffrpar6s  :  .  .  .  .  6?r6(  re  KCU 
rdxitrra  6  Trora^y,  afjuporepy 

eyeVero.  Here  it  is  used  of  a  'bridge,  of 
crossing,  generally,  and  of  a  jfonZ.  See 
other  examples  in  Bl.)  the  red  sea  (so  the 
LXX  always  for  *pD'D?,  the  sea  of  (red) 
weeds)  as  through  dry  land  (we  should 
rather  expect  &$  frpay  yrjv  ;  but  the  un- 

usual expression  is  apparently  borrowed 
from  the  narrative  in  Exodus  (ref.),  oi  5e 

viol  'IcrparjA  £iropet0T]crav  dia  typas  ev 
fj.€<rep  TTjy  6a\d(rcrr}$)  :  of  which  (viz.  of 
the  red  sea,  not,  of  the  dry  land,  as 
Bohrae,  Kuinoel,  and  Klee.  For  as  Lun. 
observes,  the  idea  of  the  sea  is  necessarily 
called  up  again,  by  KaTeTrSOqcrav,  shewing 
that  it,  and  not  the  dry  land,  is  the  leading 
idea)  the  Egyptians  making  experiment 
(here,  iretpav  Ka^dveiv  is  in  an  active 
sense  :  in  ver.  36,  in  a  passive.  Both  are 
sufficiently  common  :  e.  g.  for  the  active, 
Plato,  Protag.  p.  342  A,  et  £ouAei  XO.&SLV 

fj.ov  ire'tpav  #7rws  €%w  J  ib.  348  A  :  Gorg. 
448  A  :  Polyh.  ii.  32.  5,  %Kptvav  rrjs  rt$x*?s 
Xaftsiv  Trsipav.  See  many  others  in  Bleek  : 
and  for  the  other  sense,  on  ver.  36)  were 
swallowed  up  (by  the  sea.  The  verb  is 
a  general  one,  qualified  by  the  particular 
mode  of  KaTatrivecrdat.  So  in  reff.  Exod. 

and  ]STum.  :  Diod.  Sic.  i.  32,  rcav  8"  cwro- 
ffxiGoftfruv  {JLepcav  rb  fj.€V  ....  UTT*  &fj.jj.ov 
Karairiverai.  And  Polyb.  ii.  41.  7,  using 

the  word  of  drowning,  qualifies  it  :  'EAJ/ctjs, 
T7J5     ....      VTfb      T7JS      6a\dTT7J5      KCLTttTTO- 

delarys.  There  is  something  to  be  said  for 
the  reading  Karctr  ovria-QT)<rav>  though  it 
is  weakly  supported  by  mss.,  —  as  being 
the  Alex,  reading  of  the  LXX  in  Exod. 
xv.  4,  and  found  in  Chrys.  and  Thdrt. 
Bleek  inclines  to  think  that  our  Writer 
may  have  had  it  in  his  Alexandrine 

LXX).  30.]  A.  second  example  of 
the  strength  of  faith  in  Israel  generally. 
By  faith  (o£  Israel,  who  obeyed  the  com- 

mand of  Joshua  through  all  the  days, 
which  to  the  unbeliever  would  seem  irra- 

tional. Cf.  Chrys.,  ov  yap  5t)  ffaX-n-iyyuv 
f/%77  \iOovs  ota  re  Kara&d\\eij'  !CTT£,  tthv 

IMvpia,  rL$  €T?7  <ra\7r(£V7,  aAA*  77  itivris 
iravra  Svvarai),  tne  walls  of  Jericho 

(more  commonly  TTJS  'lepixv :  but  our 
Writer  frequently  omits  the  demonstrative 
article,  see  ver.  17;  ch.  iv.  7;  vii.  11;  ix.  4) 
fell  (cf.  Josh.  vi.  5,  20.  In  the  former  of 

these  it  is  7recre?Tai  TO  retxy*  ̂   "the  latter 
eTT€(T€v  O.TTO.V  rb  T6?xos  :  our  Writer  uses 
the  plural  verb  with  fetxn  •  each  and 
every  defence  fell  together),  having  been 
compassed  about  (see  the  narrative  in 
Josh,  vi.)  during  seven  days  (lirC,  of  time, 
with  an  accusative,  gives  the  whole  dura- 

tion :  see  reff.,  and  Winer,  49. 1.  2). 
31.]  The  last  example  is  one  connected 
with  the  taking-of  Jericho,  just  mentioned. 
By  faith  (shewn  in  her  confession  Josh. 
ii.  9,  "  I  know  that  Jehovah  hath  given 
you  the  land  :**  and  ib.  ver.  11,  **  Jehovah 
your  God,  He  is  God  in  heaven  above  and 

in  earth  beneath  ")  Bahah  the  harlot  (not 
to  be  softened  into  tc cauponaria,"a.&Va\ck- 
naer,  al.  Clement  of  Borne  devotes  to  her 
a  whole  chapter  of  his  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians,  and  has  no  idea  of  her  other 

than  as  an  harlot.  Calvin  says  well,  "  Hoc 
(epitheton)  ad  anteactam  vitam  referri 
certum  est :  resipiscentiae  enim  testis  est 
fides."  See  note,  Matt.  i.  5)  did  not  perish 
with  them  who  were  disobedient  (on  the 
word  airctOew,  see  note  ch.  iii.  18.  The 
inhabitants  of  Jericho  were  disobedient  to 
the  will  of  God  manifested  by  the  signs 
and  wonders  which  he  had  wrought  for 
Israel:  as  is  implied  by  RahaVs  speech, 

Josh.  ii.  9 — 12),  having-  received  (viz.  to 
her  house:  Kar4\v(rav  e/ceT,  Josh.  ii.  1)  the 

spies  (sent  by  Joshua  to  Jericho:  cwr- 
"ITJCTOUS  Stfo  vtavla'KOVs 
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. 
only.    Gen. 

a?eeVJ'ohnxi 

b  hl're  only*. Obad  5  Ed- 

axoirovs    z  aer 

,-  ADKLP 

Na  be  d 

T€    tfCU 

%       -  *  /  <  '  ^    TH    £     '        T>          ,          a     c 

*YaP       OlT]ryOV}Ji€VQV  0    %pOVO$    TTGpi    I  €0€O)^,  SJdpatC  e  f  g  h  k 

KOi  'Ie60a6, 
QQ      ,\     o    \ 
66  Ol    Old 

T6    #al    ̂ CtjJLQVrjK    Kal     17.47 

**•  Ajnot  B  T£)V  TrpotyrjT&v,  5d  ol  Sia  Triarecds  Q  /caT7)<ycovicravTO 
xxxm  17,18  corn.pl.)  only,  see  note.  c  Mark  v  16  ||  L   ix  9.    Luke  ix.  10     Acts  via  33  (from  Isa.  1m  8)   ix. 

27.  xii.  27  only.  d  here  only  t.  later  writers,  Plutarch,  2Ehan  (V  H.  iv.  8j,  Polyb.  freq  (El.) 

32.  om  en  D1[-gr].  rec  yap  bef  jue,  with  D3KL[P]  rel  Clem  [Chr  Euthal-rns 
Thdrt]  :  om  yap  b1 :  txt  AD][N]  17.  aft  vepi  ins  3e  D^-gr].  om  re  Kai 
'  ~'   ~        *    •••--      *          '  Clem  TEpiph,  CMN]  Ambrr—  /cat  £a/ja/<:  K.  <r.  D1.  om (aft  #a/?a/c)  AK  17  vulg  copt  Clem  [Epipli,  C^r 
KCU  (bcf  i6^>0ae)  AK  17  Clem  [Epiphj  CyrJ. 

7T6t>0*GU,  Josh.  ii.  1)  with  peace  (reff. :  so 
that  they  had  nothing  hostile  to  fear  from 
her).  On  the  introduction  of  Eahab  in 
James  ii.  25,  as  an  example  of  justifi- 

cation by  works,  see  note  there. 

32-— 40.]  The  Writer  breaks  oft',  feeling 
that  such  an  illustration  of  faith  by  exam- 

ples would  be  endless,  and  gathers  up  those 
many  which  remain  in  one, — £vAA^j8577v 
r&v  \onrwv  fAvrtuovedei,  as  Thdrt. 

32.]  And  what  say  I  (Xe'yw  is  most  pro- 
bably indicative,  not  subjunctive :  cf.  ref.  : 

and  see  Winer,  41.  a.  3:  Bernhardy,  p.  396. 

The  sense  is  the  same :  '  What  am  I  say- 
ing, going  to  say,  more/  is  tantamount  to 

*  what  shall  I  say  more*)  yet  (more,  any 
further)  f  for  the  time  (5  xp6»os  6  rfj 
^TncrroA?/,  tprjcrlv,  apfj.6$ios  Kal  olov  17 
ffvfjLjj.erpta,  (Ec. :  TTO?OS;  ̂   6  war  elp^rat 
2>€  TOVTO,  us  (rvvriO^s  fjfjuv  XeyeiVf  vvep- 

Thl.  The  latter*  is  the  more  probable) will  fail  me  (ewihliroi  av  pe  would  imply,  if 
I  undertook  it, — the  hypothesis  affecting 
the  whole  clause :  the  ind.  future  states  the 
failure  of  the  time  as  a  positive  certainty, 
the  hypothesis  now  lying  in  the  pres.  part. 
^iriyov^evov.  The  phrase  is  a  common 
one,  and  the  construction  regular:  cf. 
Demosth.  p.  324.  17,  ewtXetyei  fie  Xeyovra, 
TJ  7]fjLepa  rcb  rtay  irpofioT&v  ov6jj.ara : 
Julian,  Orat.  i.  p.  341  B,  eiri\elfyei  pe 
roMteivov  dnjyofifttvoi'  6  ~)^p6vos  i  Philo  do 
Merc.  Meretr.  §  3,  vol.  ii.  p.  167,  eTrihetyei 

jJLe  %  ypepa  Xeyovra  ra  ratv  /car*  eltios 
aper£>v  Mpara :  and  many  other  exam- 

ples, Greek  and  Latin,  in  Wetst.  and  Bleek) 
narrating  (if  I  narrate)  concerning  (so  we 
have  in  Plato,  Euthyd.  p.  6  c,  troX\a  irepl 
r&v  Qeiwv  8ir}yf)<rofjiat)  Crideon  (it  is  almost 
impossible  to  determine  satisfactorily  the 
arrangement  of  the  copula  from  the 
manuscript  evidence :  and  if  once  we  allow 
subjectivities  to  creep  in,  there  is  no  end 
to  the  varieties  which  different  men  may 
fiud  suitable.  I  have  left  th^  rec.  text, 
which  though  against  AX,  has  the  great 
body  of  manuscripts  with  it.  And  thus 
standing,  the  names  form  two  groups :  1. 
TeSs&v,  Ba/)c£/c  re  Kal 

2.  Aavet5  T€  Kal  "S,afj.ov})\  Kal  ruv  frrpo- 
v :  the  former,  the  Judges :  the  Utter, 

the  Prophets,  David  and  Samuel  at  the 
head  of  them,  the  former  as  a  king,  the  lat- 

ter as  a  judge,  being  exceptional  and  tran- 
sitional. The  order  is  not  chronological : 

Gideon,  the  first  mentioned,  is  posterior 
in  time  to  Barak,  the  second ;  Samson,  the 
third,  to  Jephthah,  the  fourth ;  and  David, 
the  first  of  the  second  group,  posterior  to 
Samuel,  the  second.  The  reason  for  this 
may  be  the  greater  celebrity  of  Gideon  as 
a  champion  of  the  faith  than  of  Barak,  and 
of  Samson  than  of  Jephthah :  and  in  the 
second  group,  it  is  natural  to  put  David, 
for  his  eminence,  first,  and  besides,  Samuel 
thus  becomes  the  first  in  the  rank  of  the 

Prophets  properly  so  called,  Acts  iii.  24. 
Delitzsch's  arrangement,  which  makes 
FeSecbj/  EapaK  re  Kal  ̂ d^tau  the  first 

group,  "l€0^e,  AavetS  re  Kal  ̂ a/tovfa  the 
second,  and  the  Prophets  a  third,  suits  in- 

deed the  strictly  pressing  of  the  re  Kai  in 
the  two  places,  which  is  a  trifling  matter, 
— but  by  placing  Jephthah  with  David, 
and  separating  Samuel  from  the  Prophets, 
breaks  up  the  real  and  far  more  important 
classification.  The  re  K<xC  is  in  fact  no 
more  than  the  simple  copula  in  sense,  but 
a  little  varied :  and  as  De  Wette  has  re- 

marked, Gideon  and  Barak,  David  and 
Jephthah  are  not  more  nearly  connected 
by  it,  than  the  other  names  by  Kal  On 
Gideon,  see  Judg.  vi. — viii.)  and  Barak 
(Judg.  iv.  v.  Barak  was  not  so  strong 
in  faith  as  he  might  have  been,  though  he 
did  believe,  and  go  to  the  fight,  and 
triumph :  see  Judg.  iv.  8,  9)  and  Samson 
(Judg.  xiii. — xvi.)  and  JepEthah  ( Judpr,  xi. 
1 — xii,  7)  and  David  and  Samuel  and  the 
prophets ;  33.]  who  (ot  does  not  strictly 
identify  the  antecedents,  but  more  nearly 

=r  (Strives,  e  quales  *  rather  which  thau 
wTio :  for  many  of  the  actions  which  follow 
were  done  by  others  than  those  previously 
mentioned)  tnrougtL  faith  (these  words 
Sta  7TioT€o>s,  apply  to  the  whole  sentence 
as  far  as  a\\orpltiov  ver.  3  i.  Sia  irianrews 
instead  of  Trio-ret  for  the  first  time  in  the 
chapter,  suits  perhaps  better  the  miscel- 
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,  e  £ip<ydcra,vTQ 

ii<f>pat;av  *  o-ro^ara  i 
v  1  crro^ara 

ecrfiecrav  k  Svvajuv airo 
e 

ev 
2  Cor.  xi.  10  only.    Piw.  xxi  13. i  Rev.  i.  7  reff. 

j  Matt.  xii.  20  (frornlsa.  xhi. has  above  (g).  .  .  .  .     .  .  .       .  .        . 
3).  xxv.  8.     Markix.  44,  &c.  (fiomlsa.  lx\i.  24)     Eph.  M.  16.     1  Thess.  v.  19  only.  k  Wisd.  x\i.  19. 

1  Luke  xxi.  24.    Josh,  xix.  48  al.  m  elsw.,  P.  only  (Rom.  iv.  20.    Eph.  vi.  10  aH.),  exc.  Acts  ix. 
22.    JUDO.  M.  34  AB(not  Ed-%at.  F).     Ps  li   7  (9)  only.  n  =  here  (ch.  xiu.  11,  13.     Acts  xxi.  34, 
37.  xxn.  24.  xxui.  10,  16,  32.    Rev.  xx.  9}  only.    Judg.  iv.  16.  vii.  14  al. 

33. 
34. [471], ,  so  AD  K,  also 

a  DJ(]-gr 

iu  ver. 

-gr], 

r.  37.) 

«j>e5i;j/ajua>0.  AD£2'33  : 

laneous  verbs  of  predication  which  follow, 
e.  g.  €<r@ecraj'  86va.jj.iv  irvp6s)  subdued 

kingdoms  (on  the  verb,  see  reft*.,  and  ex- 
amples in  Wetst.  and  Bl.,  —  Plut.  Numa, 

§  19,  airb  Kaicrapos,  rov  Kar7)ycavicra/ji.evQu 
Hofjw'fiLQVy  &c.  The  acts  referred  to  may 
be  Gideon's  victory  over  the  Midianites 
(Judg.  vii.),  Barak's  over  the  Canaanites 
(ib.  iv.),  Samson's  over  the  Philistines  (ib. 
xiv.  ff.),  Jephthah's  over  the  Ammonites 
(ib.  ix.),  David's  over  the  Philistines 
(2  Sam.  v.  17—25;  viii.  1;  xxi.  15  ff.), 
Moabites,  Syrians,  Edomites  (ib.  viii.  2  ff.), 
Ammonites  (ib.  x.  xii.  26  ff.)),  wrouglLt 
righteousness  (so  Samuel,  the  righteous 
judge,  1  Sam.  xii.  3,  4  :  David,  the  righte- 

ous king1,  2  Sam.  viii.  15  :  1  Chron.  xviii. 
14  :  and  indeed  in  a  wide  sense  all  of  them, 
see  Jer.  xxiii.  5  :  Ezek.  xlv.  9,  rovro  KOLV^V 
T&V  ayitav  G.TT&VTU>V>  as  Thdrt.),  obtained 
promises  (the  words  are  capable  of  two 
senses  :  1.  got  from  God  spoken  promises, 
as  e.  g.  the  Prophets  :  or  2.  obtained  the 
fulfilment  of  promises.  (1)  is  taken  by 
Chrys.  (referring  it  to  the  promise  to  David 
that  his  seed  should  sit  on  his  throne)j 
Thdrt.,  Primas.,  Schlicht.,  Bleek,  Ebrard, 
al.  But  it  seems  to  me  altogether  impro- 

bable that  the  Writer  should  thus  illustrate 
faith  by  a  fact  which,  though  it  may  have 
accompanied  faith  in  the  recipient,  was 
certainly  no  fruit  or  direct  triumph  of  it  : 
and  that  in  the  face  of  such  sayings  as 
Josh.  xxi.  45  and  1  Kings  viii.  56,  and  of 

Gideon's  trials  of  God.  The  objection 
which  is  brought  against  (2),  that  it  is 
inconsistent  with  ̂   Aa&6vr€S  ras  eiray- 
yeAfas-,  ver.  13,  and  with  OVK  ̂ Ko^ia-avr^ 
rfyv  iirayyeXiav,  ver.  39,  is  very  simply 
answered  :  it  is  not  said  that  they  lirirvxtaf 
TWV  ̂ firayy€KiS>v  or  TT/JS  £irayye\la$t  but 
anarthrously  :  they  obtained  promises,  but 
not  the  promises  which  were  yet  future. 
And  so  most  Commentators),  stopped  tlie 
mouths  of  lions  (referring  principally,  it 
may  be,  to  Daniel,  of  whom  it  is  said,  Dan. 
vi.  22,  that  God  sent  his  angel  and  stopped 

(-12D1,  &/e>pa£e  Theodotion;  LXX  freely, 
eo-cao-ev  fj.€  airb  T&V  \.)  the  mouths  of  the 
lions  :  where  notice  also  the  addition  (ver. 

23  Theod.),  $rt  M<rrev<T€v  &  T$  6e$  av- 
rov.  But  reference  may  be  also  to  Samson, 
Judg.  xiv.  6,  and  David,  1  Sam.  xvii.  34  : 
and  I  may  add,  Benaiah  the  son  of  Je- 
hoiadn,  2  Sam.  xxiii.  20  :  1  Chron.  xL  22), 

34.]  quenched  tlie  power  of  fire  (so 
the  three  companions  of  Daniel,  —  Sha- 
drach,  Meshach,  and  Abednego,  Dan,  iii. 
Thl.  says,  OVK.  elTre  5e  ecr&ecrai'  icvp, 

ykp  ̂ /xcus  ̂ VVOL^IV  rov  KasiJ/-  OVK 
/car*  avrSov.  It  is  said  of  them,  1  Mace.  ii. 
59,  that  they  irurrev<ravT€s  ecrct>077craj'  £/e 
$\oy6$.  Delitzsch  reminds  us  that  one  of 
the  two  martyrs  at  Brussels,  Henry  Vbes 
and  Job.  Esche,  when  the  flames  of  the 
faggots  rose  round  him,  said,  that  it  felt 
to  him  as  if  they  were  strewing  roses 
under  him),  escaped  the  edge  (crrop-a-ra, 
plur.,  because  the  Writer  has  various  ex- 

amples in  mind)  of  the  sword  (e.  g.  David 
from  Saul,  1  Sam.  xviii.  11;  xix.  10,  12; 
xxi.  10  :  Elijah,  1  Kings  xix.  1  if.:  Elisha, 
2  Kings  vi.  14  ff  ,  31  ff.  :  Jeremiah,  Baruch, 
Jer.  xxxvi.  26  :  Ebedinelech,  Jer.  xxxviii. 
8  ff,,  compared  with  xxxix.  18),  were  made 
strong  out  of  weakness  (so  Samson,  after 
his  hair  grew,  Judg.  xvL  23  ff.  :  David, 
who  ends  so  many  of  his  plaintive  psalms 
with  jubilant  thanksgiving:  Hezekiah, 
who  after  deadly  sickness  was  restored  to 
fifteen  years  of  health,  2  Kings  xx.  :  Isa. 
xxxviii.  [see  also  rcf.  Judg.,  of  Gideon]. 
The  ancient  expositors  refer  the  words,  not 
so  probably,  to  the  strengthening  of  Israel 
after  the  return  from  the  captivity  :  so 

Chrys.,  cbrb  ao-Qevetas,  rovreGriv,  cbrS  aiX" 
/io\<w<r£as.  ret  Kara  rfjv  £irdvo$ov  ryv  curb 
Ba£uXa>j>os  ivravOa  alvlrrerai),  were  made 
(see  note  on  ch.  iv.  3)  strong  in  war 
(Thdrfc.  says,  «al  ol  irpopfaQevres,  /cal  ol  TOV 
Marra6iov  ircuSes,  'Iot/5as  ical  *Iav<i0Ti$  Kal 
^ifiajv.  It  is  not  improbable  that  these 
later  glories  of  the  faith  were  also  before 
the  Writer's  mind  :  they  unquestionably 
are  in  the  next  verse),  put  to  flight  (the 

classical  usage:  so  II.  e.  37,  Tp&as  S* %K\ivav  A«u>aof:  II.  |.  510:  Od.  i.  59) 

armies  (irap€jj.f3oXt],  which  occurs  in  ch. 
xiii.  (reff.)  in  its  usual  sense  of  a  camp,  is 
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here  only.    °  6/C\tVO,V     P  d 

35  4  e\a/3ov 

Homer,  pas-  v  x "  ,      ̂   „  ^  \         , 

ieie  onl       °"ec0<>    TOV$    V€/CpOV<?    CLVTtoV,    oXkOl*    06    r  €' 

^8e^dfL6vot  TTJV  t  a7ro\vTpa)aiv,  Iva  u 
.  ,     ,_..  T  here  only -f.    (-v> 
only.  (ch.  ix.  15  al ) 

It*     am<7Ta-  ADKLP 

,  N  a  b  c  d 
p  =-  In Isa.  i.  7. 

Ps.  CMU.  11 
al  fr. 

4  KINGS  iv.  36, 37.  T  here  only  t.    (~vw,  2  i u  =  ch.  i.  4  reff. 
.  vi.  19,  28  ) 

ava- 
t  =  here 

17.47 

35.  yvvcuKQ,?  AD1^1,  acceperunt  mulieres  de  resurrections  mortuorum  suorum  D-lat: 
accep.  muL  de  res.  mortuos  suos  vulg.  airtrvvTravicrQ.  D1. 

not  unfrequently  used  in  Hellenistic  Greek 
for  the  army  which  is  in  the  camp :  see 
reff.,  and  add  -iElian,  Var.  Hist.  xiv.  46,  o! 
KVPCS  TrpoTTTjSojyTes  erdparTov  rty  Trapefj.- 
£oA^f)  of  aliens  (see  reff.  The  word  is 
common  in  the  LXX,  of  Gentiles,  aliens 

from  God's  people.  The  reference  of  the 
fact  may  be  general,  to  many  who  have 
preceded :  but  I  should  rather  regard  it  as 
describing  the  Maccabaean  victories.  De- 
litzsch  would  understand  all  from  e<pvyov 

(Trcfyiara  /uc&xcu'pas,  of  those  times :  the 
escape  of  Mattathias  and  his  sons  into  the 
mountains,  the  increase  and  success  of  the 
little  band  that  strengthened  itself  in  God, 
the  first  victories  of  Judas  Maeeabseus  over 
Apollonius,  Seron,  and  others,  the  formal 
and  victorious  war  of  the  Asmonsean  heroes 
with  the  Syrians  and  neighbouring  people. 
"  That  the  Writer,"  he  continues,  "  should 
recognize  these  as  illustrious  deeds  of  faith, 
is  no  wonder.  In  our  times  indeed  it  is 
the  custom  to  represent  the  mighty  revival 
of  the  Maccabsean  period  rather  as  human 
than  divine,  rather  as  patriotic  and  popular 
than  theocratic  and  national :  but  the  book 

of  Daniel  shews  us,  in  prophetic  delinea- 
tion of  that  time,  the  holy  people  of  the 

Most  High,  conflicting  with  the  atheistic 
and  antichristian  prince  of  this  world,  and 
ascribes  to  this  conflict  the  highest  imagin- 

able importance  in  reference  to  the  sacred 
history.  Therefore  I  hold  that  the  clauses 
from  e<j>vyov  pass  beyond  r&v  Trpo$>7]Tcoi't 
and  over  the  book  of  Daniel  to  the  first  of 
Maccabees,  which  in  the  LXX  is  attached 
to  it :  which  indeed  is  generally  acknow- 

ledged with  regard  to  the  two  last  clauses, 
and  is  the  more  certain  because  irap^^o^ 
(rmn),  both  in  the  sense  of  a  camp,  and 
in  that  of  an  army  in  order  of  battle,  is  one 
of  the  favourite  words  in  1  Mace.,  and 
aAAor/HOi  (as  well  as  aAAttyuAoz)  occurs 
there,  as  the  translation  of  D^I  or  cnja : 

e.  g.  i.  38 ;  ii.  7 :  cf.  xv.  33."  And  perhaps 
after  all,  this  may  be  the  true  view). 
35.]  Women  received  (back:  so  Xen.  Cyr. 
v.  1.  1,  ravryv  o5i>  (rfyv  yvvaiKa)  e/ceAeu- 
<r€i'  6  Kvpos  Siafyvkdrretv  .  .  ecos  tc.v 
avr&s  xdftrt.  See  also  below)  their  dead 
by  (out  of,  by  means  of,  their  reception 
springing  out  of  it  as  its  cause)  resurrec- 

tion (not,  the  resurrection :  see  below. 

The  cases  alluded  to  seem  to  be  those  of 
the  widow  of  Zarephath,  1  Kings  xvii. 
17  ff.,  and  the  Shunamite,  2  Kings  iv. 
17  ff.,  whose  sons  were  raised,  the  former 
by  Elijah,  the  latter  by  Elisha.  The  faith 
must  be  that  of  the  women  themselves, 
the  subject  of  the  sentence,  not  merely 
that  in  the  Prophets) :  but  (for  the  con- 

trast, see  below)  others  were  broken  on 
the  wheel  (the  case  especially  referred  to 
is  that  of  Eleazar,  2  Mace.  vi.  18 — end; 
and  the  rvfji/Travov  seems  to  have  been  an 
instrument  like  a  wheel  or  drumhead,  on 
which  the  victim  was  stretched  and 

scourged  to  death  :  cf.  reff.  Josephus,  de 
Mace.  v.  9,  10  (4  Mace.  v.  32),  makes 
Eleazar  say  to  Antiochus,  irpbs  ravra 
rpoxobs  evTpeVife  K.T.\.  And  in  the  deaths 
of  the  seven  brothers,  which  are  related 
differently  from  the  account  in  2  Mace,  vii., 
we  read  of  the  first  (4  Mace.  ix.  12), 
cLvefla\ov  avrbv  orl  T})V  rpoxov,  and 
similarly  of  several  of  the  others.  See 
Bleek  and  Wetst.  for  examples  of  the  word. 
It  occurs  in  the  Schol.  to  Aristoph.  Pint. 
476,  5  Tti/nraj/a  /cal  /ei/^coj/es,  OVK  ap^ere, 

where  the  Schol.  says,  TU^TT.,  £vA«,  i<j>* 
oTs  £TvfjLird,vi£ov'  ̂ xp&fTo  yap  ravrrj  TJJ 

riftcapii£.  And  in  Aristot.  Ehet.  ii.  5*  al.), not  accepting  (ov,  because  the  fact  of 
their  absolutely  refusing  is  mainly  in  view) 
the  deliverance  (offered  to  them :  see  in 
the  deaths  of  the  seven  brethren  passim, 
2  Mace.  vii.  Eleazar  himself  says,  2  Mace, 
vi.  30,  Svvdficvos  aTroXvOrjisai  TOV  davdrov, 
crK\ijpa$  viro<f)€pco  Kara  rJ>  eraiyua  a,\yr)86- 
va$),  that  they  might  obtain  a  better 
resurrection  (there  can  I  think  he  little 
doubt  that  Chrys/s  explanation  of  icpetTTo- 
vos  is  right :  Kpeirrovos ;  .  .  .  ov  TomtrrTjs-, 
o'las  TO,  iraitita  r&v  ywaiK&v.  Those 
sons  were  raised  by  a  kind  of  resurrection 
to  a  life  which  should  again  end  in  death : 
but  these  expected  a  glorious  resurrection 
to  endless  life.  Cf.  2  Mace.  vii.  9,  6  5e 
rov  Kfopov  jSacnAefo  a.iroQav6vTa.s  y^as 
trrrtp  Tutu  avrou  v6i*.(au  els  al&viov  ava- 
fiicixriv  (cays  yjuas  aj/a<rHj<m :  also  ib.  vv. 
11,  14,  20,  23,  36.  And  so  Thl.,  Bengel, 
Schulz,  Bohme,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Stuart, 
Ebrard,  Delitzsch,  al.  (Ec.  understands 

Kpe'iTTovos  as  opposed  to  the  resurrection 
of  the  ungodly  to  judgment,  Dan,  xli.  2  : 
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7.    (-cu£eu>,  Matt.  xx.  19  al.)  x  =  Acts  xxn.  24  (Mark  in.  10.  v  29, 
21)  only.     2  MACC.  (vi.  30.)  vii.  1.  y  ver.  29.     =  Xen.  Anab.  v  8.  15  z 
20,25.     2  Mace   vm  9.  a  Luke  MIX.  29.    Acts  xvi.  26.     Phil,  i   7  al.     Ps.  cvi.  14. 
[vm.  5]  x.  31,  32,  33.  xu  8.     Acts  v.  26.  xiv.  19.    2  Cor  xi.  25  only.     3  Kings  x\i.  6,  13  only. 
only.     Amos  \.  3.     Sus.  59  [Theod.  (KCLTOLTT.  LXX)1  only.  d  fsee  note  ) 

e  Rev.  vi  8  reff.  xxn.  10.  f  here  only      Num.  xxi.  24.     Deut.  xui.  15  al. 

=  Luke  xx. 
35.    2  Tim. 
11  10  al. 
L.P  H. 
2  Mace.  iv.  6. here  only. 

2  MACC   viu 

34.     Luke  MI. =  Wisd  XMII. 

b  John c  here 

(Jamesi.  2.) 

36.  WTreyfj.arai'  D1  :   €V7r*yfj.cov  Jtf. 
37.  for   eTrpurO.    eTretpacr^.,    €7npacr#.   t 

Kpsirrovos  „  .  .  3)  ol  \otirol  fodpcoirof  7) 

fj.€V  yap  at/dcrrao-LS  iraari  KQIV{},  aAA*  ovrot 
avacrTTjcroj'Tcu,  fyiqariv,,  els  fa'tyv  altibviovy 
KOL\  OVTOI  ets-  K6\a.ffiv  ul&viov.  And  so 
Thl.  as  an  altern.  Seb.  Schmidt,  Ham- 

mond, Winer,  Lunemann,  al.  strangely  re- 
gard it  as  comparing  the  avdcrra<rts  with 

the  mere  temporal  airo^Tpcacrts  just 
spoken  of :  but  if  so,  why  not  tcpeirrovos 
airoXuTpoicrews  ?  Hence  we  may  perhaps 
understand  the  aXXoi  8e,  distinguishing 
these  even  higher  triumphs  of  faith  from 
these  former) :  36.]  others  again 
(no  further  contrast  need  be  brought  out ; 
&\\OL  P.GV,  €T€pot  8 e,  is  common  enough  in 
recounting  various  classes)  had  trial  (the 

passive  sense  of  ire'tpa.v  Xa^dyfiv,  as  we had  the  active  before,  ver.  29,  where  see 
examples  of  that  use.  The  passive  signifi- 

cation is  found  Polyb.  xxviii.  9.  7,  iroX\ovs 

Aa^Se?^  :  Diod.  Sic.  xii.  24,  r^v  dvyarepa 

a7T€KT€t//€v,  'Lvo.  /u.})  T7)$  £/j8pews  Acfc/fcp  ire'ipav  : 
Jos.  Antt.  ii.  5,  1,  oS  (rov  0eotJ)  ire'ipav  r-fjs Trpovoiay  cv6vs  tK&fjL&avov.  See  more  in 
Bleek  on  ver.  29)  of  cruel  mockings  (so 
the  E.  V.  well :  for  the  word  must  mean 

insult  accompanied  with  cruelty,  judging 
from  its  use  in  the  place  here  referred  to, 

viz.  2  Mace.  vii.  7,  r*bv  Sevrepov  %yov  eirl 
This  €/jLiratyjj.6i> :  and  10,  fierce  §€  rovrov 
6  rptros  eveTrai&To.  See  also  1  Maec.  ix. 
26)  and  of  scourgings  (see  reff.  2  Mace.), 
yea  moreover  (crt  8?  rises  in  climax :  so 
out  of  many  examples  in  Bleek,  Xen. 
(Econ.  v.  12,  en  5e  rj  yvj  0e\ou(ra  .  .  . 
5i5ao*/c€i,  "and  moreover  the  earth  of  her- 

self teaches/'  &c.)  of  bonds  and  prison  (so 
Jonathan,  1  Mace.  xiii.  12.  But  perhaps 
he  now  speaks  more  generally,  e.  g.  of 
Hanani,  2  Chron.  xvi.  10,  Micaiah,  the  son 
of  Imlah,  1  Kings  xxii.  26,  and  Jeremiah, 
Jer.  xxxii.  2,  3  al.)  :  37.]  they  were 
stoned  (so  Zecharitib,  son  of  Jehoiada, 
2  Chron.  xxiv.  20 — 22,  referred  to  by  our 
JJord,  Luke  xi.  51  and  Matt,  xxiii.  35 :  and 

thus  Chrys.  and  Thdrt.  There  was  a  tra- 
dition, reported  by  Tertull.  (Cont.  G-nost. 

Scorpiac.  8,  vol.  ii.  p.  137,  "  Hieremias 
lapidatur"),  Ps.-Epiphanius  (De  Vit.  et 
Obit.  Prophet.),  Jerome  (Advers.  Jovinian. 

L   D1:    eveipwO.   bef  eTr/no-0.   L[P]K    17 

lib.  ii.  37,  vol.  ii.  p.  381),  aL,  that  Jeremiah 
was  stoned  at  Daphne  in  Egypt,  by  the 
people  :  and  perhaps  the  Writer  refers  to 
this  also.  Carpzov  fancies  it  to  refer  still 
to  the  Maccabsean  times,  which  cannot  be, 
seeing  that  stoning  was  not  a  Greek  but 
purely  Jewish  punishment.  (Ec.,  Thl., 
Grot.,  al.  refer  to  Naboth,  1  Kings  xxi.: 
but  this  is  hardly  probable),  they  were 
sawn  asunder  (the  traditional  death  of 
Isaiah  (found  in  Justin  M.,  Trypho,  §  120, 
p.  213  :  Tertull.  as  above,  and  De  Patient. 
14,  vol.  i.  p.  1270  :  Origen,  Ep.  ad  African. 
9,  vol.  i.  p.  19  :  Lactant.  Instt.  iv.  11,  vol. 
i.  p.  477 :  Aug.  C.  D.  xviii.  24,  vol.  vii. : 
Jerome  on  Isa.  Ivii.  1,  vol.  iv.  p.  666  al. : 
see  also  Wetst.  here,  and  Suicer  ii.  831)  at 
the  hands  of  King  Manasseh.  There  seems 
no  reason  to  doubt,  that  this  tradition  was 
known  in  the  apostolic  times:  Jerome 

calls  it  a  "  certissima  traditio  apud  Judseos/* 
and  says  "  unde  et  nostrorum  plurimi  illud 
quod  de  sanctorum  passione  ad  Hebrseos 
ponitur,  <et  serrati  sunt/  ad  Esaise  referunt 
passionem."  The  account  is  given  in  the 
apocryphal  Ascensio  Isaise,  which  was 
written  by  a  Christian  author  in  Greek, 
probably  in  the  second  century :  and  the 
Ethiopia  version  of  which  was  published 
by  Abp.  Laurence.  The  punishment  was 
used  sometimes  in  the  case  of  captives  in 
war :  see  2  Sam.  xii.  31 :  1  Chron.  xx.  3), 
were  tempted  (certainly  it  is  surprising, 
to  meet  with  so  mild  a  word  in  the  midst 

of  torments  and  ways  of  dreadful  death. 
Our  surprise  is  not  much  mitigated  by  the 

sense  given  e.  g.  by  Stuart,  **  temptations 
presented  by  persecutors  to  the  victims  of 
their  torture,  in  order  to  induce  them  to 
forsake  their  religion,  and  worship  the 

gods  of  the  idolaters."  And  this  surprise 
having  been  all  but  universally  felt,  various 
have  been  the  conjectures  resorted  to.  1. 
Some  have  been  for  leaving  out  the  word 
altogether.  Its  very  form,  coining  so  soon 

',  was  suspicious.  It  might 
have  been  a  mistake  for  it,  and  thus  ad- 

mitted by  its  side  in  some  MS.  which  was 
made  from  copies  containing  both :  it  might 
have  been  a  marginal  gloss  of  some  dull 
student:  besides  (see  digest),  authority 
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14.    2  Cor.          , 
5.    1  Thess.  ui.  4 
3  only.    3  Kings  u.  26  bis 
3  John  6.  p 

3  Kings  xix.  7 
13, 19.    4  Kings  ii.  8, 13,  U  only,    (see  Clern,  m  note.)  i  here  only.    Exod  xxv.  4.  xxxv.  6,  26,    Num. 

xxxi.  20  only  k  here  only.    Exod  xxv   5.    see  Zech.  xui  4,    Matt  m.  4  \\  Mk.  1  =  Luke  x\ . 
14.    2  Cor.  xi  8,    Phil.  h.  12.    Deut  xv  8  A.  Aid  compl.    Sir  xm.  4  m  2  Cor.  i.  6.  iv.  8.    vu. 
.      .  mL   .    <     2  Thess.  i.6,7.    1  Tim  v  10  (Matt  vu.  14     Maik  111  9}  only.    Ps  cxix  1  n  ch.  xm. 

ns.  xi.,39  A.  (not  in  B)  only.  o  gen  of  pers  ,  Matt.  x.  37  bis,  38     Wisd  m    5.  see 
•  =s  ver.  7  reff.  q  Matt  xv.  33.    Mark  vni.  4.    2  Cor.  xi  26  only.     Ezek.  XXXY.  4. 

[Euthal-ms]  :  om   tireipaffB.  2.  43  lectt  8-17  Syr  seth  Orig^insJ  Eusi  [Ephi^  SocrJ 
Thl.  KaKOXovfj..  D3L  [m  47  Bus, :  KOKOX.OH.  PJ  :  KOKW*.  K 

38.  rec  (for  «n)  ey,  with  DKL  rel  Clem  Orig2  Eus3 :  txt  AH  17.  71-3.  118  Orig1 
AthjL  Socrr 

is  not  altogether  wanting  for  its  orais-  3)  GKeivo;  vai,  <prjarlt  Kal  TOVTO  KaKetvo* 
sion.  The  Syr.  omits  it,  which  is  of  some  Suo  ydp  e<m  T&  QavpaTa  -njs  irfcrreajs, 
weight.  2.  It  has  seemed  to  many  critics  fin  Kal  avvet  fjLtyd\a,  Kal  irdarx^t  fj.eyd\a 

that  some  mention  of  fire  might  well  be  Kal  ovSev  yyetTcu  irdo~x€tv)  :  37  b,  38.] 
expected  here ;  so  they  have  conjectured  Examples  of  those  who,  though  not  put  to 

€Trvpda-QTfj(ravt  ̂ irvp^d^craVf  violent  death,  lived  lives  of  apparent 
wretchedness  in  the  endurance  of  faith. 

37  b.]  they  wandered  about 
o'tc&KecrQai  avrovs  T 

v.  "Thl.)  in  sheepskins 

0dT€tos  Sopd,  Etym.  Mag.  'But  also,  as 
Hesycb.,  iracra  ftvpo"a,  5  4o~Tt  Tray  56/3/xa, 
fj.7)\<t>T$]  Xeyerat.  [XTjXov  was  the  name  for 
small  kine,  whether  sheep  or  goats,  and  the 
/u-TjAwH)  was  the  skin  of  such  kine  with  the 
hair  on.  The  LXX  (reff.)  use  the  word 

for  Elijah's  garment,  to  whom  the  allusion 
seems  principally  to  be.  Clem.-roin.  ad  Cor. 
17,  p.  24J,  says,  fj,ifj.yTa.l  yej/ciJ/x€0a  /cawref- 
vojv,  O'£TW€$  ev  SepjuaortJ/  alysiois  Kal  jLt^Aw- 
Taiy  irepieirdT'iqct'av,  KfiptiaffovTss  r^v  IXeu- 
criv  TOV  ^picrrov,  \€yo/u,cy  $fy  *H\tav  K. 
^fuKiffffouov,  %TI  5f  Kal  'le&KffjX,  robs  irpo- 
<t>-f)T~a$.  Clem.-alex.  Strom,  iv.  17,  §  107, 
p.  610  P.,  citing  this,  inserts  after  jj.ri\<a- 
reuj, — /cal  Tpixcoi/  KapiriXeiav  irX€-y/-tacrtJ'. 
See  more  particulars  in  Suicer,  sub  voce : 

and  cf.  Matt.  vii.  15)  and  goats'  skins 
(this,  coming  after  fju]\wra?$,  which  may 
mean  the  same,  has  surprised  some,  and 
has  seemed  to  them  a  mere  gloss  on  that 
word.  But  it  is  quoted  by  Clem,  and  Orig., 
besides  being  found  in  all  MSS.  and  vss. 
Delitzsch  says  that  "it  not  only  explains 
the  former,  but  intensifies  it :  for  the  (com- 

monly) black  goat's  skin  shewed,  even  more 
than  the  (commonly)  white  sheepskin,  the 
deep  earnestness  of  one  thrust  out  from  the 

world,  and  dead  to  it."  Perhaps  :  but  it 
is  more  probable  that  the  Writer  regarded 
JUT^AWT^  as  merely  the  sheepskin,  and  men- 

tioned the  other  because  goats  were  as  often 
kept  and  their  skin  as  often  worn),  desti- 

tute (reff.),  afflicted  (reff.),  in  misery  (cf . 
ver.  25) ;  38.]  of  whom  (viz.  those 
who  wandered  about  as  in  ver.  37 :  for  the 
participial  construction  is  resumed  below, 
and  in  reference  to  these  same  persons. 
O£TOI  irdvTCs  first  occurs  in  the  next  verse. 

ADKLP 
Kab  c  d 
efphk 1  m  o 

17.47 

arav.  Others,  3.  have  thought  that  mutila- 
tion was  more  probably  intended,  and  have 

conjectured  tiryp&dycrav.  Many  other 
conjectures  may  be  seen  in  Bleek,  Liinem., 
and  Delitzsch :  €irdp6?]<rav  (from  ireipw, 
Beza,  edd.  1,  2  ai.,  adopted  by  Luther  in 
his  version:  but  hardly  a  legitimate  forma- 

tion), $ir€pddri<raj>  (from  wepdu  (?) :  Wake- 
field),  €0"rreipd(rQr)(rav  or  -nQyarcu'  (from 
ffirslpa,  =  rpox<$$  •  so  Alberti), 
(were  sold :  Le  Moyne),  tin 
(Eeiske  as  quoted  in  Wetst.), 
£&<$>aLip(ff9T]<ra.v,  *Tapix*t8r)(r<x>v  (but  this 
last  only  ironically  in  Matthsei).  If  any 
conjecture  is  to  be  made,  I  would  say  that 

either  the  omission,  or  ̂ irp^crQ^crav,  won1! 
appear  to  me  the  most  probable.  The 
former  is  advocated  by  JBrasm.,  Calv., 
Beza,  Grot.,  Hammond,  Whitby,  Calmet, 
Storr,  Valcknaer,  Schulz,  Bobme,  Kuinoel, 
Klee,  Delitzsch  :  the  latter  by  Junius  and 
Piscator :  and  so.ne  word  indicating  death 
by  fire,  by  Boza,  edd.  3,  4,  5,  Ga taker, 
Colpmesius,  S>kes  Da  Wette,  Ebrnrd,  al. 
As  it  stands,  I  do  not  see  how  any  appro- 

priate meaning  can  be  given  to  the  mere 
enduring  of  temptation,  placed  as  it  is  be- 

tween being  bawn  asunder  and  dying  by 
the  sword),  died  in  the  murder  of  the 
aword  (i.  e.  were  slain  by  the  sword  ;  see 
reff.  One  Prophet  only  perished  by  the 
sword  in  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  viz.  Urijah, 
Jer.  xx vi.  23  :  but  under  Israel  it  is  said, 

1  Kings  xix.  10,  "they  (the  house  of 
Omri)  have  slain  thy  Prophets  with  the 

sword."  Perhaps  the  Maccabsean  persecu- 
tions may  again,  be  before  the  Writer's 

mind :  see  2  Kacc.  vii.  4.  Chrys.  says 
beautifully,  rl  tern  TQVTO;  rt  \4yeis;  ol 
/i£j/  e<pvyov  ffr6/jLara  ̂ a%a/pa^,  ol  5e  fr 
<f>6vcf>  jua^afpay  QLTriQavov ;  vi  %<TTL  TOUTO/ 
TCQIOV  eiraiveis  j  TroTo^  0ay/ta^6is  /  TOVTO 



38—40. HPO2    EBPAIOT2. 
233 

opeartv fcal 

cravro  rrjv 
w 

/ca 

ota  rfj 

rof)  #6ou  vrepl 

Kpelrrov 
t  ch.  <vii.  8  reff. 

only.    Ps.  XXXM.  13  only. 
u  ch.  at.  36  (reff.) 

x  ch.  u.  10  reff. 
v  ch.  i.  4  reff. 

s  James  lii.  11 
only.    Exod. xxxiii.  22. 

v  here 

39.  Troti/r.  juapr.  bef  otrroi  D[  gr]. 
40.  Kpeir.  TI  bef  Trepi  7?ju.  I)1  B*  [copt]  Origj[txt2  EusJ  Procopr 

TCXS  €7rayy€\ia$  A  80  EuSj  Cyr£-pJ  Augj . 

Of  course,  Carpzor's  reference  of  wv  is 
inadmissible,  <f  quorum  indiguus  malorura 
erafc  niundus  :  id  est,  tarn  crudelibus  affecti 
sunt  suppliciis,  ut  illamundo  indigna  sint: 
ut  orbem  terrarum  non  deceat,  tarn  hor- 

renda  ac  (po&ep&raTa,  de  eo  dici  ")  the 
world  was  not  worthy  (the  world,  by 
casting  them  out  and  persecuting  them, 
proved  that  it  was  not  fit  to  have  them  in 
it  :  condemned  itself,  in  condemning  them. 

Cf.  Calvin,  "  Quum  ita  profugi  inter  feras 
vagabantur  sancti  Prophetse,  videri  pot- 
erant  indigni  quos  terra  sustineret.  Qui  fit 
enim  ut  inter  homines  locum  non  inveni- 
ant  ?  Sed  Apostolus  in  contrariam  partem 
hoc  retorquet,  nempe  quod  mundus  illis 
non  esset  dignus.  Nam  quocunque  veniant 
servi  Dei,  ejus  benedictionem,  quasi  fra- 
grantiam  boni  odoris,  seeuin  afferunt.  Sic 
domus  Potipbar  benedicta  fuit  in  gi*a- 
tiam  Josephi,  Gen.  xxxix.  5,  et  Sodoma 
Balva  futura  erat,  si  in  ea  invent!  fuis- 

sent  decem  justi  homines,  Gen.  xviii.  32")  ; 
wandering  in  deserts  and  mountains 
and  caves,  and  the  chinks  of  the  earth 
(the  Holy  Land  was  especially  calculated, 
by  its  geological  formation,  and  its  wilder- 

nesses, to  afford  shelter  to  persecuted  per- 
sons :  so  did  it  to  a  hundred  of  the  Lord's 

prophets  whom  Obadiah  hid  by  fifty  in  a 
cave  (crir-f)  \atov),  1  Kings  xviii.  4,  13  :  to 
Elijah,  ib.  xix.  9,  13  :  to  Mattathias  and 
his  sons,  who  fled  to  tbe  mountains,  1  Mace. 
ii.  28  f.,  and  many  others  in  the  wilderness  : 
to  Judas  Maccabaeus,  who  fled  with  others 
els  T^V  fyvfjiov  and  there  lived  fr  ro?s 
#p6<n  like  the  wild  beasts,  2  Mace.  v.  27. 
Cf.  also  ib.  vi.  11  ;  x.  6.  Jos.  Antt.  xii. 
6.  2,  of  Mattathias,  /cal  ravra  elir&v 
TUU      T€KV(DV      CIST      T^]V      €pf)fJiOV 

Ka,ra\nr<bv 

rb 

avrov    KTTJcrtv 

CKvuv  Kcd  yvvcLiKfa 
«al    ir  rots  <nrri\a.loi.s    St- 

But  TTJS  y7}$  must  not  be  taken  for 
"  tfo  land"  viz.  I?alestine,  as  Bohme  :  it 
is  general).  39.]  And  these  all 

('these,  every  one  of  them-*  ir&vres 
(&TOI  would  be  'all  these/  All,  viz.  all 
that  have  been  named  or  referred  to 

throughout  the  chapter  :  not  only,  as  Ham- 
mond, al.,  those  &AAcu  since  ver,  35),  borne 

witness  to  by  their  faith  (the  emphasis 

is  on  jAttpTup-qSevrcs,  not  on  5ta  rys  iricr- 
rews- :  and  the  sense  is  rather  '  though 
borne  witness  to/  than  'being*  or  *  2«- 
causet  borne  witness  to.*  On  the  word 
and  its  import  see  vv.  2,  4,  5),  did  not 
receive  the  promise  (many  promises  indeed 
they  did  receive,  ver.  33  :  but  not  THE 

PROMISE  /car*  e|ox^j/,  the  promise  of  final 
salvation,  or  as  it  is  called  ch.  ix.  15,  r$jv 

^irayy.  rijf  alcavlov  K\rjpovo]j.las  '  the  per- 
fection, to  which  without  us  they  were  not 

to  attain f  **  But,"  says  Delitzsch,  "  do  we 
not  read  ch.  vi.  15,  of  Abraham,  €7reTi./%ej> 
rris  firayyeXtas?  Certainly,  he  has  obtained 
the  promise,  yet  not  this  side  tbe  grave, 
but,  as  we  there  maintained,  in  his  life  on 
the  other  side  the  grave  :  the  general  and 
actual  salvation  of  the  1ST.  T.  is,  in  their 
heavenly  estate,  the  joy  of  the  patriarchs. 
And  this  view  is  confirmed  by  looking  for- 

ward to  ch.  xii.,  where  the  O.  T.  believers 
translated  into  heaven  are  called  the  Tr^eu- 
juara  diKaiafv  T€TeA.eta>/x6j/oi>p,  or  at  all 
events  are  included  in  that  designation. 
And  anotber  question  arises.  It  is  said  of 
the  O.  T.  saints,  that  they  did  not  obtain 
the  promise :  but  is  it  not  plain,  from  ch. 
x.  36,  that  KOfjd&ffQai  r^v  eirayyeXiav  is 
for  us  also  a  thing  future  ?  Doubtless,  but 
with  a  significant  difference.  For  them, 
final  salvation  was  a  thing  purely  future : 
for  us,  it  is  a  thing  present  as  well  as 
future :  present,  in  that  it  is  once  for  all 

brought  about  by  Christ's  offering  of  Him- 
self,— future,  inasmuch  as  the  unfolding  of 

all  the  fulness  of  that  which  we  possess, 
and  the  taking  possession  of  it,  when  un- 

folded in  its  fulness,  is  for  us  yet  to  come : 

cf.  ch.  ix.  28  with  x.  14"),  40.]  God 
(Clem.-alex,  Strom,  iv.  §  16,  p.  609  P.,  cites 
this  with  TOU  &6ov  joined  to  T^J/  €7r(ry- 
yeXiav,  and  so  does  the  liturgy  of  Chrysos- 
tom  in  some  manuscripts.  In  that  case  Trpo- 
)8A€t^a^€j/ov  would  be  in  apposition  with 
8eov.  But  such  a  connexion  is  not  likely) 
having  provided  (foreseen  from  far  (ref.) : 

irpoopav,  irptn8e?v,  irpo'&4<T8ari  are  more  usual 
words)  concerning  ns  (irepi  TJJJUOV  has  the 
emphasis,  as  contrasted  with  otirot  ir&vTzs, 
us,  viz.  the  Writer  and  his  readers,  as  be- 

longing to  the  N.  T.  church)  something 
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CHAP.  XII.  3.  for  TocrovTov,  ryXtKovrov  K1. 

better  (what  is  this  Kpdrrov  TI?  The 
Fathers  generally  interpret  it  of  the  ulti- 

mate state  of  glorious  perfection,  which 
shall  only  then  come  in,  when  all  the  num. 
ber  of  the  elect  shall  be  accomplished.  So 
Chrys.,  eVi/o^craTe  ,  .  .  .  ri  ecrn,  /cal  $<rov 

€(rrl  rt)v  'A/Spaa/*  Ka.&rjcrQaif  Kal  rbv  bird- 
TtavKov,  TT€pLfj,€yojfras  if6re  cry 

ntadfjs,  'It/a  fivvTjdaa'i  rSre    Xafteiv  rbv 
JOK  On  this  view,  as  Delitzsch  says, 

the  Kpeirr6v  n  would  consist  in  this,  that 
the  history  of  mankind  has  not  been  cut 
short  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  ancients 
had  received  the  promise  in  this  sense,  but 
has  been  continued  for  us  to  partake  of  our 
present  privileges  under  the  N.T.  But, 
he  continues,  this  eschatologicai  narrow 
acceptation  of  the  promise,  has  against  it 
not  only  what  is  said  of  Abraham  in  ch. 
vi.  15,  viz.  €Tr€TVX*v  TT}S  eirayye\ia,$,  but 
also  the  whole  spirit  of  the  Epistle,  which 
regards  final  salvation  as  brought  in  with 
the  propitiation  of  Christ,  and  rb  etrxaTov 
rS>v  y/jLeptav  as  begun  with  His  first  Ad- 

vent. The  Writer  cannot  be  ignoring  this 
all-inclusive  beginning  of  the  1ST.  T.  fulfil- 

ment of  the  promises,  in  attributing  to  us 
Kp&Trtv  Ti  than  the  O.T.  believers  had. 
And  consequently  we  must  understand  by 
the  expression,  something  better  than  they 
had,  viz.  the  enjoyment,  here,  of  the  ful- 

filment of  the  promise,  which  they  never 

had  here,  and  only  have  there  since  Christ's descent  into  Hades  and  ascension  into 
heaven.  It  is  that  Kpelrr^  n  for  which 
the  Lord  felicitates  his  disciples,  Matt.  xiii. 
17,  the  revelation  of  the  Son  of  God,  ch. 
i.  1,  the  crtaTypia  of  ch.  n.  3),  that  they 
should  not  apart  from  us  be  made  perfect 
(the  design  of  God  in  this  provision  of 
something  better  for  us  was,  that  they, 
the  O.  T.  saints,  should  not  be  perfected 
•without  us,  i.  e.  independently  ot  the  N.  T. 
salvation  of  which  we  are  partakers,— cut 
off  from  Christ's  universal  Church  of  which 
we  are  members.  But  we  read,  ch.  xii.  23, 
of  them  as  TeT6\eja/ieV0i  now.  And  there- 

fore the  Writer  implies,  as  indeed  ch.  x. 
14  seems  to  testify,  that  the  Advent  and 
work  of  Christ  has  changed  the  estate  of 
the  O.  T.  fathers  and  saints  into  greater 
and  perlect  bliss;  an  inference  which  xs 
forced  on  us  by  many  other  places  in 
Scripture.  So  that  their  perfection  was 
dependent  on  our  perfection:  their  and 
our  perfection  was  all  brought  in  at 
the  same  time,  wnen  Christ  ̂ a  irpos- 

(pop$  €TeA.6fcw(r€J>  els  rb  Slovenes 
ajLafofievovs.  So  that  the  result  with 
regard  to  them  is,  that  their  spirits,  from 
the  time  when  Christ  descended  into 
Hades  and  ascended  up  into  heaven,  enjoy 
heavenly  blessedness,  and  are  waiting,  with 
all  who  have  followed  their  glorified  High 
Priest  within  the  veil,  for  the  resurrection 
of  their  bodies,  the  Regeneration,  the  reno- 

vation of  all  things.  This  thought  natu- 
rally leads  on  to  the  opening  verses  of 

the  next  chapter). 
CHAP.  XII.  1 — 11.]  EXHORTATION, 

mixed  with  reproof,  on  looking  back  at  all 
these  witnesses,  and  looking  also  to  Jesus, 
who  has  come  to  glory  through  suffering, 
not  to  fain  t  in  the  co  nflict  w  ith  sin  ;  nor  to 
forget  the  love  of  our  Father,  who  visits  us 
with  chastisement  that  we  may  bring  forth 
the  fruit  of  righteousness.  This  exhorta- 

tion was  begun  at  ch.  x.  19,  and  broken  off 
by  the  insertion  of  all  those  examples  of  the 
nature  and  triumphs  of  faith.  It  is  now 
resumed,  having,  so  to  speak,  accumulated 
new  momentum  by  the  interruption,  and 
is  pressed  home  directly  on  the  readers. 
1,]  Wherefore  (Toiyapow  is  an  earnest  and 
solemn  inference,  only  found  at  the  begin- 

ning of  a  sentence.  "  rot,"  says  Delitzsch, 
"  affirms  the  conditions  of  fact,7<xp  grounds 
on  them,  odv  follows  thereupon;  so  that 

the  whole  amounts  to  an  earnest  ergo  ") 
we  also  (as  well  as  those  just  enumerated) 
having  so  great  a  cloud  (see  below)  of 
witnesses  surrounding  us  (in  order  to  un-  * 
derstand  fj,aprdpa>v  aright,  we  must  bear  in 
mind  both  the  similitude  here  used,  and 
the  connexion  with  the  preceding  chapter. 
**  Hie  versus  totus  constat  vocibus  agonis- 
ticis/'  says  Hammond.  And  this  being  so, 
who  can  help  referring  this  cloud  of  wit- 

nesses which  surrounds  us  to  the  agonistic 
scene  which  is  depicted,  and  regarding  them 
as  lookers  on  while  our  race  is  run  ?  Who- 

ever denies  such  reference,  misses,  it  seems 
to  me,  the  very  point  of  the  sense.  But 
even  thus  we  have  not  exhausted  the 

meaning  of  pdprvpes.  It  is  improbable, 
as  Delitzsch  well  observes,  that  the  Writer 
should  have  used  the  word  ndprvpes  so 

closely  upon  ftaprvpriQevres,  ch.  xi.  39,  with- 
out any  reference  to  that  idea.  See  also  ib. 

vv.  2,  4,  5.  So  that  we  can  hardly  help 

giving  to  '  witnesses  *  a  sense  not  confined 
to  their  looking  on  upon  us,  but  extending 
to  their  ethical  condition  of  witnesses  for 

the  faith.  But  we  may  notice,  that  De- 
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litzscli  in  contending  for  this  double  sense, 
has  in  fact  a  triple  reference  of  the  word  to 

justify  :  they  are  'borne  witness  to,  they have  their  juaprupia,  ch,  xi.  5  :  and  by  this 
they  become  /xaprupes  :  and  they  carry  out 
that  office  in  being  witnesses  of  our  conflict 
here  below.  Bonnie  (cited  by  Del.)  re- 

marks, that  this  manifold  reference  of  the 
word  has  been  the  reason  why  the  Writer 
has  not  written  jucSprupes  TTJS  irlcfrsus  or 
the  like.  And  now  the  propriety  of  the 
other  words  used  at  once  appears.  v€4> 
not  only  an  immense  multitude  (ye 
jj,ifjLoi}/LL€vov  rfj  TruKv6rifjTL3  Thdrt. :  cf .  apa 

Se  v€<f>o$  t'tjreTO  TTG^&V,  ref.  Horn. :  TOIOV 
'RXXaVCOV      VtfyOS       afJLfyi       CT6       «rpl$7TT€i,     ref. 
Eur.),  and  that  number  as  it  were  pressing 
us  all  around  as  the  spectators  did  the  com- 

batants in  the  circus  (trfpLK^ifjievov,  see 
reff.  TOureoTi,  TrdvroQev  T^cis  -Treptexov, 
Thl.), — but  also  fitly  compared  to  a  cloud 
from  the  fact  of  its  being  above  us,  they 
looking  on  from  that  heavenly  bliss  which 

they  entered  at  Christ's  triumph.  So  that 
the  words  must  be  taken  as  distinctly 
so  far  implying  community  between  the 
church  triumphant  and  the  church  below, 
that  they  who  have  entered  into  heavenly 
rest  are  conscious  of  what  passes  among 
ourselves.  Any  interpretation  short  of  this 
leaves  the  exhortation  here  tame  and  with- 

out point.  If  they  are  merely  quasi- wit- 
nesses, merely  witnesses  in  a  metaphor,  the 

motive,  as  far  as  this  clause  supplies  one,  is 
gone.  The  Greek  expositors  generally  re- 

gard juopTvpeu*/  as  referring  only  to  their 
having  witnessed  for  the  faith.  So  Chrys., 
enaprtipYiffav  TT?  TOV  Oeov  /ueyaAet^TTjTi  : 
Thdrt.,  7rAr?0os  rocrovrov  .  .  .  paprvpei  Trj 
3vvafJL€i  TTJS  ir£orT€W$ :  Thdr.-mops.,  ;uap- 
Tt5p<wv  ivravQa,  ov  rS>v  ireTrojrddTWv  Aeyet, 
a\Xa  rS>v  ̂ aprvpotivreav  irpbs  T^V  tricr^riv. 
Most  of  the  moderns  take  this  meaning 
(even  Liinemann)  ;  others  that  of  martyrs, 
rejected  above  by  Thdr.-mops. :  cf.  Acts 
xxii.  20 :  Rev.  ii.  13  (xi.  3)  ;  xvii.  6.  v«?<J>os 
is  interpreted  by  the  Greek  expositors  (not 
Thdrt.)  as  affording  shade  and  protection. 
So  Chrys.,  irepiKkl^vov  icu/cA^?,  *v  ju.ei£ovi. 
ttSefa  €t«<5ra>s  eTyat  Trot^cret :  and  QEc.,  in 
his  aitern.  more  explicitly,  re</>os  5e  kicd- 
\etr€V  avratis,  3)  ctTrb  ftercupopas  rwv  inrb 
Ka^/^aros  Kara(f>\€yofJL€Vcatf  teal  unretseA- 
66vT(ev  els  ve<t>f\)jv  8po<rl£ov<rav  /cal  Trapa- 
ftv07j0€VTWf.  Kal  yctp  i)  r&v  aytwv 
TOIIS  forb  rov  Katcroovos  T&v  ire t 

precluded  by  the  nature  of  the  argument, 
and  the  following  participial  clause  in  ver. 
2.         The  best  note  on  the  whole  idea  and 

imagery  is  that  of  Schlichting :   "  Intro- 
ducit  nos  veluti  in  theatrum  quoddam  am- 
plissimum,  in    quod   magna   spectatorum 
turba  confluxerit,  quse,  omnibus   locis  et 
subselliis   repletis,  veluti   nubes   qusedam 
densa    in   medio   certantibus    circumfusa 
videatur.     In  tantffi  multitudinis  totque 
spectatorum    veluti   oculis   certantes   nos 
facit.  Quemadmodum  autem  olim  certanti- 
bus  tanta  spectatorum  multitude  addebat 
animos,  et  ingens  erat  adsummam  vincendi 
contentionem  stimulus  :    sio  et  nobis  tot 

testes,  qui  et  ipsi  in  eodem  certamine  de- 
sudarunt,  alacritatem    addere   debent,  ut 
summls  viribus    cceptum    stadium  decur- 
ramus*     Testes  autem  eos  vocat,  non  tan- 
turn  per  prosopopceiam  quandam  alludens 
ad  certaminurn  spectatores  ut  dictum  est, 
qui  sunt  testes  quidam  virtutis  eorum  qui 
certaut  :    sed  etiam,  idque  multo  magis, 
propterea,  quod  de  Deo  ejusque  bonitate 
et  justitia  testentur,  et  omnes  uno  veluti 
dicant  ore,  esse  Deum,  efc  esse  remunera- 
torem  eorum  qui  ipsum  quserunt  :    apud 
eum,  tanquam  summum  agonothetam,  bra- 
beum  esse  strenue  certantibus  repositum  : 
veracem  ilium  esse  in  suispromissionibas  : 
etiam  post  mortem  posse  reddere  felices  eos, 
qui  ipsius  causa  vitam  prodegissent.     Tes- 
tium  enim  nomine  illi  imprimis  hoc  loco 
sunt  intelligendi,  qui  suo  sanguine  de  Dei 
fide  et  bonitate  testantur.     TJnde  et  /car* 
^frx'fiv  martyres,  id  est,  testes,  hie  appel- 
lantur "),    laying*   aside   all   superfluous 
weight   (oyicos,  according   to  Buttmann, 
LexiL,   from    GJKQ),   from    which    comes 

tfveyKOv, — any  superfluous   mass   or  bur- 
den,  as   in  the  case  of  the   pregnant,  so 

Eurip.  Ion  15,  yao-Tplbs    Si^veyfc*    fiyxov : 
or  the  corpulent,  so  JElian,  Hist.  Anim.  ii. 
13,  arapK^s  SyKos  :  a  state  of  being  puffed 
up,  either  literally  or  metaphorically.     It 
is  used  doubtless  here  with  direct  reference 
to  athletes,  who  before   running  trained 
themselves  so  as  to  get  rid  of  all  super- 

fluous flesh.     So  Galen,  in  Epid.  Hippocr. 
iii.   6    (BL),    ical    yap    Sp<^ot    rax^    Kcd 
yvftvdffia  roiavra    Kal    ffapK&v  ftyicov  KaQ- 
aipci  Kal  xvfJL^iV  ir^Qos  icevoi  :    see   other 
examples  in  Bl.     But  8yfcos  is  also  used  of 
weight  accessory  from  without,  as  well  as 
of  weight  carried  on  the  person.     So  Xen. 
Venat.  viii.  8,   3ta    rb    &d6os    TTJS    xi^vos 
Kal    Sm    T^    KdrcoGsv    T&V    vrotiwv     Ka<ri<av 

(spiritual)  ̂ M^»  <£>7/<rf,  Spdcrov  vefiovfftv, 
vircp  f]]u.&]s  T&V  Oebv  itceTetovTes.  I  need 
not  say,  that  such  an  idea  is  completely 

So  that  the  word  may  be  taken,  as  in  E.  V., 
of  every  weight  of  every  kind  which  may 
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weigh  down  the  runner ;  though,  on,  ac- 
count of  what  follows,  I  should  understand 

it  rather  of  weight  of  the  person  than 
weight  on  the  person.  See  below.  Some, 
as  Castelho,  Heinsius,  Bengel,  interpret  it 

"fastus**  haughtiness  or  pride,  which  it 
may  be,  but  the  sense  does  not  seem  to  be- 

#  long  here)  and  sin  which  is  ever  besetting 

US  (€x>tr6pi<rraTos,  being  an  a«-a£  KsyAiievov 
in  all  ancient  Greek  literature,  has  been 
very  variously  interpreted.  Its  sense  must 
be  sought  purely  from  derivational  usage, 
and  the  requirements  of  the  context.  Some 
have  taken  it  actively,  from  the  sense  of 

TrepucrTTjitu  c  to  circumvent  :*  so  Carpzov, 
"  dolosum,  seducens /1  Schulz,  "  which 
hems  us  in  on  all  sides."  But  against  this 
is  the  fact  that  though  verbals  in  -ros  are 
often  active,  no  case  has  been  adduced  of 
any  such  verbal  derived  from  &mj/u  or  its 
compounds  being  active  :  they  are  all  in- 

transitive or  passive :  e.  g.  orTar6s,  &<rra- 
TOS,  avdarra.ros'y  Sidarraros,  ̂ idarraros  ; 
GVKardcrraTOS,  ^vSKardcrrwros ;  a/^errf- 
crTO-Tos,  evjULerdcfraros ;  afftiffTarosi  UTTO- 
(rraros :  and  so  tjrepla"raros  and  airepi- 
arraTos :  and  thus  our  word  might  be  taken 

passively, — f  which  can  easily  be  avoided/ 
lightly  evaded :  cf.  irspticrTacro  2  Tim.  ii, 
16  :  Titus  iii.  9,  and  Hammond  here :  or, 

*  which  can  be  easily  circumvented/  and 
so  conquered.  Thus  in  the  interpretation 
which  Chrys.  prefers  before  the  active  one : 
his  words  are,  evTrepicrraTov,  tfroi  rfyv 
€VKO\(as  Trepucrra/m^-rj^ 
Aa>s  irGpicrTacriv  S 
^uaAAoj/  5e  TOVTO'  fiyStov  yap, 
yuej',  TTGpiyevfarBat  TTJS  ajuapTias :  SO  Ps.- 
Athanas.  qusest.  130  de  Parabol.  Scrip- 
turse,  vol.  iv.  p.  280,  e^Trepta-raroy  elire  rfyf 
a/u.apria.js,  eircidav  ̂ 6vi^.QV  crracrtv  OVK  exet, 
aAAa  rax^s  rpGireTai  Kal  Kara \v€Tat : 
Hesych.,  €i//coAor,  evx^P^? :  Suidas,  ̂ o>/>^, 

Ta%e&>s  irepirpeirdfjLsvov  :  D-lat,  "fragile  :>f 
Le  Clerc,  al.,  "  gu<z  facile  circumvenitur, 
vincitur."  But  to  this  there  are  two  ob- 

jections. First  the  word  irepikcrTacrQai  does 
not  seem  ever  to  have  this  meaning,  over- 

coming :  and  then  that  it  would  be  exceed- 
ingly  out  of  place  thus  to  describe  sin.  and 
especially  that  sin  against  which  the  Writer 
considers  it  necessary  to  warn  his  readers, 
by  one  single  epithet,  as  a  thing  lightly 
to  be  got  rid  of.  Just  as  unnatural  would 

be  the  sense  given  by  Wetst.,  *'  peccatuvn 
vestrum  ....  non  in.  occulto  potest  coin- 
mitti  efc  latere,  non  magis  quam  lapsus 

cursoris,  sed  couspicietur  ab  omnibus/* 
Another  passive  sense  is  given  by  Ernesti 

after  Hemsterhuis,  "  a  spectatoribus  cir- 

cunidatus/-*  "  surrounded  by  men  who  look 
"on  i*9  so  Isocrat.  de  Pernaut.,  0auyuaro- 
Trodais  TOLLS  ....  £rrb  T&V  avo^Tcav  wepi- 
(TTarois  yevoiJisva.is,  which  Suidas  inter- 

prets 7T€/>1  &S  KTJK^Cp  'IffTCLVTClL    OL    Qf&fJieVOl  I 
JambL  Vit.  Pyth.  v.  7,  *i>0bs  5e  wept- 
#Ae7rros  Kal  Treplcrraros  eysvero  :  and  so 
airepta-raros  is  used  of  a  man  whom  others 
do  not  gird  around,  one  void  of  friends  :  so 

Phocyl.  24,  <r£ow  5*  ̂ Trepicrrarov  £v$pa. 
And  thus  Brnesti  here  would  have  us  under- 

stand evirepicrraros  of  sin  as  being  very 

popular,  having  many  friends  and  fre- 
quenters. This  sense  Bleek  thinks  has 

much  to  be  said  for  it,  both  as  to  analogy 
and  as  fitting  the  context.  I  own  I  do 
not  feel  that  the  analogy  of  ei5  in  composi- 

tion quite  justifies  it.  But  he  prefers  the 
ordinary  acceptation  of  the  word  here,  and 
in  this  I  fully  agree.  Taking  TrepuVra^cu 
as  a  middle,  to  place  itself  aroundt  be 
around,  and  hence  to  surround,  we  should 
have,  sin  which  easily  surrounds  us.  And 
so  the  former  of  the  alternatives  in  Chrys. 
(see  above),  which  he  does  not  prefer  in 
his  homily  on  this  passage,  but  adopts  in. 
several  other  places  :  e.  g.  Horn,  on  Ps. 
xlviii.  §  3.  4,  voL  v.  p.  227  (Migne),  raifTTjv 
OT!JJ>  SeScu/ca  rfyv  aTrar&trdv  /xe  a/LLapriav, 
T^jv  Kv,c\ovcrdv  /xe.  Sib  /cat  5  Tlav\os  CLVT^V 
evirepicrTctTOv  /caAe?,  rfyv  (Tvif^-xJus  irepi- 

Sfajs.  And  on  2  Cor.  Horn.  ii.  vol.  x« 

p.  402,  evweptcrraTOv  yhp  TJ  afiaprta,  irdv- 
ro6ey  iVra/xe  vi),  sfjiirpoa-Qzv,  tf-n-icrBev,  Kal 
otfrws  7)jJia,s  KrarajSctAAoucra.  And  so  the 

vulg.  "  circumstans  .*"  the  E.  V.,  "  which 
doth  so  easily  beset  us  :M  and  by  far  the 
greater  part  of  expositors,  some  with, 
some  without  the  sense  of  active  hostility. 

Thus  Syr.,  "  quod  omni  tempore  para- 
turn  est  nobis  i"  Ps.-Anselm,  '*  quod  nos 
inique  impellit  et  circumvallat  :w  Castel- 
lio,  "  nos  ambiens,  sicut  arbores  hedera  :w 
Valcknaer,  "  quod  ad  cingendum  et  irre- 
tiendum  promptum  est  :J>  Bugenhagen, 
**  semper  oppugnans  nos  peccatum  :" 
Erasm.(par),  "quod  nos  uudique  com- 
plectitur  :"  al.  The  word  being  thus  taken, 
the  various  acceptations  of  the  similitude 
intended  are  well  summed  up  by  Bleek  : 
we  must  understand  a,uapTiav  either  as 
our  inner  propensity  to  sin,  which  clings 
fast  to  us  and  will  not  part  from  us 
(Erasm.(vers.  and  not.),  Luther,  Vatabl., 
Calv.,  Gerhard,  Seb.  Schmidt,  Calov., 
Ernesti  :  cf  .  ch.  v.  2,  irepiKetrai  QL<rQ4i'€ia,v}  : 
or  as  a  cumbersome  garment  girding 
us  round  and  hindering  us  from  run- 

ning (Jac.  and  Lud.  Cappell.,  Schlichting, 
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fh 
fcai 

Trept  cr<£ewv  avrecov  oi    EAA-jjves,  Herod,  tail  102.    rbf  vTrep  r.  'Avxifc  aycova  Tpe^et-,  Dion.  Hal  vu. 
48  (al  in  Bl ).  g  ch.  vi.  18.    2  Cor.  \m.  12.     Jude  7  only.    Lev.  xxiv.  7  al     dywros  jaeytorr. 
TTpo/cet/xeVou,  Herod,  ix  60  h  =  1  Tim.  vi.  12.    2  Tim.  iv.  7  (Phil  i.  30.    Col.  11.  1.     1  Thess. 
ii  2)  only.     Isa  MI   13     Wisd.  iv  2.  i  here  only-t-.  (see  note  )  k  (=)  Acts  iu.  15.  T. 
31.  ch.  u.  10  only.    (Isa.  xxx.  4  )    1  Mace,  x  47.  Ihere  only-f.  (no  Gr.  author.) 

Wittich,  Braun,  Wakefield,  al.),  or  personi- 
fied, as  an  adversary,  who  surrounds  us  on 

all  sides  and  waylays  us  to  make  us  his  prey 

(Beza,  Cramer)  ;  or  generally,  as  something1 
which  lies  about  us  and  is  ever  ready  to 
catch  us  (De  Dieu,  and  Syr.  above)  :  or 
which  is  ever  from  all  sides  standing  in  the 
way  so  as  to  entangle  and  impede  our  course 
(Grot.,  Liinborch,  Baumgarten,  Bretschn., 
al.,  and  recently  Delitzsch).  But  the 
connexion  with  cbrofle/xevoi,  which  evi- 

dently Del.  feels,  seems  to  me  fatal  to  his 
view,  and  indeed  to  all  views  except  that 
which  makes  a^aprla  to  lie  about  us,  as  a 
garment,  or  beset  us,  as  an  inward  pro- 

pensity. Of  both  these  airoOtcrdai  may 
be  said;  of  the  former  literally,  of  the 
latter  figuratively.  And  in  choosing  be- 

tween these  two,  I  have  110  hesitation  in 
choosing  the  former.  The  Writer  is  speak- 

ing of  our  race  :  and  having  expected  us  to 
lay  aside  all  superfluous  weight  of  body, 
which  the  athletes  did,  he  passes  to  their 
other  lightening  for  the  race,  viz.  stripping 
naked,  and  exhorts  us  to  put  off  sin,  which 
lies  so  easily  about  us.  And  thus  we  have 
a  strict  analogy  with  the  imagery  in  Eph. 

iv.  22,  24,  a7ro0€<r0cu  vf^as  .  .  .  r'bv 

y,  —  and  with  Col.  in.  9,  aTre/c- 
oi  rbv  ira\a.ibv  l&v&pwirov  crbv 

rats  Trpd^effiy  aurov.  Most  likely  the 
Bin  alludes  especially,  though  it  need 
not  exclusively,  to  apostasy.  There  does 
not  seem  to  be  any  allusion  to  the  dif- 

ferent sins  which  may,  in  the  sense  now 
so  common,  and  originally  derived  from 

this  passage  in  E.  V.,  **  beset  "  various  per- 
sons :  though,  of  course,  such  an  applica- 

tion of  the  passage  is  quite  admissible. 
The  above  note,  as  to  its  enumeration  of 
opinions,  is  principally  gathered  from  Bleek 
and  Delitzsch,  both  of  whom  have  gone 
into  the  matter  at  far  greater  length.  Va- 

rious other  shades  and  subtleties  of  mean- 
ing will  be  found  discussed  by  them),  let 

us  through  (not  merely  "with,"  but  as 
the  state  in,  by  means  of  which  :  cf.  2  Cor. 
V,  7,  5tct  Triffreoas  ir€/H7raT0u/uei>)  endu- 

rance run  the  race  (see  reff.  and  add  Sta- 
tins, Thcb.  iii.  116,  "  Quisque  suas  avidi 

ad  lacrymas  miserabile  curruut  ccrtamen  ;" 
and  Eurip.  Orest.  869,  ayeava  flcwatrxjuoj/ 
^pafjio^fievov)  set  before  ns  (reff.,  and  Lu- 
cian,  Anachars.  15,  KOIV&S  ns  ay&v  ,  „  rols 

a,yaQois  TroXlrats  irpdKCtTai  :  Cicero  pro 

Flacco,  37  (92),  "magnum  ei  erat  certa- 
men  proposituin  ")  ;  2.]  looking  nnto 
(so  E.  V.  very  exactly.  a<{>opav  fts,  or 
irp6$  rt,  is  an  ordinary  word  for  to  direcb 
the  gaze  upon  any  thing.  So,  of  the  out- 

ward eye,  Jos.  Antt.  iv.  4.  7,  *Aap<bv  .  .  . 
Ovficncet,  rov  TrK^Qavs  els  avrbv  acpop&v- 
TOS  :  of  the  inward  eye,  Arrian,  Epictet. 
iv.  1,  €ty  TO.VTO,  atyopq,  Tct  irapafieiy/jLa'Ta.  : 
Jos.  B.  J.  ii.  17.  2,  juaAicrra  Se  atyopcavres 

els  r^v  *E\ec£fapoi/  (rTparyyovvra;  Arriau, 
Epict.  ii.  19,  ety  T^V  Qehv  atyopcovras  ev 
ifavrl  fjLtKpy  KOI  ju€7c(\<£j.  See  many  more 
examples  in  Bleek.  There  does  not  appear 
to  be  in  the  preposition  a.<f>-,  any  intima- 

tion of  looking  off  from  every  thing  else 
unto,  as  sometimes  asserted.  It  merely 
implies  direction  from  the  person  acting, 
or  the  place  from  which  he  acts,  as  in  the 
similar  compounds  a.7ri$e?js,  a.iro&\6ireiv 
(ch.  xi.  26),  a<popiJ.a.(r8ai  (e*s),  a<piKve?<T6att 
&c.)  the  Leader  (one  who  precedes  others 
by  his  example,  they  following  him  :  [or 
rather  Author  :  j  see  the  note  on  ch.  ii.  10, 
where  the  meanings  of  apx^v^s  are 
classified)  and  Perfecter  (TeXciamis,  only 
found  here,  is  variously  interpreted. 
Chrys.  says,  T&V  apxriy^v  /cal  TeAeiWT^v. 
rl  l<rrt  rovro  ;  rovrecrrtv  avrbs  &  y^ur 

veQijKejt,  avrbs  T^]V  ̂ PX^i^ 
(John  xv.  16).  .  .  .  .  el  5e  avrbs 

T€\O$  eirtB-fitreL.  And  so  (Ec.  and  Thl., 

Prinias.,  Erasra.(par.,  *squod  ccepitin  nobis 
consummabit  *'),  Jac.  CappelL,  Wittich, 
Braun.  Another  view  is  that  He  perfects 
the  faith  by  bringing  it  to  an  end  in 

the  capacity  of  &pa&€vr'f}s3  giving  it  its 
final  reward  :  so  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Liin- 

borch, Calmet,  al.  Again  BL,  De  Wette, 
Ehrard  would  understand  merely  that  He 
exhibited  faith  in  perfection  in  his  own 

example.  And  so  nearly  Bengel  ("fidei 
princeps  et  consummator  dicitur,  quia  ipse 

fidem  Patri  ab  initio  ad  exitum  pra5stitit  ")  : 
and  Thdrt.,  when  he  says,  /caret  rb  av6p&- 
irivov  a/JLtydrepa  redeitcev*  And  doubtless 
this  meaning  must  not  be  excluded  ;  but 
neither  must  it  be  held  exclusively.  He 
eVeAeiWei/  (r^v)  ir£(TT«/,  inasmuch  as  He 
perfected  faith  in  his  own  person  and  ex- 

ample :  but  He  ereXelcaffev  r^v  irlamv  also, 
inasmuch  as  He  became  the  Author  of 
perfect  salvation  to  them  that  obey  Him. 



238 HPOS  EBPAIOT2. 
XII. 

m  =«  ver.  16,        09 
Matt  xvu.  27. 

o  =  ch  x,  32  reff. 
r  Matt.  vi.  24 1[  L.    Rom.  11.  4. 

T6lJL€lVeV ADKLP 

p  Heb  ,  here  only   elsw  ,  Gos] 

1  Tim.  iv.  10     "~  '        *"    ' 

^    Q  /)     '  jsa  oc  a TOV   s  UOOVOV  e  f  g  h  k 1  m  o 

.  ..„     ...     ,._.,.    &  P.  (only)  passim  q  Eev.  m.  18  reff.     17.47 
2  Pet.  u.  10  al.    Prov.  xm.  13.  s  ch.  via.  1.  t  ch.  i  3  reff. 

2.  ins  rov  bef  crraup.  D1 

His  going  before  us  in  faith  has  made  faith 
possible  for  us  :  His  perfecting  faith  in  his 
own  person  and  example,  has  made  faith 

*  effectual  for  us)  of  the  faith  (viz.  that 
faith  of  which  we  have  been  speaking 

through  ch.  xi.  :  and  thus  rather  'the 
'faith3  than  "  our  faith,"  which  latter  is 
liable  to  the  mistake  so  often  made  in 

English,  viz.  to  being  taken  as  if  it  ==  faith 
^n  us,  so  that  Jesus  should  be  said  to  be 
"author  and  finisher"  of  each  individual 
Christian's  faith  which  he  has  within  him. 
We  may  render  merely  *  faith*  without 
the  art.;  but  seeing  that  irl  cm  y  has  been 
anarthrous  before  (ch.  xi.  1)  when  it  was 
abstract,  it  would  seem  most  probable  that 
the  art.  here  is  intended  to  have  a  definite 
force.  Besides  which,  the  ascription  of 
faith  to  our  Lord  is  so  plain  in  our  Epistle 
(cf.  ch.  ii.  13  ;  lii.  2)  that  we  must  not  seem 
to  exclude  this  sense  in  our  rendering, 

which  we  certainly  do  by  "  our  faith  :" 
whereas  'the  faith3  includes  both,  and 
satisfies  that  which  follows,  in  which  His 
own  example  of  endurance  in  prospect  of 
triumph  is  set  before  us),  (even)  Jestis, 
who  for  the  joy  set  before  Him  (dvrl  rqs 
7rpoKeip,€VT|s  avTijJ  xaP^s  has  been  other- 

wise interpreted  both  by  ancients  and 
moderns.  The  Syr.,  Nazianz.  in  CEc.,  Beza, 

al.  take  it  to  mean,  "instead  of  the  joy 
which  He  had  before  Sis  incarnation."  $ 
££bv  fjieveiv  eirl  ry$  Idias  fidl-iis  re  real 

eavrbv  e/cevw<rey  &XP1 

vwejAetvev.  Naz.  But  this,  though  more 
according  to  the  common  meaning  of  a^rf, 
seems  to  me  doubly  objectionable.  First, 
which  many  have  noticed,  %apa  which  He 
already  had  could  not  well  be  designated 
as  TrpoKei/j.€i/ri  :  and  then,  which  I  have 
not  seen  noticed,  xaP^  can  hardly  be  used 
of  a  state  of  bliss  in  which  one  already 
is,  a  quiescent  or  prae-existent  joy,  but 
more  naturally  applies  to  joy  prompted  by 
some  cause  of  active  rejoicing.  Then 
another  modification  of  this  same  view  is 

found  in  Chrys.,  rovrGcrrLV,  el-fa  avry 
vaQelv,  ffaep  ejSoiJAero.  ou&e  yap 
iav  eTronjerej/,  oi>8e  $6\os  evpeOij 
J  (rrS/JLan  aurov'  Kadcbs  Kal  aur^y 
£v  rots  evayyeXiois'  tfp^erat  6  rov 

v  £px«v,  /cal  OVK  ̂ xeL  ̂ v  ̂ M°^  ouSev, 
Giro  roivvv  auT<£,  etwep  6j3o^\€TO, 

els  rbv  arravpfo'  2£ov<rlav  yap 

e^ovcriav  ̂ x®  if6\iv  Xafiitv  avrfo.  And 
so  CEc.,  ThU  Luther  (ba  er  »o^  §5tte 
nt6gen  grcube  ̂ aben/  bulbete  er  u.f.tt).)> 
Calvin  (*'  Significat  enim,  quum  integrum 
esset  Christo  se  eximere  omni  molestia, 
vitamque  felicem  et  bonis  omnibus  af- 
iraentem  degere,  ipsum  tamen  ultro  sub- 
iisse  mortem  acerbam  et  plenam  igno- 
minia"),  al.  But  this  again,  though  it 
might  satisfy  -TrpoKeijtte^y,  falls  short  o,f 
the  above  sense  maintained  for  xaP®s* 
Another  kindred  meaning  is  found  in 

Erasm.(paraphr.,  "contemtis  hujus  vita? 
gaudiis,  subit  mortem"),  Wolf,  Baphel, 
Carpzov,  Wetst,,  Paulus,  Bretschn.  This 
makes  xaP"  ==  ytiovJi,  besides  giving  a  low 
and  unworthy  sense  to  ̂   KpoKsifj.^  avrcp 
X&P&,  in  making  it  to  mean  the  pleasures 
of  this  life.  The  sense  given  above,  '  for 
the  joy  set  before  Him/  i.  e.  as  in  com- 

parison with,  as  in  exchange  for,  the  joy 
which  was  to  come  after,  in  the  day  of  His 
triumph,  is  adopted  by  Thdrt.  (but  inter- 

preting the  xaP^  °f  ̂ ne  salvation  of  men, 
—  X«p&  TOU  crcwTTjpos  TOJV  dvdpdbirtav  ̂  
crwTrjpia'  £?rep  ra^rvjs  rJ>  irddos  ifir- 
4fjL€it>€),  Primasius,  Corn.  a-Lap.,  Justi- 
niani,  Schlichting,  Grot.,  Hammond,  Seb. 
Schmidt,  Braun,  Limborch,  Bengel,  Winer, 
Bohme,  De  Wette,  Kuinoel,  Bleek,  Tho- 
luck,  Ebrard,  Lunern.,  Delitzsch,  al.  And 
it  is  fiilly  borne  out  both  by  usage,  and  the 
context.  For  thus  we  have  avrl  in  reff., 
and  in  Xen.  Hell.  iv.  8.  6, 

Aristoph.  Plut.  434,  ̂   tr^cb  Troi^crca  r^- 
fjiepov  Sovvai  5f/c7?f  dv6*  8>v  e/ie  &TGITQV 
IvOeVS*  tywtffcLi.  See  Winer,  §  47.  a) 
endured  crucifixion  (ora-uprfv,  anarthrous 
and  put  after  the  verb;  and  thus  repre- 

senting rather  in  the  abstract,  the  kind  of 

death,  than  in  the  concrete,  "  the  cross  " 
on  which  He  was  crucified),  despising 

shame  (or,  "  the  shame  :"  when  an  anar- throus noun  comes  before  a  verb  in  the 

place  of  emphasis,  it  is  not  so  easily  deter- 
mined whether  it  is  definite  or  indefinite. 

But  from  the  analogy  of  (rravpdv  before, 
it  is  most  probable  that  this  is  inde- 

finite also,  —  every  kind  of  shame,  even  to 
that  of  the  shameful  death  which  He 

died),  and  (TC  is  used  as  a  copula,  apart 
from  Kait  once  by  St.  Matt,  (xxvih.  12), 
once  by  St.  Mark  (xv.  36),  twice  by  St. 
John  (iv.  42  ;  vi.  18),  four  times  by  St. 
Paul  (Rom.  ii.  19  j  xvi.  26  :  1  Cor.  iv.  21  : 
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TOV  6eov  *  K€/cd6iKev*     %  u  ava\otyicrao'06 * 

vrro   r&v   a/JLapTo>\&v 
rov  rocavr'nv 

eavrbv   v  dvn- 
iv a 

Ixxvi. 
n. 

is"
5 

Jude 

Lulce  li.  34      John  xix.  12.)  w  James  v.  15  (Rev.  ii  3  rec.)  only.    Job  x.  1  (w,  i/o/x  ).    Wisd 
xv  9  only.  x  here  bis.    Matt.  xv.  32  ||  Mk.     Gal.  %  i  9  only.     1  Kmiys  xiv.  28      1  Mace.  m. 
17.    efeAvero  77}  \JJVXJ),  Polyb.  xxix.  6   14  al.  y  =  Phil  n.  8.    2  Tim  u  9.     (2  Mace.  xiii. 

14.)  jue'v.  cu'ju-  <TTdcri9.  Heliod.  MI.  8.  Wetst.  z  here  only.    Deut  xxxi  21.    Josh.  v.  7.    Mic. ii.8  A  (only?). 

om  rov  Qeov  K.  rec  enaBia-tv  :  txt  ADKL[P]K  rel. 
3.  om  rov  D1.  for  VTTO,  airo  D1.  rec  (for  eavrov)  avrov,  with  B3KLrel  [Chr 

Damasc]  :  avrovs  K3  17  [Euthal-ms]  Thdrt :  eavrovs  D1^1 :  semetipsos  am  (with  fuld1 
harl)  [(Syr)]  :  in  vobis  D-lat :  txt  A[P  Damasc-ms].  ewrXcXv^e^ot  D1. 

4.  aft  OVTTO?  ins  yap  D1[-gr]L  o  vulg(with  demid,  agst  am  fuld)  coptt  arm.         ^XP1 
D1.  avT€Kare<rT77Te  L1  d  k  1  m  17  Chr-ms  Thdrt  [Damasc-ms]  Thl-ms  : 
K  :  avrcKare  (sic)  o. 

Eph.  iii.  19)  :  but  seventy-nine  times 
by  St.  Luke  :  and  in  this  Epistle  four 
times  (i.  3;  vi.  5;  ix.  1;  xii.  2)  is  set 

down  (so  E.  Y.  rig-htly,  reading  the  per- 
fect as  in  text.  The  aor.  would  express 

the  fact,  as  it  happened  :  the  perf.  gives  it 
as  it  now  endures,  having  happened.  So 
that  the  latter  is  more  real  and  graphic  as 
concerns  the  readers)  on.  the  right  hand 
of  the  throne  of  G-od  (i.  e.  on  the  throne 
of  God,  at  His  right  hand  :  see  on  ch.  viii. 
1,  and  cf.  Rev.  iii.  21).  3.]  For 
(q.  d.  and  there  is  reason  in  what  I  sny  ; 
d<£>0pa$j/T€$  &c.,  for  He  like  yourselves  had 
much  and  continual  conflict  with  the  sin- 

ners of  His  day.  ̂ yap  is  not  as  Liinem., 
"  Yea/'  merely  strengthening  the  impera- 

tive :  I  heartily  concur  with  the  dictum  of 

Hermann,  cited  here  by  Delitzsch  :  "y^P 
semper  reddit  rationem  antecedents  sen- 
teutise  vel  expressse  vel  intellects  ")  com- 

pare (with  yourselves.  avaXo-ytoracrOc  is 
very  difficult  to  express  in  English.  It  is 

as  Bengel,  "  comparatione  instituta  cogi- 
tare/*  **  to  think  on,  by  way  of  com- 

parison." So  Pluto,  Theset.  p.  186  A, 
a,va\Qyi£ofJL€VVi  £v  eavrfj  rat,  yeyovd*-  Kal 
TO  Trap6vTO,  irpbs  TO,  fj.4\KovTa  (ooon- 
paring)  :  Diod.  Sic.  xx.  8,  rb  fj,4y€0o$ 

r^jv  crcarvjpiav  ct,Trtyiv(o<TKOV  (reputantes, 
bethinking  themselves  of,  comparing  with 
their  power  to  cross  it).  So  here  it  is, 
consider  Him  as  set  in  comparison  with 

yourselves.  If  the  word  to  'ponder*  had 
any  trace  left  of  its  primitive  meaning,  it 
might  serve;  bnt  it  has  now  become  equi- 

valent to  *  meditate  ')  Him  who  hath  en- 
dured (perf.  part,  again,  to  set  before  them 

Christ  as  not  merely  a  character  of  the 
past,  but  one  ever  present)  such,  contra- 

diction. (avTiXoyCa,  need  not  be  confined 
to  words  :  see  note  on  ch,  vi.  16,  and  cf. 
ref.  John,  &vri\4yti  T£  K.at<rapi,  (Ec. 

says,  avriXoyiav  Se  <$>i]<fi  rbv  y€\earay  ras 
irXyyds,  ras  %A€uaer/as>  Kal  6Va  a^reAe- 
yov  rots  aitrov  $6y  /JLCKT  t  Kal  Siddyjuacri, 
Kal  ras  eirl  rov  Tli\drov  xpavyds*  And 
so  Chrys.  and  Thl.  Liinem  ann  in  vain 
denies  this  sense  of  avriXoyia  and  ajsri- 

Xeyctv  :  see  reif.,  and  Bleek's  and  De- 
litzsch's  notes)  by  the  sinners  against 
Himself  (i.  e.  by  those  who  sinned  against 
Him.  Whether  eavr6v  or  avrov  be  read, 
the  sense  will  be  the  same.  Beware  of 

Ebrard's  strange  interpretation,  given 
below  on  rfyv  a.fj.aprlav:  "All  mankind 
would  be  opposed  to  Christ  as  the  sinners 
(the  class  of  sinners)  ;  but  the  enemies 
of  the  gospel  could  not  be  opposed  to  the 
readers  of  the  Epistle  as  the  sinners,  seeing 
that  those  readers  themselves  were  sin- 

ners/' All  such  notions  of  ol  afjLapra>\ot 
arise  from  wrongly  connecting  els  savrdv, 
which  follows  aftaprwX&v  and  not  a.vrt~ 
Xoyiav.  So  tffAaprov  et$  rbv  oupa.v6v 
Lnke  xv.  18,  21.  See  also  Lnke  xvii.  4  ; 
Acts  xxv.  8),  that  ye  weary  not  (reff.), 

fainting  in  your  souls  (rats  t|/.  -UJJIWK  may 
be  joined  either  with  /cct^re  or  with 
€K\v6fJievot.  In  ref.  Job,  we  have  KafjLV&v 
rf}  tyvxfl  f*ov  :  and  efcXvecrBai  rrj  tyvxfj  is 

found  in  Polyb.  ref.,  and  xx/  4.  7,'  ov 
fji6vov  rots  cr&fj.ao'w  £%€\v6r)crajs,  aAA^t 
Kal  rats  t^u%a?s.  So  also  in  Diod.  Sic. 
xx,  1,  fiia  rb  JUTJKOS  Kal  r^jv  aKaipiav  rov 
crvyypa<p€<0s  ficXv&evres  ras  ̂ /i/xcts.  And 
this  latter  is  preferable,  on  account  of  the 
rhythm,,  and  the  improbability  of  the  par- 

ticiple standing  thus  alone  at  the  end  of 
the  sentence).  4.]  BengeFs  remark, 
•which  De  Wette  charges  with  pedantry, 
**  a  cursu  venit  ad  pugilatmn,  nt  Paulus, 
1  Cor.  ix  26,"  is  nevertheless  a  jnst  one. 
Not  yet  have  ye  resisted  (so  dvri.ica6C- 
crra<r0ai  absolutely,  Thuc.  i.  62,  eltiov  robs 

o.vrtKO.Qia'ravro  Kal  avroi  :  and  71,  ravrvjs 
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here  only  t.    Tiav  *  avTavo&vit6u,£VQi,,    5  /cal  b  e/eXeX??Gr#e  T7}<?  c  7rapaK\7)-  ADKLP 
here  only  t.  ,    _.  .         '         .  ,   _  ~  ,  '      , ,          r  .    W  a.  h  e  d 

T    avrov    17? 47 

b  ht 
Ps.  xii.  2 

Symm,.    T>] 
TOV  TTOTa- 

Polyb.  v.  48. 
6.                            c  =  Acts  xhu  15   xv.  31.    1  Tim.  iv.  13  al.  L  P  H  1  Mace  x.  24                            d  «  ch  vin  5  reff 

e  Acts  xvu.  2, 17.  xviu.  4.    Exod.  M,  27.                    fPnov  in.  11, 12.  g  here  only.  1.  c  only.                    h  here 
&c.  4  times.    Eph.  vi.  4.    2  Tim.  m.  16  only.    Pro\   xv  10.  a  =  Re\    in  19.    Prov,  ix  7,  8  al. 

j  =  Luke  xxiii.  16,  22.    2  Cor  vi.  9.    2  Chron.  x.  11.    Prov.  xix.  18.  k  Matt.  x.  17.  xx.  19  11.  xxih.  34.    John 
xix.  1  only.    =  Ps.  Ixxn.  5.    Job  xxx.  21  al. 

5.  €/cAeAu<r06  K  a1  106-8-14  Chi^Toinr*  e<rr 
ms].  ins  irapa  bef  r^s  Trapa/cA^o'ecyy  D^-gr], 
M   MJ^  [Antch2  Daniasc-ms  Orig-int2].          e; 

re  ras  xe?Pas>  Qe\6di)rf)  [Euthal- 
om  (JLOV  (as  LXX)  D^and  lat)  a  m 

os-  bef  UTT*  avrov  D[-gr  Orig-infcj]. 

fj.€vroi  roiavT-ns  kvriKaQ  terry  Kvlas  7r6- 
Aecus,  §>  Aa.K€$a.ifj.6vioi,  Sta/^eAXere.  See 
below)  unto  blood  (many  take  this  to 
mean,  have  not  yet  sacrificed  your  lives, 

So  Chrys.,  &  5e  Xe'-yez,  rovr6  Hcrrw  otfirca 
Qavaroir  vir^crr^Te'  Me/XP4 

&XPL And    Thl., 

6  5e  xptcrrbs  &XP1 
Bavdrov  ̂ A0ei/.  And  this  may  be  so  : 
but  I  would  rather  abide  by  the  idea  of 
the  pugilistic  figure  being  intended,  and 

apply  /xe'xpir  a'i^aros  to  the  figure,  not 
to  the  interpretation.  Cf.  Seneca,  Ep.  i. 
13,  "Non  potest  athleta  magnos  spiritus 
ad  certanien  afferre,  qui  mmquain  suggil- 

latus"  est.  llle  qui  vidit  sanguinem  suum, cujus  dentes  crepuerunt  sub  pugno,  ille 
qui  supplantatus  adversarium  toto  tulit 
corpore,  nee  projecit  animum  projectus^ 
qui  quoties  cecidit  contumacior  resurrexit, 

cum  magna  spe  descendit  ad  pugnam/' 
Por  the  expression,  cf.  reff.,  and  Niceph. 
Hist.  a.  741,  evc»)^.6rov$  aura)  crvvO'fjKas 
5e5o?Keo"a^,  us  V-*XPIS  ai^aros  UTrep avrov  a.v€\€ffBai  rbv  KwSvvov.  On  the 
relation  of  such  passages  as  this  to  the 
date  of  the  Epistle,  see  in  the  Prolego- 

mena, §  ii.  29  ff.),  contending  against 
(irpfo,  of  the  direction  towards  which  the 

athlete's  force  was  directed  :  cf  .  ̂ dx^crdai 
irpbs  TpSias,  II.  p.  471  :  Matthias,  §  591, 
and  Winer,  §  49,  h.  a.}  sin  (personified,  as 
an  adversary  :  not  to  be  limited  in  its  mean- 

ing to  sin  in  themselves,  or  to  sin  in  their 
persecutors,  but  understood  of  both.  Be- 
litzsch,  who  would  confine  it  to  the  latter, 
says  that  it  was  not  sin  in  themselves 
which  would  shed  their  blood,  but  rather, 
which  would  spare  its  being  shed.  Yes, 
and  for  this  very  reason  the  resisting  that 
sin  of  unfaithfulness  which  would  lead 
them  to  spare  their  blood,  would  if  carried 
far  enough,  lead  to  the  shedding  of  it. 
Similarly,  the  sin  in  their  persecutors, 
which  they  were  to  resist,  would,  if  yielded 
to,  spare  their  blood  by  seducing  them  into 
apostasy.  The  joiuii>g  Trpbs  TI\V  a 

with  <a.VTay<jQvi£&ii$vot  is  even  more  cer- 
tain than  the  similar  connexion  in  ver.  3, 

seeing  that  otfTi/careVr^re  has  already  had 

its  qualifying  clause  in  /xe'xpts  afytaros-. 
And  so  almost  all  Commentators,  except 
Bengel).  5.]  And  ye  have  com- 

pletely forgotten  (eicXavOavea-Scu,  more 
usually  €7riA,aj/0aj/6<r0cu,  is  seldom  found. 

See  in  reff. :  II.  TT.  602,  ovV  &f  "Ax^ol 
&\K?I$  e£eAa0ovro.  It  is  perhaps  chosen 
here,  as  Del.  suggests,  not  without  some 
reference  to  the  sound  of  e/cAv^cKoi  be- 

fore and  £K\VOV  following.  See  var.  readd. 
There  is  a  great  difference  among 

Commentators  as  to  whether  these  words 
are  to  be  read  affirmatively  or  interroga- 

tively. The  former  view  is  taken  by  all 
the  ancient  expositors,  and  many  moderns, 
among  whom  are  Wittich,  Surenhusius, 
Wolf,  Bengel,  Kuinoel,  Klee,  Tholuck,  De 
Wette,  Ebrard.  The  interrogative  view 
is  taken  by  Calvin,  Beza  (b),  Braun, 
Bohme,  Lachmann,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Bis- 
pmg,  Litnemann,  Delitzsch.  The  ground 
on  which  this  latter  is  defended  is  that, 
if  declarative,  the  words  would  be  too 
severe  for  the  general  tenor  of  the  passage. 
I  own  I  cannot  sec  this.  The  fact  of  their 
having  thus  forgotten  the  exhortation  is 
surely  assumed  below,  in  vv.  7 — 11 :  and 
from  this  point  forward  the  Writer  takes 
up  the  tone  of  reproof,  which  comes  to  its 
height  in  vv.  16,  17.  And  not  only  this. 
The  interrogative  form  would  surely  be 
most  unnatural,  coupled  closely  as  it  would 
be  with  an  assertion  of  fact,  o#iro>  .... 
a^Ti/caTeVrnre)  the  exhortation  (irapa- 
K\r]<ns,  as  elsewhere  in  N.T,  and  especially 

in  St.  Luke  (reff'.),  unites  the  ideas  of exhortation  and  consolation.  See  on  ch. 
vi.  18,  and  on  urapa/caAeTi/,  ch.  iii.  13), 
the  which  (that  kind  of  exhortation,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  specimen :  such 
seems  to  be  the  force  of  '/jrts  instead  of  tf) 
discourses  with,  you  (so  BiaXcYccrOai  in 
the  Acts,  of  opening  a  discourse  with  any 

one :  see  reff1.)  as  with  sons,  My  son  (vis 
in  LXX :  see  digest),  despise  not  (6X1- 
•ywpew  is  not  uncommon  in  the  classics, 
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oe    Trdvra    vlov    ov   l  TrapaSe^erat,.      7  el$    %  TraiSelav  iM.uk  iv.  20. 
4.  xvi.  21.  xxu.  18.    1  Tim.  v.  19  only.     Esod.  sxiu.  1.     (=  rrposS.,  Ezek.  xx.  40,  41.  xhn  27.    Mai*,  i.  8.) 

7.  rec  (for  ets)  et,  with  rel  [Euthal-ms  Thl]  :  txt  ADKL[P]X  I1  in  o  17  [47  Syr 
coptt  33th  arm]  Chr(see  note)  Procopj  Damasc2  (Ec,  in  disciplina  vulg  Orig-mtj,  in 
disciplinam  fuld  D-lat. 

and  with  a  genitive,  as  here)  the  chasten- 
ing of  the  Lord,  nor  faint,  when  cor- 

rected by  Him  (Heb.»  "  and  have  no  aver- 
sion to  His  correction")  :  6.]  for 

whom  the  Lord  loveth,  He  chasteneth 
(IXeYxei,  LXX-B ;  AK  have  as  text ; 
in  ref.  Rev.,  both  are  combined,  eyk 
ocrovs  CLV  <£>iA,cD,  e\ey^c>3  /cotl  iratfievco), 
yea,  and  (the  S«E  throws  out  the  new 
feature  into  a  climax)  scourge th.  every 

son  whom  He  receiveth  (""In  the  Heb. 
this  clause  according  to  the  present  punc- 

tuation is  rqrv  pTiM  2N31,  'and  (that)  as 
a  father  the  son  in  whom  he  delighteth/ 
The  LXX,  instead  of  ii«,  have  expressed  ngs, 

the  Pihel  of  ago  '  to  feel  pain,*  and  have 
taken  it  as  =  'to  cause  pain/  as  the  Hiphil 
^Non  occurs  sometimes,  e.  g.  Job  v.  18,  of 

God's  chastisement  of  men.  Certainly  by 
this  rendering  the  parallelism  with  the  first 
hemistich,  and  the  whole  expression,  gain 
in  completeness,  whereas  according  to  the 
Masoretic  punctuation  there  is  an  appear- 

ance of  lameness  about  it/*  Bleek  :  who 
thinks,  as  does  Del.,  that  the  LXX  have 
expressed  better  the  sense  of  the  Writer 

than  the  Masoretic  punctuators.  "For 
the  translation  of  2h*§  by  naamyovv,  to 
scourge,  to  whip,  instead  of  generally  to 
punish,  cf.  Ps.  xxxii.  (xxxi.)  10,  fjLcicmyes 
for  D^iNjn  :  and  for  the  use  of  the  Greek 
verb  for  divine  chastisement  (refF.),  Tobit 
xi.  14  £AB  (not  K)],  e^acrTiyosoras  K.  TjAe- 
ijcrds  jUe  :  xiii.  2  (5,  9),  avrbs  p-cLtrrLyol  K. 
eAee?:  Judith  viii.  27,  els  vovderticrLv  ftcur- 

Tiyo't  K^uptos  TOVS  iyyi£ovTa  avrtp.** 
$v  TrapaSexcTai,  see  reff.,  whom.  He  takes 
to  him  as  a  veritable  son,  receives  in  his 
heart  and  cherishes).  7,  8.]  Appli- 

cation of  the  passage  of  Scripture  to  the 
readers.  7.]  First,  as  to  the  reading. 
As  between  els  and  el,  the  case  stands  thus: 
el  is  found  iu  "  minuscc.  multis  ut  mdetur" 
Tischdf.  (edn.  7  [8])  :  in  Chrys.  (but  more 
than  doubtful :  see  below),  in  Thdrt.  (also 
doubtful),  in  Thl.  (certain).  This  is  really 
all  the  authority  that  can  be  cited  for  it. 
els  is  found  in  the  six  uncial  MSS.  which 
contain  the  passage,  in  about  thirty  cursive 
mss.,  in  all  the  ancient  versions  (appa- 

rently) :  in  all  the  Fathers  who  cite  and 
explain  the  words  :  e.  g.  Chrys.  (in  whose 
text  in  this  Homily  (xxix.)  the  el  iraifitiav 
virop.evere  is  evidently  a  correction  to  the 
later  reading:  for,  arbor  quoting  the  text 
as  in  rec.,  his  sentence  runs,  el  7rcu5eutf, 

-Li',   aAA*   OVK  el 

OL»e  els  rt/jLcapiav,  ovSe  els  rb  KO.K&S 
ira.Qs'tv :  where  it  must  be  obvious  to 
any  one  that  et  TratSevci  ought  to  be  e<s- 
TraiSetav,  or  the  sentence  is  without  co- 

herence. In  the  Catena,  this  appears  still 

more  decisively  :  where  he  says,  els- 
TrcciSetew  viro/aeveTe,  ^diy*  OVK  els  K6- 
\aerty,  ovSe  els  rifjL&piav), — Thdrt.  (in 
all  probability:  his  present  text  runs 
thus:  el  iraiSeiav  viro^eveTe"  el  <f>€p€Te 
yevvatws  T&S  eiri<pepQfj.eva.s  iratdeias. 
But  it  is  hardly  possible  that  el  ipepere 
yevvaiws  should  be  the  exposition  of 
el  vTrofj-eveTe,  in  the  sense  which  the 
verb  must  hear  in  the  rec.  text,  and  it  is 
here  again  to  be  suspected,  as  even  Bleek 
confesses,  that  the  el  has  been  a  correction 
to  the  rec.), — (Ec.  (inro^eyere,  <pi}tri,  T^V 
TrcuSe/c&f).  Of  modern  critical  editors, 
Matthsei  regards  els  as  the  right  reading, 
Griesbaeh  puts  it  in  his  inner  margin, 
Lachmann  of  course  adopts  it,  and  Tre- 
gelles :  also  Tischendorf  ecld.  7,  8,  but  in 
his  2nd  edn.  he  retained  the  rec.  :  as 
do  Bleek,  Tholuck,  and  Liinem. :  and 
among  ourselves,  Dr.  Bloomtield,  who 
tries  to  explain  the  (angeblutje)  correc- 

tion into  els  by  saying  that  el  "  seldom 
begins  a  sentence.'3  In  the  N.  T.,  where 
el  stands  alone  without  ̂ ,  it  begins  a  sen- 

tence at  least  nine  times  out  of  ten.  See 
Briider.  els  is  adopted  and  strongly  de- 

fended, by  Ebrard  and  Delitzsch,  And  it 
seems  to  me  the  only  defensible  reading. 
The  mere  fact  that  el  appears  at  first  sight 
to  yield  a  better  sense,  should  never  be 
allowed  to  weigh  against  the  almost  unani- 

mous consent  of  antiquity.  And  i£  we 
examine  closer  this  supposed  better  sense, 
we  shall  find  it  fail  us.  For  first,  the  verb 
vTrofteveiv  is  not  one  which  will  bear  the 
mere  accidental  sense  thus  given  to  it. 

The  sense  which  we  want,  with  el,  is,  *  If 

ye  are  suffering  chastisement  :*  asserting  a mere  matter  of  fact,  watdeiav  viro^evetv 

can  only  signify,  'patiently  to  endure 
chastisement/  Then,  taking  this  only 

possible  meaning,  what  have  we  ?  'If  ye 
patiently  endure  chastisement,  God  is  deal- 

ing with  you  as  with  sons:*  i.e.  'your 
method  of  endurance  is  a  sign  of  God's 
method  of  treatment  :*  a  sentence  which 
stultifies  itself.  Next,  what  is  the  sense 
with  els  ?  I  see  no  reason  for  departing 

from  Unit  given  by  Chrys.  in  the  \?afc<»iw 
(bee  above)  :  **  It  is  for  cbubtibcuieut  that 
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m  ver  2 
n  —  here 

only:}: 
TTO-VTO. 

TpQTTOV  W? 

a/m 

ADKLP 
M  a  b  c  d 

e  1  g  h  k 
1  m  o 

S  (piato!  1  Trarepa?  efyopev  s  Traitievra?  KOI  l  ever  petroled  a*  ov  u 
Bl.)  o  ch  i.  9  reff.  p  here  only  t.    Wisd   -v  3  only  q  Mark  iv.  17  al     Job  xu  2  (only'). 

r  =?  ch  v  7  reff.  s  Rom.  u.  20  only     Hos   \   2      Sir  xxxvu,  19  only.  t  =  Matt  XM.  37  I!      Luke 
XMu.2,4  (ICor.  iv  14.    2  Thess  uu  14.    Tit.  u.  b)  only.    Exod.  x.  3.  u  ver.  25.    Xen.  Anab  u.  3.  13 

e  D1.  om  e(mi>  A[P]KJ  vulg  sail  [seth  BasJ  Orig[-int1] :  ins 
rel  [Syr  copt  arm  Chr  Euthal-ms  Thdrfc  Antchj  DamascJ. 

8.  voapoi  A.        rec  2nd  eo-re  bef  K.  oi/x  vtoi,  with  D2£L[P]  rel  Syr  Mac  Chr  Thdrt 
Dainasc  :  txt  AD1*3**  m  17  latt  Chr-3-mss  [Eutbal-ms  Orig-intJ. 

9.  rec  TroXXw,  with  D3KL  rel  [Chr  Thdrt  DamascJ  :  txt  ADJK  17   [Euthal-ms 

Damasc-ms.  (P  def.)]  aft  iroAu  ins  5e  D^-gr]  K3.* 

ye 
fo 
e  are  enduring,  not  for  punishment,  not 

or  any  evil  purpose."  "Your  UTTO^OJ/^, 
like  His  viroinovf),  will  not  be  thrown  away. 
He  had  joy  before  Him,  you  have  life  (*al 

£f)ffoij.w,  ver.  9)  before  you."  Or  if  we 
please  we  may  take  ̂ Tro^vere,  as  CEc. 
above,  imperatively  :  "  Endure  with  a  view 
to  chastisement  :"  which  sense  however  is 
not  so  good  nor  so  natural,  nor  is  it  so 
likely,  from  the  collocation  of  the  words  : 
for  thus  uTTOjUej/ere  would  come  first,  and 
it  would  probably  be  et?  T&  TrcuSetJecrflcu, 

It  is  for  chastisement  that  ye  are 
enduring  :  as  with  sons,  God  ia  dealing 
with  you  (irpos<j>^p€GT0au,  see  reff.,  united 
With     0#TCOS,     TQVT<£>     T$      rp6lT(p3     &€\TIOV, 

tyiXiK&s,  and  similar  adverbs,  is  common 
in  good  Greek  of  all  ages,  Bleek  brings  for- 

ward several  passages  very  similar  in  con- 
struction to  this  :  ols  iotv  us  /u,i$  irpos^epp 

.....  ̂ ctj/  Sc  wsTroAAats  /C.T.X.,  Plato,  Rep. 
p.  435  A  :  Ttv8aydpo.s  epwrtyflets,  TTWS  Set 
ayvtt>lJ.ovov(rr}  Trarpldi  Trpos^epeerfiat,  elirei/' 
&s  pyrpi,  &c.,  Stobseus,  c.  89).  For  what 
son  is  there  (two  other  ways  of  taking  the 
words  are  possible  :  1.  as  Luther,  adopted 
by  Belitzsch,  to  make  rls  the  subject  and 

vlos  the  predicate,  "  who  is  a  son  ?"  2.  as 
Bohme,  to  make  vl6s  the  subject  and  rfo 

the  predicate,  "of  what  sort  is  a  son?" 
Both  of  these  are  bad  ;  the  former,  from 
the  exceeding  harshness  and  oddity  of 

the  question,  "  what  man  is  a  son,  whom, 
&c.  ?  "  the  second,  from  the  forcing  of 
TIS,  where  its  natural  sense  serves,  and 
from  the  absence  of  the  art.  before  vlds. 
As  usually  rendered,  the  question  is  exactly 

like  rls  (.evriv']  e|  vp&v  ZvOptoiros  ;  Matt. vii.  9  ;  xii.  11.  See  also  1  Cor.  ii.  11,  ris 
yap  olSev  dv0pwircui/  /)  whom  a  father 

(possibly,  'his  father:'  for  ira-r^p  (not 
vt<Js)  is  one  of  those  words  which,  from 
their  being  singular  in  their  kind,  often 
lose  the  article)  chasteneth  not? 
8.]  But  if  ye  are  without  (separate  from, 
no  partakers  iu)  chastisement,  of  which 

all  (God's  sons  :  or  those  above  mentioned, 
ch.  xi.,  which  is  better,  on  account  of  the 
perfect  verb)  have  been  made  partakers 
(jxtToxos,  see  reff.  and  note),  then  ye  are 
(apo,  the  inferential  particle,  in  late  and 
N.  T.  Greek,  is  found  at  the  beginning  of 
a  clause  :  but  never  in  classical  Greek.  De- 
litzsch  compares  two  examples,  one  from 
Lucian,  Jup.  Tragoed.  §  51,  e! 

&pa  Kal  Oeoi,  the  other^  the  well-known 

^cogito,  ergo  sum;"  which  in  later  and 
modern  Greek  is  o-Toxct&ucu,  £/>a  et/x,t 

(eljuou).  He  proceeds  to  say  that  Klotz's view.,that  ̂ pa  is  not  properly  syllogistic  but 

only  expresses  "leviorem  et  liberiorem 
quandam  ratiocinationem/'  is  not  con- 

firmed by  N.  T.  usage,  nor  indeed  by  clas- 
sical, cf.  Plato,  Phaedo  §  26,  ou#  6par6v 

aei5es  £tpa)  bastards  (v66os,  5  ju^  yvfjcnos 
vi6s,  aA\'  eic  iraAAaK^Sos,  Phavorinus.  But 

it  is  only  one  side  of  the  similitude  whic'u is  brought  out.  So  Philo,  De  Confus.  Ling. 
28,  vol.  i.  p.  426,  speaking  of  the  viol  r&v 
avBpcaTrcav  who  built  Babel,  says  that  they 
were  r£>v  IK  Tr6pvy$  aTTOKw^^evTwv  ovftev  5xa- 

<^e'poi/T6S,  ofis  6  vdjjios  eKKXyatas  aTrcA^Aa/ce 
Otias.  Chrys.  explains  it  well  :  6pq,s  %rt 
t&STrep  etydyv  elir&v,  OVK  6J/i  ̂   irai$€v6fjiGvw 
e?i/ai  vi6v  •  t&sirep  y&p  ei/  rats  ot/aais  TCOJ/ 

(j>pQVOVfflV  Ot  TTaTe'peS tthv  fji^j   flvSoj-oi  yevwvrai, 

fy6vp'f}<ru><rij  TOUTO  Ka.1  M  rov  TrapoWos. 
€i  Toivvv  vb  /LIT;  7rai8evecr0cu  v60cav  ecrri, 
Set  xaipeiv  eiri  rrj  iraiSeiot,  stye  yvfiffi^rfi" 
TOS  rovT-6  fa-Tiv),  and  not  sons. 
9.]  Then  again  (itra  brings  in  a  fresh 

argument  :  "  furthermore,"  as  E.  V.  "  de- 
inde  considerare  debemus,"  Primas.  It 
is  taken  interrogatively  here  by  JRaphel, 

al.,  as  in  Plato,  Apol.  Socr.  p.  28  B,  elr'  OVK 
cuerxvyei,  §>  Sc^fcpares  /c.r.A.  ;  But,  1.  this 
would  be  only  admissible  in  the  case  of 
strong  indignation  being  expressed,  which 
is  not  so  here  :  and,  2.  it  would  certainly 
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Trarp    rS>v 
KCUTO,   TO 

s-  ch   i    14      Job  i 
5      J.imes  iv 

=  Acts  xx.  20 

15. 

U  al 
1  Cou  xu  7. 

x  ch.  x.  c 
z  vt    6,  7. 

Deut.  xxnu  6 

Kal  v  Luke  a.  51. Rom.  viu,  7, 
20.     Eph   %. 
21,24.   James 

s      <>  \      >  «   /  »          iv    7       1  Pet 

1  67TL     TO        (TVfJUCpepOV,     c  6£9      n'lSal.    P*. 
Rom.  Tin    13  al  y  =   Luke  viu.  13.     I  Cor.  -vii. 

a  =r-  Luke  xxuj   48.     Matt,  in  7.     Winer,  §  49. 1.  3.  d. 
c  eh   ̂   11.  25  i  eft. 

10.  for  oi,  o  K1.  67rcu5[eu€j/  (sic)]  77/aas  /cai  ret  Soxovvra  avrois  D1  :  eru&iebant 
•nos  secundum  voluntatem  suam  D-lat.  om  eis  TO  N1. 

require  xol  ov  TroAi)  /u.a\\ov  Kr.r.A.), — we 
once  had  (imperfect,  of  a  state  of  former 
habit)  the  fathers  of  our  flesh  (see  below) 
as  chastisers  (TOVS  irar.  is  the  object, 

iraiBe-uTas  the  predicate:  not  as  E.  V.,  "we 
have  hadfathers  of  our  flesh  ivho  corrected 

its'3  (Trarepas  fj.ev  ?5)$  ffapttbs  TJJUCC^  efyojAGV 
TO&S  TraiSeTWray))  and  reverenced  them 
(reff.  :  IvrpeTrrofxat  is  found  in  classical 
Greek  with  a  gen.  of  the  object,  e.  g.  ri 
fiaibv  eVrpeTrei  dTjs-  av^axov,-  Soph.  Aj.  90: 
but  in  later  (e.  g.  LXX,  Polyb.,  Dionys., 
Diod.  Sic.,  Plutarch,  al.)  and  N.  T.  Greek 
with  an  accus.) :  shall  we  not  much 
rather  be  in  subjection  (so  the  E.  V.  well 
expresses  the  subjective  force  of  the  fut. 

pass.)  to  the  Father  of  spirits  (or,  '  of  our 
spirits,*  understanding  T?MWV  again.  But 
(see  also  below)  the  other  is  more  majestic, 
and  more  in  accord  with  the  text  which 

probably  was  before  the  Writer's  mind, Num.  xvi.  22,  6ebs  T&V  vyevjudrcav  Kal 

irdo-ys  o-apK.6?,  and  again  xxvii.  16)  and 
live  (viz.  in  life  eternal,  as  in  reff.)  i  An 
enquiry  arises  out  of  the  -rrarepas  rtjs 
orapKos  Tifxwv  and  iro/rpt  TWV  irv€-u|xaTa>v 
here,  in  what  sense  our  earthly  fathers  are 
said  to  be  the  fathers  of  our  flesh,  and  God 
the  Father  of  (our)  spirits.  To  deal  with 
the  latter  first :  several  explanations  have 
been  given.  Understanding  yfj.u>v,  some 
have  taken  it  as,  the  Creator  of  human 

souls.  So  Primasius  ("  creator  animorum"), 
Thl.  (as  Chrys.  below,  but  preferring  this), 
and  among  the  moderns,  Calvin,  Beza,  Jac. 

CappelL,  Estius,  Justiniani,  Wetst.,  Hein- 

richs,  Ernesti,  al.,  and  moi*e  recently  De- 
litzsch,  as  a  proof  of  tbe  doctrine  of  Crea- 

tionism  (the  direct  creation  of  every  man's 
soul  by  God)  a  gainst  Traducianism  (the  de- 

rivation of  our  souls  ex  traduce  from  parent 

to  parent) .  Some  again,  as  the  originator 
of  spiritual  life :  so  Seb.  Schmidt,  Calov., 
Cramer,  Grotius,  Hammond(par.),  Lim- 
borch,  Corn.  a-Lapide,  and  more  recently 
Bleek,  De  Wette,  Liinem.,  Ebrard.  Others, 
not  understanding  •^/u£>*',  take  it  as^  the 
Father  of  the  spirit -world,  of  spiritual 
existences.  So  Erasm.  Schmid,  Bretschn. 

(lex.),  al.  All  these  three  meanings  are 
enumerated  by  the  ancient  expositors  :  by 

Chrys.  without  deciding  between  them,  T  *^ 

irarpl  <r&VTTV€vp.d.T*»v'  tfroi  rwv  -"•*•<*""«•' 

eyei,  tfrot  runs  evx&v  (read   fyvx&v),  tfrot 
&v    acrcD/uLdruv    dwdjuecais  :    so    CEc.  ;    Thl. 

says,  7raT6/>a  5e  Trvei/^aarajf  $  TCO 

yuarajr  ̂   TOJI/  aar&ju.dTcajs  5i/rajaea»j'"  ̂ ,  OTrep 
Kal  o\K*i6T€pov3  rwv  -tyvxtoV'  ypbs  ycc.p 
avn^LOia'ToX^ju  TU>V  crapKLKcav  irarepoov  elire 
rbv  irv€vfJLariK6j',  Thdrt.  takes  the  mean- 

ing, Author  of  spiritual  life,  alone  :  7rar4pa 
yap  TrvGV}jLa.T<MV  T^JS  irvev-^aTLKbv  iraTepa 

rrjs  v!o6e<rias  a^ica^a.  Others  understand 
by  Trarepa  not  the  originator,  but  the 
upholder,  cherisher  :  so  Morus,  l)mdor£ 

Kuinoel,  Bohnie  ("  quorumlibet  hominum 
tanquam  immortalium  pater,  L  e.  patronus, 

tutor,  sospitatorque  JJ),  Bretschn.  (lex.  un- 
der -TTttT-^p,  «*  qui  animum  castigat,  docet, 

emendat  ").  But,  though  this  latter  sense 
must  not  be  excluded,  being  as  it  is  mani- 

festly operative  in  inducing  present  sub- 
mission, to  remember  present  dependence, 

so  neither  must  the  idea  of  origination  be 
excluded,  for  it  is  from  that  fact  that  all 

a  father's  rights  and  loving-kindnesses 
spring.  In  endeavouring  to  decide  be- 

tween these  meanings,  one  safe  standing- 
place  may,  I  think,  be  gained,  by  getting 
free  from  that  class  of  meanings  which 
understands  ^S>vf  any  further  than  it  is 
necessarily  involved  in  all  spirits,  roi/y 
TTJS  crapicbs  ̂ uo>z>  iraT€pas,  and  rq>  irarpl 
r&v  7n/€i>yuaT&>j>  without  ̂ utS**,  are  widely 
and  surely  purposely  distinct.  He  is  de- 

scribed hero  as  the  Father  of  spirits,  not 
as  the  Father  of  our  spirits.  And  there- 

fore I  would  understand  the  expression  as 
an  exalted  contrast  of  God,  a  Spirit  Him- 

self, and  the  Creator  of  spirits,  His  like, 
to  men,  flesh  themselves,  and  the  progeni- 

tors ("  creatores,  quod  ad  similitudinem 
attinet  ")  of  fleshly  bodies,  their  like.  On 
the  consequence,  as  regards  Creatiouism 
and  Traducianism,  I  will  not  here  enter. 
It  would  require  far  more  comparison  of 

other  passages  and  more  deliberate  esti- 
mation how  far  this  one  propounds  a  fur- 

ther truth  than  the  argument  requires,  to 

be  included  in  a  mere  note.  Cf  Delitzsch's 
argument  here.  10.]  The  a  fortiori 

is  strengthened,  by  bringing  out  the  differ- ence between  the  two  chastisements  as  to 
their  character.  Tor  they  indeed  (our 
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d  ch.  *\i.  7  reff.    7"0 
e  2  Cor.  i.  12  * onlyt.    2  Mace.  xv.  2  only. 

11.  for  1st  5e,  IJLW 

[seth]  arm  Chr-3-mss. 

earthly  parents)  for  a  few  days  (see  the 
meaning  below,  irpos  as  in  reff.  mainly 
temporal,  but  also  indicating  reference : 
'  during,  and  with  a  view  to/  See  below) 
chastised  us  (imperf.  as  above,  ver,  9) 
after  their  own  pleasure  (according  to 
that  which  seemed  good  to  them  :  their 
standard  and  rule  of  action  in  the  matter 
was  at  best  their  own  view  of  what  was 
right,  and  too  often  their  own  caprice  or 

Chrys.),  but  He  in  order  to  (eir£,  of  the 
contemplated  direction  of  the  result)  that 

•which  is  profitable,  in  order  to  our  par- 
taking of  His  holiness  (0.7101^5,  except 

in  the  two  places  in  reff.,  no  where  found 
in  Greek  literature.  It  is  a  more  complete 
abstract  than  ayicoffuvn,  which  is  rather 
inherent  and  attributive.  The  becoming 

partakers  of  God's  holiness  is  manifestly  to 
be  taken  subjectively  :  becoming  holy  like 

Him.  So  Thl.  partly  after  Chrys.  :  TT?S- 
ay.,  TovT€(fTi,  rris  KaOapdryros  avrov' 
o&sre,  07j<n',  yevecrdai  ̂ uas  Se/crmous-  r<£y 
avrov  aya8£>v  &pa  oljv  TJ  irai5eia  juera- 
A,TJT|/IS  ayt6Tr)T6s  <?CTTI,  /cat  €t/c<£rcos*  cru- 
crrpe<7>€i  yap  T^V  tywxfav  irpbs  rbv  aytov 
0ed>,  fify  eacra  avT^v  irpbs  a.vQp<ji)irLvov 
ri  £e/ijSeor0ai).  Two  questions  arise  re- 

garding this  verse :  1.  what  is  the  intended 
reference  of  irpbs  oXtyas  •qfjiepas  ?  2. 
what  are  the  clauses  opposed  to  one  an- 

other ?  The  former  of  these  questions  in 
fact  involves  the  latter,  irpos  6\iya.<$  fipA- 
pas  has  been  understood  by  many  of  the 
duration  of  our  natural  life,  as  the  term 
to  which  the  chastisement  of  our  natural 
parents  had  reference,  whereas  that  of  our 
Heavenly  Father  regarded  eternity.  So 
Calv.,  Estius,  Justiniani,  Corn.  a-Lap.,  Cal- 
met,  Schlichting,  Limborch,  Bengel,  Tho- 
luck,  Ebrard,  al.  But  this  cannot  be  the 
meaning  of  the  Writer.  For  in  the  first 
place  it  is  not  true  that  all  earthly  cor- 

rection had  regard  only  to  the  present  life. 
And  in  the  next,  there  is  not  one  word  in 
the  latter  clause  expressing  the  eternal 

nature  of  God's  purpose,  which  surely there  would  have  been.  The  other  inter- 

pretation, '  during  and  in  reference  to  the 
time  of  our  being  subject  to  their  chastise- 

ment/ is  certainly  the  right  one.  So  (Ec. 
(tf  yap  Odvaros  rov  irarp6s,  fy  avfrvis 

TOV  7rai5(fs,  el(rfnrj(n  rty  -rraiSefai/),  Thl., 
SchoL-Miitthici,  vulg.  ('*  in  terapore  puueo- 
rumdierum"),I)-lat.,  Erasm.  (par.),  Lufch  , 
Jac.  Cappell.,  Grot.,  Wetst.,  Bohme,  Kui- 
noel,  Block,  Lunem.,  Belitzsch,  al.  Then 

\iv  TT}<?  e  ayioryTO?  avrov.     ll  Traca  Se 
f  ver.  5,  &c 

I1  17.  21  B-lat  [Orig-intJ  :  cm  D^-gr]  31.   109  lect-39 

ITCLl-  ADKLP N  abc  d 
efghk 

]  in  o 
17.  47 

we  come  to  the  second  question,  how  the 
antitheses  are  to  be  arranged.  Some,  as 
Wetst.,  Storr,  Bohme,  Kuinoel,  and  Bleek, 
have  thought  that  Trpbs  o\(yas  ypepas  is 
to  be  supplied  in  the  second  member  of 
the  sentence  also  :  seeing  that  the  divine 
chastisement,  like  the  human,  lasts  for  a 
few  days  only,  i.  e.  for  the  term  of  this 
time  of  trial.  Others  again  would  supply 
in  the  second  member  some  contrast  to 

irpls  oA.  V-  So  (Ec.  (6  £e  Qebs  ael  TTKL- 
oevcav  reAetovs  Trots?),  ThL,  Jac.  Cappell., 
al.  Delitzsch  takes  the  antithesis  thus  : 
The  second  pair  of  contrasts,  with  which 
he  begins,  is  Karh,  rb  SOKQVV  avrols  and 
eVl  rb  (Tuju^epoj/.  The  other  is,  irpbs 

s  ̂ftepas,  and  e:s  -rb  /xeraA..  r.  ayi6- 
avrov.  As  in  TT/^S-  the  meanings  of 

duration  and  intention  are  mingled,  so  iu 
fls  the  meanings  of  intention  and  result. 
But  I  cannot  think  that  Delitzsch  is  right. 
Both  order  of  words,  and  correspondence  of 
meaning,  are  against  him.  Surely  the  true 
antithesis  is  that  pointed  out  by  the  order 
of  the  clauses  themselves,  and  by  their 
correspondence  :  1.  Trpbs  o\tya.s  f)fjiGpy.s 
and  £irl  rb  o-u^epov  :  2.  /caro  -rfc  OOKOVV 
avrols  and  els  rb  /jLeraX.  r.  ay.  CLVTOV.  Jn 
(1),  we  have  set  over  against  one  another, 
— the  shoi^t  time  during  which,  the  tem- 

porary reference  with  which,  their  chas- 
tisement was  inflicted, — and  the  great  pur- 

pose, implied  as  eternal  from  its  very  expres- 
sion as  rb  <ru|U$epoj>  for  an  immortal  being, 

for  which  He  chastises  us :  and  in  (2), 

are  opposed, — their  purpose  and  standard 
of  action,  to  satisfy  their  own  seeming,  be 
it  good  or  bad, — and  His  purpose,  to  make 
us  partakers  of  His  holiness,  which  holi- 

ness, absolute  and  pure,  is  His  rule  of 
acting,  and  no  mere  SOKOVV  avr$.  Thus 
all  is  straightforward,  and  no  clause  need 
be  supplied.  11.]  Recurrence  to  the 
common  ground  of  ver.  8,  in  describing  the 
attribute  of  all  chastisement,  divine  as  well 
as  human.  That  this  reference  of  the 

verse  is  right,  I  am  fully  persuaded.  De- 
litzsch's  view,  that  divine  chastisement  only 
is  intended,  confuses  the  logical  sequence, 
and  would  certainly  require,  after  what  has 
gone  before,  some  distinctive  mark  to  indi- 

cate such  restriction  of  the  sense.  The 

sequence  of  ol  /u-ei'  ....  eiralSsvov  ....  (5 
5e  .  .  .  (7rat5eim)   iracra    5e    -rraiSeia 
could  not  be  otherwise  interpreted  than  by 
taking  iraaa  as  including  the  oi  ̂ 4v  and 
the  6  Be.  It  is  true  that  in  asserting  what 
he  does  of  iru.<ra  watfela,  the  Writer  lets 
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Seta  y7rpo9  fjuev  TO   8  Trapbv  ov  Sotcel  h  %apa$  elvai,  aX\a  s  so  Thuc.  $i. 

hXu7r??9'    vcrrepov    Be  ik  fcaoTrbv    l  elpriviK.ov    ro?9    Si'    avrm    ^>>here i  £en,.  ch  x. 
39  refF. 

Trapet,p,eva<; 
\          \  /,  = 

/fat  ra  P  Trapa\e\v/j,eva  yovara  i  az/op-    g. 
k  Phil  i   11 

Urcff James  ui   IS.    Pror.  xi.  _ 
n  Matt.  XXL. 41.     Rev.  xxu  2. 1  James  iii.  17  only.     Deut.  xxiii  6  al  m  ch,  v. 

Lev.  xxvi  4.  o  =  hero  fLuke  xi.  42}  only      2  Kings lrcff  n  Matt.  xxi.  41.     Rev.  xxu  2.    Lev.  xxvi  4.  o  =  hero  (Luke  xi.  42)  only      2! 
'.  1.     Zeph  nu  1C.     Sir   n.  12,  13.  iv  29      (Isv.  xxxv.  3.)  p  Luke  v.  18,  24.     Acts  MIL  ' 
5  only     1.  c     Jer.  va.  24.    Ezek  vh.  27  al.  q  Luke  xiii.  13.     Acts  a.v.  16  only.     Ps.  xvii.  35. 

<5i  CCVTOIS  D^-gr]. 

fall  out  of  view  the  capricious  nature  and 
uncertain  result  of  human  chastisement, 
and  regards  it  more  as  a  type  and  repre- 

sentative of  that  which  'is  divine :  all 
vraio'eta  properly  so  called,  and  answering 
its  proper  purpose.  This  is  brought  out  in 
the  second  clause  :  the  first  is  equally  true 

of  every  sort  of  -rraiSsla.  "Now  (exactly gives  the  8c,  which  resumes  the  general 
from  the  particular,  introducing  an  axiom 
to  which  all  will  assent)  all  chastisement 
for  the  time  present  (Trprfs,  as  before,  ver. 

10,  'during  and  in  respect  of:5  our  'for' 
exactly  gives  it.  Cf.  ref.  Thucyd.,  6p£v 
avrobs  vrpbs  rb  irapbv  %aAe7raivoyras) 
seems  (KCL\U>S  cl-n-GV  oi>  So/ce?.  ouSe  70;^  ecrrl 
X^TTTJS  7]  TrcuSeta,  aAAa  ̂ 6vov  5o/c€?.  Chrys.) 
not  to  be  matter  of  joy  (xapas  is  the  gen. 
of  category,  and  requires  no  ellipsis  sup- 

plied :  see  on  ch.  x.  39,  and  cf.  Thuc.  iii. 
70,  /3ov\7js  &v),  but  of  grief:  but  after- 

wards it  yields  (see  reff.  and  Herod,  i.  193, 

peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness  (the  gen. 
is  one  of  apposition ;  the  righteousness  is 
the  fruit,  the  iraitieia  being  the  tree.  The 
words  are  otherwise  taken,  making  Stfcato- 
<rvvf)s  a  gen.  subjecti,  and  righteousness 
that  which  yields  the  fruit, by  Thl.  (making 

StKaioa-bv-ri  to  be  God's  righteousness : 
Sittaios  &>v  6  6e6sf  robs  ev  rep  atStvi  rot/rep 
\vrrv)QGvra$  l/ce?  avaTratJei),  Jac.  Cappell. 
(Calv.  in  Bleek,  but  he  says,  **  Fructus 
justitiae  dicitur  timor  Domini :"  which  is 
rather  the  other  way),  Schulz,  Kuinoel, 
Klce,  al.,  who  make  StKatocr.  an  attribute 
not  of  God,  but  of  the  men  spoken  of: 
as  in  ref.  Phil.,  TTGTrXypwfj.ej'oi  Kapirbv 

^LKaiocrvvTis  rbv  8i&  *l7)(rov  xpiarrov,  and 
in  Liban.  Decl.  i.  p.  198  B,  jttTjS^  roDr* 

^  r7)s  TTovriplas  a/Ae/^eu^.  But  seeing  that 
ircuSeia  Kapirbv  aTro$l$axnvs  it  must  be 
its  own  fruit,  and  not  that  belonging  to 
righteousness,  that  it  yields.  And  thus 

Estius,  Schlichting,  Calov*,  Bengel,  Stori', 
Bohme,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Liinem.,  Be- 
litzsch,  al.  And  this  fruit,  thus  considered, 
is  the  practical  righteousness  which  springs 
from  faith,  not  the  forensic  righteousness 
which  comes  by  faith  (as  in  Bom.  v.  1). 
And  this  fruit  is  called  slpijviKds,  in  con- 

trast  to  the  ayc&v  by  which  it  is  won :  it 
is,  as  Tholuck  expresses  it,  "  fruit  of  right- 

eousness to  be  enjoyed  in  peace  after  the 
conflict."  This  is  far  better  than  to  under- 

stand it  e  salutaris  *  because  oibflJ,  peace,  is 
used  also  for  salvation  (so  Castellio,  Mi- 
chaelis,  Storr,  Ernesti,  Dindorf,  Schleusner, 
Wahl,  Bretschn.,  Kuinoel)  :  or  with  Pri- 
mas.,  Grot.,  Wittich,  Braun,  Lamb.  Bos, 
to  take  it  as  =  "  gratissimum  atque  accep- 
tissimum.J>  The  same  sounding  words 
occur  together  in  ref.  James,  but  the  refer- 

ence is  different :  see  note  there)  to  tliose 
•who  have  been  exercised  by  it  (viz. 
TraiSefay.  The  Y€yujxvcurjA€vot,s  is  a  clear 
reference  to  the  conflict  alluded  to  in  the 

former  verses.  rt  £a-ri,  rots  5z*  avr%s 
yeyvfj-v.;  roT?  avacrxopevois  Hirl  iro\b 
Kal  Kaprep-fjcracni'.  6pa.s  TTWS  Kal  evtp'fj/j.cp 
ov6jj.a.ri  K€xp7]rai  f  &pa  yvfj.va.aia  lvr\v  TI 
iraiSela,  rbv  a.6h'T]r^v  Iff^vpbv  epyafofji.ej/'rj 
Kal  aKaraycAuLcrroi'  £v  rdls  ayunTL  teal 
&fjia,X°y  &v  T^  TroAeftoiy.  Chrys.). 

12 — 17.]  Further  exhortation,  rather  "to 
promote  the  running  the  Christian  race,  and 
to  take  care,  following  peace  and  holiness, 
that  there  be  no  bitter  root  of  sin  among 

them,  which,  as  in  ~E$au's  case,  miaht  de- prive them  of  the  promised  olessinff. 
12.]  Wherefore  (connects  with  the  rea- 

soning, and  also  with  the  imagery,  of  the 
foregoing  verses :  because  suffering  chas- 

tisement is  the  part  of  God's  sons — because 
the  running  the  race  successfully  brings 
joy  and  peace.  And  so  Chrys.,  &s  irpbs 

Spofte'ts  Kal  irvKras  Kal  iroAe^uorcfcs  5*a- 
Aeyerar  fipqs  ir£y  auroi/s  KaQoirXifci, 
TT&S  avrobs  £iralpei ;  and  I  see  no  reason 
with  Bleek  to  donbt  this.  He  does  so 

mainly  because  ver.  14  would  come  in 
abruptly  on  the  other  view.  But  of  that 
see  below)  put  straight  again  (into  their 
proper  places)  the  relaxed  hands  (trapet- 
fievos,  not  far  from  •jrapaXeAv/xcvos  in 
sense — unstrung  by  infirmity,  so  as  to  be 
incapable  of  healthy  motion.  The  two 
words  are  frequently  joined  together :  in 
ref.  Isa.,  with  the  same  substantives  as 
here,  but  avetnevai  for  irap- :  Icrx^orare 

XeTpes  avctfjicvai  KCU  y6vara  -rrapaAe- 
Au/ieya:  in  Sir.  xxv.  23,  the  very  same 
words,  x*?P€y  irap€ifj.4v(u  Kal  y6vara 
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rp*ov.  iv.26. rot?    Trocnv  ADKLT? 

TO   u  ycoXoi>   v  IrcrcaTrf},    lady    Be    fjia\\ov.  e  f  g  h  k 1  rn  o 17  47 

Trvrcov,  /ca   rv 
abo\e  &  n. 
15    %.6,21 

t  Acts  xiv  10  only.  u  =  here  only,  (elsw  lit ,  Gospp  &  Acts  only  )  see  3  Kings  xvui,  21  v  1  Tim.  i.  6.  v. 
15.  M.  20     a  Tim  iv.  4  only.    Amos  v.  8  only  w  2  Tim.  u  22  x  =  Rom.  ix  30.    1  Pet. 
m.  11  (from  Ps.  xxxm  14)  al.  y  =  Rom.  xn.  18  x  Paul  (Rom.  vi.  19,  22.     1  Cor  i. 
30.    1  Thess.  iv.  3  a!4  )  only,  exc  here  and  1  Pet.  i  2     2  Marr  xiv  36 

13. 

•jrapaA.eAuju.eVa  :   in   Deut.  xxxii,    36,    €?5e 
*yap  irapaAeAvfteVous  avrobs  ......  /cal 
trapsifjL€VQvs*    And  so  Polyb.  i.  58.  9,  TTJI/ 
re  tivva/jLiv  TrapeAeAurro  Kal  irapiivro.     In 
ref.  2    Kings,    we    have     QeXtGytrav    at 

2£€?p€s  avToTs  /c.  TraVrcs  Oi  oVSpes1  *Icrpa7jA 
7rapei07j<ra*/.      See  other  examples  in  Bl.) 
and  the  paralyzed  knees  (irapaXeXvixevos 
is  a  word  confined  to  St.  Luke  elsewhere 

in  the  HT.  T.    It  is  used  generally,  of  lame- 
ness, by  the  LXX  and  later  writers  ;  cf. 

reff.,  and  Arrian,  Epict.  ii.  18,  ir£s  <rov  ra 
o"K€\r]  7rapa\v€Ta.i  ;  )  :          13.]  and  make 
straight  tracks  for  your  feet  (Carpzov 
appears  first  to  have  noticed  that  these 
words,    Kal  Tpoxi&s   opQas   vo^crar^   rots 
TTocrlv  vfj.S>ift  constituted  an  hexameter  line. 

They  are  quoted  in  substance  from  Prov. 

iv,  26,  opOas  rpox^s  iroiei  cro'is  iroffiv. 
Tpox»-tt  is  properly  the  mark  left  by  the 
rpox^s?  the  rut  or  wheel-mark,  indicating  a 
track  or  road.  See  reff.  rots  TTOO-LV  is  best 
taken  dative,  'for  your  feet/  not  ablative 
(Schulz,  Xhol.,  Bleek,  De  Wette,  Lunem., 

al.)  "  with  your  feet  "  as  instrumental  :  see 
on  the  following  clause.  And  the  meaning 
seems  to  be,  Let  your  walk  be  so  firm 
and  so  unanimous  in  the  right  direction, 
that  a  plain  track  and  highway  may  be 
thereby  established  for  those  who  accom- 

pany and  follow  you  to  perceive  and  walk 
in.    Cf.  Isa.  xxxv.  8),  that  that  which  is 
lame  be  not  turned  out  of  the  way,  but 

rather  "be  healed  (TO  x"Aov  indicates  that 
part  of  the  church  which  was  wavering  be- 

tween Christianity  and  Judaism  :  answer- 

ing to  the  aa-devf'is  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Eonians.     If  the  whole  congregation,  by 
their  united  and  consistent  walk,  trod  a 

plain  and  beaten  path  for  men's  feet,  these 
lame  ones,  though  halting,  would  be  easily 
able  to  keep  in  it,  and  by  keeping  in  the 
rpo^tcfc  op04  would  even  acquire  the  habit 
of  walking   straight   onward,  and   so   be 
healed  :  but  if  the  tracks  were  errant  and 
confused,  their  erratic  steps  would  deviate 
more  and  more,  till  at  length  they  fell 
away  out  of  the  right  way  altogether.  This 
connexion  between  the  clauses  only  sub- 

sists entire  when  rots  iroarlv  is  taken  as 
dative  :  if  as  ablative,  with  your  feet,  it  is 
not  easy  to  say  what  sequence  there  would 
Be  between  the  making  of  such  tracks  and 
the  healing  of  the  lame  without  a  very  harsh 

ellipsis  between  the  two  clauses,  *  in  which 
others  may  walk/  or  the  like.     etcTpairij 
is  rendered  by  many  of  the  ancient  and 

some  modern  expositors,  "  be  dislocated." 
So  (Ec.  (foa  ju^f  T£>  eyapxflev  KCK.tt.6vy  Tovro 
-yap  rb  xw^6v,  els  avfjKGcrroy  e\6r),  yuaAAof 

Thl.  ($n   irposirXayTirf-   Kal 

l  ir6des  v/awi/,  TOfTe'crrt   Tfa.v- svowrai),    Schlichting, 

Grot.,  Wolf,  Carpzov,  Cramer,  Michaelis, 
Ernesti,  Schleusner,  Heinrichs,  Brctschu., 
Klee,  De  Wette,  Stuart,  al.     But  against 
this  there  are  two  objections  :  1.  the  com- 

mon usage  of  the  word ;  which  (see  Wetst. 

on  1  Tim.  i.  6,  and  reff.)  is,  to  "be  turned aside :  and  even  in  the  place  quoted  from 

Galen  by  Carpzov  to  justify  the  other  mean- 
ing, it  far  more  likely  has  this  one:  rrjs 

vyiewris  spyov,  rlt   Karci  fUKph  rfyv   els  rb 

TTctpd   (£>-6criv   citrpoirfyv  (deviation)    eiravop- 
Qovvdai :   2.  the   jxaXXov  8e,  introducing 
the  second  clause,  which  seems  to  shew, 
that  more  is  contained  in  the  contrast  than 

was  in  the  member  with  which  it  was  con- 

trasted, and  thus  fully  justifies  the  falling 
short  in  the  meaning  of  GKrpaTrfj  from  that 

of  laOf:  q.  d.  'should  not  be  turned  out 

of  the' way ;  nay  rather  than  suffer  any  tho least  increase  of  its  infirmity,  should  be 
healed  of  it/     It  should  be  noticed  that 

the  Writer  has  still  the  image  of  a  race 
before  him.    The  making  a  beaten  track 
for  all  is,  that  they  may  not  miss  the  way 

and  lose  the  prize).       '14.]  Follow  peace 
"With  all  (p.€Ta  TrdvTcav  belongs  to  cipi^vqv, 
not  to  the  verb.    Some  have  understood 

irdvvtov  to  refer  not  only  to  the  brethren, 

but  to  unbelievers  also.     So  (Ec.  (^€0*  eaf- 
r(ay  Kal   rccv   eir'fjpfatyj'Tcav*  TroAi)  *ya/>  rb 
TrAdVos  rov  ptTct,  Trdvrwv),  Thl.  (oft  fj.6vov 
irpbs   robs   oiKtiovs,    aAAa   Kal   irpbs    robs 
exflpou?  elprii/Gvew  Trapou/a),  Jac.  Cappell., 
Grot.,  Calov.,  al.,  and  Bohme,  Lunem.,  al. 
But  thus  taken  the  exhortation  would 

lose  much  of  its  proper  force  here.    For  it 
is  introduced  by  a  caution  that  the  lame 

be  not  turned  out  of  the  way,  and  fol- 
lowed by  taking  heed  that  none  fail  of 

the  grace  of  God  :  and  between  these  two 
an  exhortation  to  follow  peace   with  all 

mankind  would  come  in  very  flat  and  dis- 
jointed.    It  is  clearly  the  brethren  who 

jire  here  meant  by  iravrwv :   and  this  is 
farther  shewn  by  the  collocation  of  the 




