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PREFACE

- TO

THE EIGHTH EDITION

SO e

THIS VOLUME, not any longer a little one, has grown out of a
course of lectures on the Synonyms of the New Testament,
which, in the fulfilment of my duties as Professor of Divinity
at King’s College, London, I more than once delivered to the
theological students there. The long, patient, and exact
studies in language of our great Schools and Universities,
which form so invaluable a portion of their mental, and of
their moral diseipline as well, could find no place during the
two years or two years and a half of the theological course at
King’s College. The time itself was too short to allow this,
and it was in great part preoccupied by more pressing
studies. Yet, feeling the immense value of these studies,
and how unwise it would be, because we could not have all
which we would desire, to forego what was possible and
within our reach, I two or three times dedicated a course of
loctures to the comparative value of words in the New
Testament—and these lectures, with many subsequent
additions and some defalcations, have supplied the materials
of the present volame. I have never doubted that (setting
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aside those higher and more solemn lessons, which in a great
measure are out of our reach to impart, being taught rather
by God than men), there are few things which a theological
teacher should have more at heart than to awaken in his
scholars an enthusiasm for the grammar and the lexicon.
We shall have done much for those who come to us for
theological training and .generally for mental guidance, if we
can persuade them to liave™ these continually in their hands ;
if we can make them believe. that with these, and out of
these, they may be learning more, obtaining more real and
lasting acquisitions, sach as will stay by them, and form a
part of the texture of their own minds for ever, that they
shall from these be moré effectually accomplishing them-
selves for their future work, than from many a volume of
divinity, studied before its time, even if it had been worth
studying at all, crudely digested, and therefore turning to no
true nourishment of the intelleet or the spirit. -

. Claiming for these lectures a wider audience than at
first they had, I cannot forbear to add a few observations on
the value of the study of synonyms, not any longer having in
my eye the peculiar needs of any special body of students,
but generally; and on that of the Synonyms of the New
Testament in particular; as also on the helps to the study of
these which are at present in existence; with- a few further
remarks which my own experience hias suggested.

The value of this study as a discipline for training the
mind into close and accurate habits.of thought, the amount
of instruction which may be drawn from. it, the increase of
intellectual wealth which it may yield, all this has been
implicitly recognized by well-nigh all great writers—for well-
nigh all from time to time have paused, themselves to play
the dividers and discerners of -words—explicitly by nat a few,
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who have proclaimed the value which this study had in-
their eyes. And instructive as in any languag® it must be, it-
must be eminently so in the Greek—a language spoken by a-
people of the subtlest intellect; who saw distinctions, where
others saw none; who .divided out to different words what
others. often were. content to huddle confusedly under a.
common. term ; who were themselves singularly alive to ifs:
value, diligently cultivating the art of synonymous distine-.
tion (the évépara Swawpetv, Plato, Laches, 197 d); and who
have bequeathed & multitude of fine and delicate observations
on the right discrimination of their own words to the after-
world. Many will no doubt remember the excellent sport
which Socrates makes of Prodicus,! who was possest with.
this passion to an extravagant degree (Protag. 887 a b ¢).

. And.while thus the characteristic excellences of the
Greek language especially invite us to. the investigation of
the likenesses and differences between words, to the study
of the words of the New Testament there are reasons
additional inviting us. If by such investigations as these we
become aware of dehoa.tevv&mtlons in an author’s meaning,
which otherwise we might have missed, where is it so
desirable that we should miss nothing, that we should lose
no finer intention of the writer, as in those words which are
the vehicles of the very mind of God Himself? If thus the
intellectual riches of the student are increased, can this any-
where be of so great-importance as there, where the in-
tellectual may, if rightly used, prove spiritual riches as well ?
If it encourage thoughtful meditation on ‘the exact forces of
words, both as they are in themselves, and in their relation

! On Prodicus and Protagoraé see 'Grote, 'History of Gréece, vol. vi.
p. 67 ; Bir' A. Grant, Ethics of Aristotle, 3rd edit. vol. i. p. 123. In

Griifenham’s most instructive Gesch. der klassischen Philologie there are
several chapters on this subject, .
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to other words, or in any way unveil to us their marvel and
their mystery, this can nowhere else have a worth in the
least approaching that which it acquires when the words
with which we have to do are, to those who reeeive them
aright, words of eternal life; while in the dead carcases of
the same, if men suffer the spirit of life to depart from them,
all manner of corruptions and heresies may be, as they often
have been, bred. ' :

The words of the New Testament are eminently the
oroxeta of Christian theology, and he who will not begin
with a patient study of those, shall never make any consider-
able, . least of all any secure, advances in this: for here, as
everywhere else, sure disappointment awaits him who thinks:
to possess the whole without first possessing the parts of
which that whole is composed. The rhyming couplet of the
Middle Ages contains a profound instruction :

¢ Qui nescit partes in vanum tendit ad artes;
Artes per partes, non partes disce per artes.’

Now it is the very nature and necessity of the discrimination’
of synonyms to compel such patient investigation of the force
of words, such accurate weighing of their precise value, abso-
lute and relative, and in this its chief merits as a mental
discipline consist.

Yot when we look around us for assistance herein,
neither concerning Greek synonyms in general, nor speci-
ally concerning those of the New Testament, can it be
affirmed that we are even tolerably furnished with books.
Whatever there may be to provoke dissent in Déderlein’s
Lateinische Synonyme und Etymologieen, and there could be
scarcely an error more fatally misleading than his notion
that Latin was derived from Greek, there is no book on
Greek synonyms which for compass and completeness can
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bear comparison with it ; and almost all the more important
modern languages of Europe have better books devoted to
their synonyms than any which have been devoted to the
Greek. The works of the early grammarians, as of
Ammonius and others, supply a certain amount of valu-
able materinl, but cannot. be said even remotely to meet
the needs of the student at the present day. Vomel's
Synomymisches. Worterbuch, Frankfurt, 1822, excellent as far
as it goes, but at the same time a school-book and no more,
and Pillon’s Synonymes Grecs, of which a translation into
English was edited by the late T. K. Arnold, London, 1850,
 are the only modern attempts to supply the deficiency; at
least I am not aware of any other. But neither of these
writers has allowed himself space to enter on his subject with
any fulness and completeness : not to say that references to
the synonyms of the New Testament are exceedingly rare in
Vomel; and, though somewhat more frequent in Pillon’s
work, are capricious and uncertain there, and in general of a
meagre and unsatisfactory deseription.

The only book dedicated expressly and exclusively to
these is one written in Latin by, J. A. H. Tittmann, De
Synonymis in- Novo Testamento, Leipzig, 1829, 1882. It
would ill become me, and I have certainly no intention, to
speak slightingly of the work of a most estimable man, and a
good scholar—above all, when that work is one from which I
have derived some, if not a great deal of assistance, and such
as I most willingly acknowledge. Yet the fact that we are
- offering & book on the same subject as a preceding author;
and may thus lie under, or seem to others to lie under, the
temptation of unduly claiming for the ground which we
would occupy, that it is not solidly occupied already ; this
must not wholly shut our mouths from pointing out what
may appear to us deficiencies or shortcomings on his part.
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And this work of Tittmann’s seems to me still to leave room-
for another, even on the very subject to which it is specially
devoted. It sometimes travels very: slowly over its ground;
the synonyms which he selects' for discrimination are not
always the most interesting ; nor. are they always felicitously
grouped for investigation; he often fails to bring out in
sharp and clear antithesis the differences between them ;
while here and there the investigations of later scholars have
quite broken down distinctions which he has sought to
establish; as for instance that between SwA\dcoev and
xaraA\doaew, 88 though the first were a mutual, the second
only a one-sided, reconciliation; ! or again as that between
dxp. and péxpr. Indeed the fact that this book of Tittmann’s,
despite the interest of its subject, and its standing alone upon
it. to say nothing of its translstion into English,® has never
obtained any considerable circulation among students of
theology here, is itself an evidence of “its insufficiency to meet
our wants in-this direction. 4

Of the deficiencies of the work now offered, I am only too-
well aware; none can know them at all so well as myself. I
know too that even were my part of the work much better
accomplished than it is, I have left untouched an immense
number of the Synonyms of the N. T., and among these
many of the most interesting and instructive® I can only

! See Fritzsche, On Rom. v. 10. B

* Biblical Cabinet, vols. iii. xviii, Edinburgh, 1833, 1837. The
translation is very poorly performed. -

* The following list is very far from exhaustmg these : wpowpopd,
Ouma, Bn:pov—wapomla, wapaBolf, duolwois—ulds Oeod, xais Beot—dixalwua,

lwos, d Vvn—enlrpoxos, olkovduos—xiixos, wapddeiaos—yxoAf,
wicpla—38pos, Bovvés—rdpos, prnueiov—uorf), alxla—xeipla, 306via—ulos;
Téxvoy—nUAn, 80pa—>arvais, xén—_eAxls, dwoxapadoxia—Errarua, Sidadka-
Aa—xapd, &yaAAlaos, ebppoocivn—3i¢a, Tiuh, Emawos—PBdpos, Popriov,
Syros—&uvds, &prlov—bs, xoipos-_ EVAov, oravpds—anAds, BépBopos—derds,
8uBpas—urhpara, Owdpfeis—mworauds, xelpappos—udun, OplEi—dpBaruds,
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hope and pray that this volume, the labour sometimes
painful, but often delightful, of many days, may, notwith-
standing its many faults and shortcomings, not wholly miss
its aim. That aim has been to lead some into closer and
more accurate investigation of Hiés Word, in Whom, and
therefore in whose words, ¢ all riches of wisdom and know-
ledge are contained.’

I might here conclude, but having bestowed a certain
amount of attention on this subject, I am tempted, before so
doing, to offer a few hints on the rules and principles which
must guide a labourer in this field, if the work is at all to
prosper in his hands. They shall bear mainly on the proper
selection of the passages by which he shall confirm and make

Sppa—yrGooa, SidAexros—vépos, vepéan—urinais, 0dufos, Exovacis—
yd{a, Onoavpds, &xobfkn—rapeior, Spveor, werewdv—rAlvy, xpdfBaros—
Seouwrhipiov, Puhaxfi—xvBela, uebadela, wavoupyla—=mapnyopla, wapa-
wpvlla, wapdxAnois—rixos, Iwéderyua, twoypauuds, ixorimwois—udxaipa,
doupala—rEps, Epibela—defovala, Siwauss, xpdros, loxbs, Bla,” dvépyeia—
xplas, adpt—mnvedpa, vois-—Avxn, 830, dBlv—awrridikos, dxHpés, Ixevarrios
~—3udBoAos, Saluwr, Sawudvior, rarhywp—ySus, yéewa, rdprapos, pvraxh—
Adyos, piipa—aadéven, véoos, pakaxia, pdorif—Avrpwris, cwrhip—ivdl-
unois, ¥rvowr, Siahoyiouds—oriyua, pdAwy, wAnyh—~OAefpos, dwdAea—
—&vrorf, Bbyua, wapayyeAia—Bpépos, waldiov—lyvoia, &yvwola—awvpls,
xépwos—Evoia, dppoctvn, uwpla—avdxavars, rardravgis—&yaopds,
&yt -ms, u-ywnrum—mds, &yalds—éaderhs, &Jjworos—eluerddoros, xow-
v uéroxos, xowwvds—I3paios, dueraxlynros—wpwréroxos, povoyevhs
—&t810s, aldvios—Hpepos, Hodxws—Eévos, xdpowos, wapexiSnuos—oxorids,
Bieorpappévos—ameidts, Exiaros—pporrifw, peppvdw—néurw, dxooTiAie
—xpd{w, xpavyd{w, Bodw, draBodo—rpdyw, ¢dyopar, 80‘9(:»-—@;&1«9&0,
perpiowabéw—raréw, dvopd(w—orydw, curndo—rnpéw, $vAdoow, Ppovpéw
—xAavdow, &xardw, waparoyiopar—ipdm, BAéxw, Ocdouas, Bewpéw, Swrouas
—qwéoxw, olba, éxlorauai—elAoyéw, ebxapiorén—Iidopar, Bepaxedw, Bob.
Aouw, OéAw—xarapri(w, TeAeidw —raTaywbonw, xaraxplve—rapdoow, Tup-
Bd{w—Epxouat, fixw—ouANauBdyw, Bonbéw—xotudw, dywrifopai—BeBaidw,
pifbopar, Oeueibw, ornpl{w—pvndopas, dplopar—3iddoxw, vovleriw,
owgpovifu—KAvdwyiopar, wepipépw, Tapdoow—ivediw, Aodopéw, uéupo-
pat, KaxoAoyéw—xAnpdw, TeAadw—lvev, xwpls—viv, Bpre.
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good, in his own sight and in the sight of others, the con-
clusions at which he has arrived ; for it is indeed on the skill
with which this selection is made that his success or failure
will almost altogether depend. It is plain that when we
affirm two or more words to be synonyms, that is alike, but.
also different, with resemblance in the main, but also with
partial difference, we by no means deny that there may be a
hundred passages where it would be quite as possible to use
the one as the other. All that we certainly affirm is that,
granting this, there is a hundred and first, where one would
be appropriate and the other not, or where, at all events, one
would be more appropriate than the other. To detect and
cite this passage, to disengage it from the multitude of other
passages, which would help little or nothing here, this is a
chief business, we may say that it is ¢the chief business, of one
who, undertaking the task of the discrimination of words,
would not willingly have laboured in vain. It is true that a
word can hardly anywhere be used by one who is at all &
master, either conscious or unconscious, of language, but
that his employment of it shall assist in fixing, if there be
any doubt on the matter, the exact bounds and limitations
of its mesning, in drawing an accurate line of demarcation
between it and such other words as border upon it, and thus
in defining the territory which it occupies as its own. Still
it would plainly be an endless and impossible labour to quote
or even refer to all, or a thousandth part of all, the places in
which any much used word occurs; while, even supposing:
these all brought together, their very multitude would defeat
the purpose for which they were assembled ; nor would the
induction from them be a whit more satisfactory and conclu-
sive than that from select examples, got together with
judgment and from sufficiently wide a field. He who would
undertake this work must be able to recognize what these
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passages are, which, carrying conviction to his own mind, he
may trust will carry it also to those of others. A certain
"innate tact, a genius for the seizing of subtler and finer dis-
tinctions, will here be of more profit than all rules which can
“beforehand be laid down; at least, no rules will compensate
“for the absence of this; and when all has been said, much
"must be left to this tact. At the same time a few hints here
need not be altogether unprofitable, seeing that there is no
“such help to finding as to know beforehand exactly what we
"should seek, and where we should seek it. -

It is hardly necessary to observe that the student in this
“field of labour will bestow especial attention on the bringing
together, so far as they bear upon his subjegt, of those
passages in good authors in which his work is, so to speak,
done to his hand, and some writer of authority avowedly
undertakes to draw out the distinction between certain words,
either in a single phrase, or in & somewhat longer discussion,
or in a complete treatise. To these he will pay diligent
heed, even while he will claim the right of reconsidering,
and it may be declining to accept, the distinctions drawn by
the very chiefest among them. The distinguishing of
synonyms comes so naturally to great writers, who are also
of necessity more or less accurate thinkers, and who love to
make sure of the materials with which they are building, of
the weapons which they are wielding, that of these distine-
tions traced by writers who are only word-dividers accident-
ally and by the way, an immense multitude exists, a
multitude far beyond the hope of any single student to
bring together, scattered up and down as they are in
volumes innumerable. I will enumerate a few, but only
a8 illustrating the wide range of authors from whom they
may be gathered. Thus they are met in Herodotus
Isbruyfs and SABuos, i. 82) ; in Plato (Gapparéos and dvpeios,
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Protag. 849 e; Odposos and dvdpeia, Ib. 851 b; loxvpds and
Swvards, Ib. 850 ¢ ; méAepos and ordais, Rep. v. 470 b; Swivoa
"and vods, Ib. vi. 511 d; pwipn and dvdwmors, Philebus, 81 b
cf. Aristotle, Hist. Anim. i. 1. 15); in Aristotle (elyevds and
yevvaios, Hist. Anim. i. 1. 14; Rhet. ii. 15; cf, Dio
Chrysostom, Orat. 15, in fine; &rawos and &yxdmov, Ethic.
Nic. i. 12. 8; Rhet. i. 9; d¢y and oJudrows, Metaph. iv. 4;
¢pormos and ovveais, Ethic. Nic. vi. 11; dxdlacros and
dxparifs, Ib. vii. 7, 10; wvedpa and dvepos, De Mund. iv. 10 ;
of. Philo, Leg. Alleg. i. 14 ;. 3uBpos and derés, De Mund. iv.
6; evoa and ¢u\ia, Ethic. Nic. ix. 5); in Xenophon (oixia
and olxos, (con. i. 5 ; Baokeia and rvpavris, Mem. iv. 6..12) ;
in Demosthenes (Aotdopla and xaryyopia, xviii. 128) ; in Philo
(nitis, xpdows, and ovyxves, . De Conf. Ling. 87; 8adpov and
86pa, Leg. Alleg. iii. T0; Swped and Séows, De Cherub. 25;
Opacdrys and bapparedrns, Quis Rer. Div. Her. 5; wvof and
wvetpa, Leg. Alleg. i. 18 ; in Plutarch (drxolacia and dxpacia,
De Virt. Mor. 6; éyxpdreaand coppooivy, tbid.); in Lucilius
(‘poéma’ and ¢podsis, Sat. 9); in Cicero (‘vitium,’
*morbus,” and ¢ egrotatio,” Tusc. iv. 18; ¢ gaudium,’ ¢ Imtitia,”
and * voluptas,’ Ib. iv. 6 ; cf. Seneca, Ep. 59 ; Aulus Gellius,
i, 27; ‘cautio’ and ‘metus,” Tusec. iv. 6; ¢‘labor’ and
‘dolor,” Fb, ii. 15; * versutus’ and ¢ callidus,’ De Nat. Deor.
1ii. 10 ; ¢ doctus ’ and ¢ peritus,” De Off.1i. 41; * perseverantia’
and ¢ patientia,” De Inw. ii. 84; ¢dignitas’ and ‘venustas,’
De Off. i. 80. 17; ‘maledictum’ and ‘accusatio,’ Pro Cel.
iii. 6; with others innumerable). They are found in
Quintilian (‘salsus,’ ‘¢ urbanus,’ and ‘facetus,’ Instit. vi. 8,
17; ‘fama’ and ‘rumor,’ Ib. v. 8; 769 and wdfy, Ib. vi;
2, 8); in Seneca (‘ira’ and ‘iracundia,’ De Ird, i. 4); in
Aulus Gellius (‘matrona’ and ‘materfamilifs,’ xviii. 6. 4 ;
¢ fulvus ’ and ¢ flavus,’ ¢ ruber ’ and ¢ rufus,” Ib, ii. 26) ; in St.
Jerome (‘ pignus ’ and ‘arrha,’ in Ephes. i. 14 ; ¢ puteus ' and
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-$ eigterna,’ vn Oses i. 1; ‘bonitas’ and ¢ benignitas,’ 1z Gal.
v. 22 ; ‘modestia ’ and ¢ continentia,’ ¢bid.) ; in St. Augustine
(‘ flagitium > and ‘facinus,” Conf. iii.” 8, 9; ‘volo’ and
¢ capio,’” De Civ. Dei, xiv. 8;.¢fons’ and ¢ puteus,’ in Joh. iv.
6; ‘senecta’ and ¢senium,” Enarr. in Ds, Ixx. 18; ¢ emu-
latio’ and ‘invidia,’ Ezp. in Gal. v. 20; *curiosus' and
¢ gtudiosus,” De Util. Cred. 9);'. in Hugh of 8t. Victor
( cogitatio,’ - ¢ meditatio,” *contemplatio,” De Comtemp. i. 8,
4); in Mauretus. (* possessio’ and “ dominium,’ Epist. iii. 80) ;
and, not to draw this matter endlessly out, in South (‘envy’
and ‘emulation,” Sermons, 1787, vol. v. p. 408; compare
Bishop Butler’s Sermons, 1886, p. 15) ; in Barrow (‘ slander’
and ¢ detraction’); in Jeremy Taylor (‘mandatum’ and
¢jussio,’ Ductor Dubitantium, iv. 1. 2, 7); in Samuel
Johnseon (ftalk’ and ¢ conversation,” Boswell's Life, 1842, p.
719); in Goschel (‘wquitas’ and ‘jus,’ Zerst, Bldtter, part
ii. p. 887); in Coleridge (‘ fanaticism ’ and ¢ enthusiasm,” Lit.
Rem. vol. ii. p. 865 ; * keenness’ and ‘ subtlety,” Table Talk,
p- 140; ‘analogy’ and ‘metaphor, Aids to Reflection, p
198) ; and in De Quincey (‘ hypothesis,” ¢theory,’ system,’
Lit. Reminiscences, vol. ii. p. 299, American Ed.). Indeed in
every tongue the great masters of language would rarely fail
to contribute their quota of these.

There is a vast number of other passages also, in worth
secondary to those which I have just adduced, inasmuch as
they do not draw these accurate lines of demarcation between
the domain of meaning occupied by one word and that
occupied by others bordering upon it ; but which yet, con-
taining an accurate definition or pregnant deseription of
some one, will prove most serviceable when it is sought to

. distinguish this from others which are cognate to it. All

! For many more examples in Augustine see my St. Augustine on
the Sermon on the Mount, 8rd edit. p. 27.
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such-definitions and descriptions he will note who. has taken
this subject in hand. Such, for example, is Plato’s definition
of dudvoww (Sophist. 268 e): 6 &rds s Yuxiis mpds atmpy
Siddoyos dvev duvijs yryvipevos: of vipos (Legy. i. 644 d): 8s
[Aoywopuss] yevdpevos 8éypa wélews xowdv vépos drwvdpacrac:
with which that of ‘Aristotle may be compared: véuos 8¢
dorw SpoAdynpa mwéhews xowdv 8k ypappdrwv, wpoardrrov whs
xph mpdrrew &aora (Rhet. ad Alex. ii.) ; or, again, Aristotle’s
of ebrparedla that it is 3Bpis meradevuéry, or ¢ thastened
insolence’ (Rhet. ii. 12); of ceuvdmys that it is palaxy xai
eboyripav Bapirys (Rhet. ii. 19) ; or Cicero’s of ¢ temperantia,’
that it is ‘moderatio cupiditatum rationi obtemperans’ (De
Fin. ii. 17; or again of ‘beatitudo ’ Pusc. v. 10): ¢ Sécretis
malis omnibus cumulata bonorum omnium possessio; * or of
¢ vultus,’ that it is ‘sermo quidam tacitus mentis;’ or of
¢ divinatio,’ that it is ¢ Earum rerum quee fortuite putantur
predictio atque preesensio’ (Divin. i. 5, 9) ; again, of ¢ gloria’

(Tusc. iii. 2), that it is ¢ consentiens laus bonorum, incorrupta
vox bene judicantium ‘de excellente virtute ; ;' or once more
(Inv. ii. 55, 166) : ¢ Est frequens de ahquo fama cum laude ;°’

or South’s'of the same, more subtle; and taken more from a
gubjective point of view (Sermons, 1787, vol. iv. p. 67):
*Glory is the joy a man conceives from his own perfections
considered with relation to the opinions of others, as
observed and acknowledged by them.’! Or take another
of Cicero’s, that namely of *jactatio,’ that it is ‘voluptas

! Compare George Eliot—
¢ What is fame
But the benignant strength of one, transformed
To joy of many ?’

while Godet has a grand definition of *glory,’ but this now the glory of
God: ‘La gloire de Dieu est ’éclat que projettent dans le ceeur de
eréatures intelligentes ses perfections manifestées.’ .
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gestiens, et se. efferens violentius’ (Twse. iv. 9). All these,
and the like of. these,.he will gather for the use which, as
occagion arises, may be.made of them; or, in any event, for
the mental training m a specm.l direction whlch their study
will afford him.

Another series of passages will claim especial attention;
those namely which . oontain, as many do, a pointed
antithesis, and which thus tell their own tale. For in-
stance, when Ovid says severally of the soldier and the
lover, ‘hic portas frangit, at ille fores,’ the difference
between the gates of a city and the doors of a house, as
severally expressed by the ome word and the other, can
escape no reader. This from Cieero (Verr. v. 66), ¢ facinus
est vinciri -civem Romanum, scelus verberari,’ gives us at
once what was his relative estimate of ¢ facinus’ and ¢ scelus.”
There are few distinctions more familiar than that existing
between ‘vir® and ‘homo’; but were this otherwise, a
passage like that well-known one in Cicero oconcerning
Marius (Tusc. ii. 22) would bring the distinction to the
consciousness of all. One less trite which Seneca affords
will do the same (Ep. 104).: ¢ Quid est cur timeat laborem
vir, mortem homo ?’ while this at once lets us know what
difference he puts between *delectare’ and * placere’ (Ep.
89) : ¢ Malorum ultimum est mala sua amare, ubi turpia non
solum delectant, sed etiam placent;’ -and this what the
difference is between *carere ’ and ‘indigere’ (Vit. Beat. T):
¢ Voluptate virtus sepe caret, nunquam indiget.’ The dis-
tinotion between ¢ secure * and ¢ safe,” between * securely’ and
* safely,’ is well-nigh obliterated in our modern English, but
how admirably is it brought out in this line of Ben Jonson,—

‘Men may aecureiy sin, bui safely never.’
Closely connected with these are passages in which words

are used as in a climacteric, one rising above the other, each
a
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evidently intended by the writer to be stronger than the last.
These passages will at all events make clear in what order of
sirength the several words o employed presented themselves
to him who 8o used them., Thus, if there were any doubt
about the relation of ‘paupertas’ and °egestas,’ a passage
like the following from Seneea (Ep. 58) would be decisive, so
far at least as concerns the silver age of Latinity: ¢ Quanta
verborum nobis paupertas, imo egestas sit, nunquam magis
quam hodierno die intellexi;' while for the relations be-
tween ‘inopia’ and ‘egestas’ we may compare a similar
passage from the younger Pliny (Ep. iv. 18). Another
passage from Seneca (De Ird, ii. 86: ¢ Ajacem in mortem
egit furor, in furorem ira’) shows how he regarded *ira’
and ‘furor.’ When Juvenal describes the ignoble assenta-
tion of the Greek sycophant, ever ready to fall in with and to
exaggerate the mood of his patron, ‘si dixeris, “sstuo,”
gudat ’ (Sat. iii. 108), there can be no question in what rela-
tion of strength the words ¢ eestuo’ and ¢ sudo ’ for him stand
to one another.

Nor in this way only, but in various. others, a great
writer, without directly intending any such thing, will give
& most instructive lesson in synonyms and their distinetion
. merely by the alternations and interchanges of one word with
another, which out of an instinetive sense of fitness and pro-
priety he will make. For instance, what profound instruc-
tion on the distinction between Bios and {w lies in the two
noble chapters with which the Gorgias of Plato concludes,
while yet he was certainly very far from designing any such
lesson. So, too, as all would own, Cicero is often far more
instructive, and far more to be relied on as a guide and
authority in his passionate shifting and changing of words
than when in colder blood he proceeds to distinguish one
ifrom another. So much we may affirm without in the least
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questioning the weight which all judgments of his on his own
language must possess.

Once more, the habitual associates of a word will claim
the special attention of one who is seeking to mark out the
exact domain of meaning which it occupies. Remembering
the proverb, ¢ Noscitur a sociis,’ he will note acourately the
company which it uses to keep; above all, he will note if
there be any one other word with which it stands in ever-
recurring alliance. He will draw from this association two
important conclusions: first, that it has not exactly the
same meaning as these words with which it is thus con-
stantly associated ; else one or the other, and not both, save
only in a few exceptional cases of rhetorical accumulation,
would be employed: the second, that it has a meaning
nearly bordering upon theirs, else it would not be found in
such frequent combination with them. Pape's Greek Lexicon
is good, and Rost and Palm’s still better, for the attention
bestowed upon this point, which had been only very
partially attended to by Passow. The helps are jmmense
which may here be found for the exact fixing of the meaning
of & word. Thus a careful reader of our old authors can
scarcely fail to have been perplexed by the senses in which he
finds the word ¢ peevish’ employed—so different from our
modern, so difficult to reduce to that common point of depar-
ture, which yet all the different meanings that a word in
time comes to obtain must have once possessed. Let him
weigh, however, its use in two or three such passages as the
following, and the companionship in which he finds it will
greatly help him to grasp the precise sense in which two
hundred years since it was employed. The first is from
Burton (4dnatomy of Melancholy, part iii. § 1): ¢ We provoke,
rail, scoff, calumniate, hate, abuse (hard-hearted, implacable,
malicious, peevish, inexorable as we are), to satisfy our lust or

a2
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private spleen.’ The second from Shakespeare (Two Gcntle-
men of Verona, Act III. Se. 1):

Valentine. *Cannot your Grace win her to fanoy him 2’
Duke. ¢ No, trust me, she is peevish, sullen, froward,
Proud, disobedient, stubborn, lnckiqg duty.

Surely in these quotations, and in others similar which could

easily be adduced, there are assistances at omnce safe and

effectual for arriving at a nght apprecmtlon of the force of
¢ peevish.’

Again, one who is oonmdermg and seekmg to arrive at
the exact value, both positive and rélative, of words will
diligently study the equivalents in other tongues which
masters of language have put forward ; especially where it is
plain they have made the selection of the very fittest equiva-
lent a matter of earnest consideration. I spoke just now
of “peevish.’ Another passage from Burton—*Pertinax
hominum genus, a peevish generation of men’—is itself
sufficient to confirm the notion, made probable by induction
from passages cited already, that self-willedness (adfdde.a)
was the leading notion which the word once possessed.
Sometimes possessing no single word of their own precisely
equivalent to that which they would render, they have
sought to approach this last from different quarters, and
what no single one would do, to effect by several, employing
sometimes one and sometimes another. Cicero tells us that
he 80 dealt with the Greek ocwepocivy, for which he found no
one word that was its adequate representative in Latin.
Each of these will probably tell us some part of that which
we desire to learn.

But then further, in seeking to form an exact estimate of

ethical terms and their relation to, and their distinction
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from, one another; it will profit much to observe by what
other names virtues and vices have been called, with what
titles of dishonour virtues have been miscalled by those who
wished to present them in an odious or a ridiculous light ;
with what titles of honour vices have been adornad by those
who would fain make -the worse -appear the better, who
_would put darkness: for light and light for darkness; since’
unjust as in every case these words must be, they must yet
have retained some show and remote semblance of justice,
else they would scarcely have imposed on the simplest and
the most unwary ; and from their very lie a truth may be
extorted by him who knows how to question them aright.
Thus when Plato. (Rep. viii. 560 ¢) characterizes some as
3Ppw piv edradevaiar kakotwres, dvapxiav &¢ Ievbepiav, dowriav
8¢ peyadompéneay, dvaidaay’ 8¢ avdpelav (of. Aristotle, Rhet. i.
9); or when Plutarch:(4dnim. an Corp. Aff. Pej. 8) says,
Ouudy 8¢ woAol xalobow dvSpelav, xal Gora piliav, kal Phvov
dui\lay, kai Sedlav dodpdleav-: or when he relates how the
flatterers of Dionysius, - not now giving good names to bad
things, but bad names. to good, called the oepvérys of Dion
Ymepoyia, and his woppnoia adbddeia (Dion, 8; cf. De Adul. et
Am. 14); or, once more, when we -have a passage before us
like the following from Cicero (Part. Orat. 28) : ‘ Prudentiam
malitia, et temperantiam immanitas in aspernandis voluptati-
bus, et liberalitatem effusio, et fortitudinem audacia imitatur,
et patientiam - duritia immanis, et justitiam acerbitas, et
religionem superstitio, et lenitatem mollitia animi, et vere-
cundiam timiditas, et illam disputandi prudentiam concertatio
captatioque verborum '—when, I say, we have such state-
ments before us, these pairs of words mutually throw light
each upon the other; and-it is our own fault if these cari-
catures are not helpful to us in understanding what are
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exactly the true features misrepresented by them. Wytten-
bach, Animadd. in Plutarch. vol. i. pp. 461, 462, has collected
a large group of similar passages. He might have added,
trite though it may be, the familiar passage from the Satires
of Horace, i. 8. 41-686.

Let me touch in conclusion on one other point upon
which it will much turn whether a book on synonyms will
satisfy just expectations or not ; I mean the skill with which
the pairs, or, it may be, the larger groups of words, between
which it is proposed to discriminate, are selected and
matched. He must pair his words as earefully as the lanista
in the Roman amphitheatre paired his men. Of course, no
words can in their meaning be oo near to one another ; since
thé nearer they are the more liable to be confounded, the
more needing to be discriminated. But there may be some
which are too remote, between which the difference is so
patent that it is quite superfluous to define what it is.
¢Scarlet’ and ‘crimson’ may be confounded; it may be
mneedful to point out the differenice between them; but
scarcely between ¢ scarlet ’ and ¢ green.’ It may be useful to
discriminate between ¢pride’ and ‘arrogance’; bui who
would care for a distinction drawn between ¢ pride’ and
‘covetousness'? At the same time, one who does not look
for his pairs at a certain remoteness from one another, will
have very few on which to put forth his skill. It is difficult
here to hit always the right mean; and we must be content
to appear sometimes discriminating where the reader counts
that no discrimination was required. No one will have
taken up a work on synonyms without feeling that some
words with which it deals are introduced without need, so
broad and self-evident in his eyes does the distinction
between them appear. 8till, if the writer have in other
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cases shown a tolerable dexterity in the selection of the
proper groups, it will be only fair toward him to suppose
that what is thus sun-clear to one may not be equally mani-
fest to all. With this deprecation of too hasty a criticism of
works like the present, I bring these prefatory remarks to
& close.

Dusnrix, March 13, 1876,
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" THE NINTH EDITION

Waat I wrote in the Preface to the eighth edition of this
book about the want of any considerable work dealing with
Greek synonyms needs a certain qualification now. Of
J. H. H. Schmidt’'s Synonymik der Griechischen Sprache,
two volumes (1876, 1879) have appeared. How many more
will follow it is impossible to guess. There would be much
to say on this book of an accomplished scholar, who has
evidently grudged no amount of toil in its preparation, if it
became me to criticize it, or if this were the place to do so.
This, however, I will observe—namely, that while much may
be learned from this book, it altogether fails to satisfy the
needs of the theological student. The writer's whole
interest is in Homeric and Attic Greek. Having had his
book constantly in my hand while preparing a new edition of
this present work, I have not lighted there upon more than
two citations from the N. T., and not so much as one from
the Septuagint. There may be more, but these cannot be
veiy many. In Greek as one of the two great languages of
Revelation, and in the various providential means by which it
was formed and fashioned to be an adequate vehicle of this
Revelation, in all this Schmidt has apparently no interest
whatever ; does not so much as seem to perceive that there is
a great subject before him.

Brooum¥1eLD, September 8, 1880.
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SYNONYMS

OF

THE NEW TESTAMENT.

—,— O

§ i. ’Exxyola, ovvaywy, marfyvpis.

THERE are words whose history it is peculiarly interesting
to watch, as they obtain a deeper meaning, and receive a new
consecration in the Christian Church; words which the
Church did not invent, but has assumed into its service, and
employed in a far loftier sense than any to which the world
has ever put them before. The very word by which the
Church is named is itself an example—a more illustrious one
could searcely be found—of this progressive ennobling of a
word.! For we have éxxAyoia in three distinct stages of
meaning—the heathen, the Jewish, and the Christian. In
respect of the first, 7 &xxhnoia (=&xAyro,, Euripides, Orestes,

! Zezschwitz, in his very interesting Leoture, Profangrdcitit und
Biblischer Sprachgeist, Leipzig, 1859, p. 5, has said excellently well, ¢ Das
Christenthum wiire nicht als was es siegend iiber Griechenthum und
Romerthum sich ausgewiesen, hitte es zu reden vermocht, oder zu reden
sich zwingen lassen miissen, nach den Grundbegriffen griechischen
Geisteslebens, griechischer Weltanschauung. Nur sprachumbildend,
ausstossend was entweiht war, hervorziehend was griechische Geistes-
richtung ungebiibrlich zuriickgestellt hatte, verklarend endlich womit das
dchtmenschliche, von Anfang an so sittlich gerichtete Griechenthum die
Vorstufen der gottlichen Wahrheit erreicht hatte : nur so ein in seinen
Grundbegriffen christianisirtes Griechisch sich anbildend konnten die
Apostel Christi der Welt, die damals der allgemeinen Bildung nach eine
griechische war, die Sprache des Geistes, der durch sie zeugte,
vermitteln.’

B
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989) was the lawful assembly in a free Greek city of all those
possessed of the right of citizenship, for the transaction of
public affairs. That they were summoned is expressed in the
latter part of the word ; that they were summoned out of the
whole population, a select portion of it, including neither
the populace, nor strangers, nor yet those who had forfeited
their civic rights, this is expressed in the first. Both the
calling (the xAsjots, Phil, iii. 14 ; 2 Tim. i. 9), and the calling
out (the éxoy, Rom. xi. 7; 2 Pet. i. 10), are moments to
be remembered, when the word is assumed into a higher
Christian sense, for in them the chief part of ite peculiar
adaptation to its auguster uses lies.! It is interesting to
observe how, on one occasion in the N. T., the word returns
to this earlier significance (Acts xix. 82, 89, 41).

Before, however, more fully considering that word, it
will need to consider a little the anterior history of another
with which I am about to compare it. Swaywyi occurs two
or three times in Plato (thus Theet. 160 a), but is by no
means an old word in classical Greek, and in it altogether
wants that technical signification which already in the
Septuagint, and still more plainly in the Apocrypha, it gives
promise of acquiring, and which it is found in the N. T. to
have fully acquired.? But swaywys, while travelling in this

! Both these points are well made by Flacius Illyricus, in his Clavis
Scripture, 8. v. Ecclesia : ¢Quia Ecclesia a verbo xaAeiv venit, hoo obser-
vetur primum; ideo conversionem hominum vocationem vocari, non
tantum quia Deus eos per se suumque Verbum, quasi clamore, vocat ;
sed etiam quia sicut herus ex turba famulorum certos aliquos ad aliqus
singularia munia evocat, sic Deus quoque tum totum populum suum
vocat ad cultum suum (Hos. xi. 1), tum etiam singulos homines ad
certas singularesque functiones. (Act. xiii. 2.) Quoniam autem non
tantum vocatur Populus Dei ad oultum Dei, sed etiam vocatur ex
reliqué turbd aut confusione generis humani, ideo dicitur Ecclesia, quasi
dicas, Evocata divinitus ex reliqud impiorum colluvie, ad cultum cele-
brationemque Dei, et seternam felicitatem.” Compare Witsius In Symbol.
Pp. 394-397.

2 An American scholar (Church Review, July 1881) says well, ‘ The
Septuagint represents only a half-way step in this assignment of the
Greek language to the expression of Hebrew ideas.’
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direction, did not leave behind it the meaning which is the
only one that in classical Greek it knew ; and often denotes,
as it would there, any gathering or bringing together of
persons or things; thus we have there owaywyy éhvav
(Gen. xlviii. 4); owaywy) J8aros (Isai. xix. 6); owaywy)
xpnpdrov (Ecelus. xxxi. 8), and such like. It was during the
time which intervened between the closing of the O. T. canon
and the opening of that of the New that cvvaywy; acquired
that technical meaning of which we find it in full possession
when the Gospel history begins; designating, as there if
does, the places set apart for purposes of worship and the
reading and expounding of the Word of God, the ¢ synagogues,’
as we find them named; which, capable as they were of
indefinite multiplication, were the necessary complement of
the Temple, which according to the divine intention was and
could be but one.

But to return to éxxAyoia. This did not, like some other
words, pass immediately and at a single step from the heathen
world to the Christian Church : but here, as so often, the
Septuagint supplies the link of connexion, the point of
transition, the word being there prepared for its highest
meaning of all. When the Alexandrian translators undertook
the rendering of the Hebrew Scriptures, they found in them
two constantly recurring words, namely, n1p and 53p. For
these they employed generally, and as their most adequate
Greek equivalents, owaywyj and éxxAyoia, The rule
which they seem to have prescribed to themselves is as
follows—to render 1Y for the most part by cvvaywy; (Exod.
xii. 8 ; Lev. iv, 18; Num. i. 2, and altogether more than a
hundred times), and, whatever other renderings of the word
they may adopt, in' no single case to render it by éxxAyoia.
It were to be wished that they had shown the same consistency

. in respect of Snp; but they have not; for while ékxAnoia is

their more frequent rendering (Deut. xviii. 16 ; Judg. xx. 2;

1 Kin. viii. 14, and in all some seventy times), they too often

render this also by owaywy; (Lev. iv. 18; Num. xvi. 8;

Deut. v. 22, and in all some five and twenty times), thus
’ B2
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breaking down for the Greck reader the distinction which
undoubtedly exists between the words. Our English Version
has the same lack of a consistent rendering. Its two words
are ¢ congregation ' and ¢ assembly ;’ but instead of constantly
assigning one to one, and one to the other, it renders 7Y now
by ¢ congregation * (Lev. x. 17 ; Num. i. 16; Josh. ix. 27), and
now by ‘assembly’ (Lev. iv. 28); and on the other hand,
5np sometimes by ¢assembly * (Judg. xxi. 8 ; 2 Chron. xxx. 28),
but much oftener by *¢congregation’ (Judg. xxi. 5; Josh.
viii. 85). :
- . There is an interesting discussion by Vitringa (De Synag.
“ Vet. pp. 77-89) on the distinction between these two Hebrew
synonyms ; the result of which is summed up in the following
statements : ‘Notat proprie 57p universam alicujus populi
maultitudinem, vinculis societatis unitam et rempublicam sive
civitatem quandam constituentem, cum voeabulum 7Y ex
indole et vi significationis su® tantum dicat quemcunque
hominum cetum et conventum, sive minorem sive majorem ’
(p. 80). And again: ‘Swaywy, ut et Ny, semper significat
cetum conjunctum et congregatum, etiamsi nullo forte
vinculo ligatum, sed # éxxAyoia [ = 5np] designat multitudi-
nem aliquam, qus populum constituit, per leges et vincula
inter se junctam, etsi sepe fiat ut non sit coacta vel cogi
possit’ (p. 88). Accepting this as a true distinction, we shall
see that it was not without due reason that our Lord
(Matt. xvi. 18 ; xviii. 17) and his Apostles claimed this, as
the nobler word, to designate the new society of which He
was the Founder, being as it was a society knit together by
the closest spiritual bonds, and altogether independent ‘of
space.

Yet for all this we do not find the title exxkAnoia wholly
withdrawn from the Jewish congregation; that too was
‘the Church in the wilderness’ (Acts vii. 88); for Chris- .
tian and Jewish differed only in degree, and not in kind.
Nor yet do we find owaywy;; wholly renounced by the
Church ; the latest honourable use of it in the N. T., indeed
the only Christian use of it there, is by that Apostle to whom
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it was especially given to maintain unbroken to the latest
possible moment the outward bonds connecting the Synagogue
and the Church, namely, by St. James (ii. 2) ; émowaywy),
I may add, on two occasions is honorably used, but in & more
general sense (2 Thess. ii. 1'; Heb. x. 25). Occasionally also
in the early Fathers, in Ignatius for instance (Ep. ad Polyc.
4 ; for other examples see Suicer, 8.v.), we find cvvaywys still
employed as an honorable designation of the Church, or of
her places of assembly. 8till there were causes at work
which led the faithful to have less and less pleasure in the
appropriation of this name to themselves ; and in the end to
leave it altogether to those, whom in the latest book of the canon
the Lord had characterized for their fierce opposition to the
truth even as  the synagogue of Satan ’ (Rev.iii. 9; ecf. John
viii. 44). Thus the greater fitness and dignity of the title
éxxAnoia has been already noted. Add to this that the
Church was ever rooting itself more predominantly in the
soil of the heathen world, breaking off more entirely from its
Jewish stock and stem. This of itself would have led the
faithful to the letting fall of owaywy?, & word with no such
honorable history to look back on, and permanently asso-
ciated with Jewish worship, and to the ever more exclusive
appropriation to themselves of éxkAnoia, so familiar already,
and of so honorable a significance, in Greek ears. It is
worthy of note that the Ebionites, in reality a Jewish sect,
though they had found their way for a while into the
Christian Church, should have acknowledged the rightfulness
of this distribution of terms. Epiphanius (Heres. xxx. 18)
reports of these, cwvaywyyv 8 olror xaloboww Ty éavrdv
éxxAnaiav, kal odxi éxxAnaiav.

It will be perceived from what has been said that Augus-
tine, by a piece of good fortune which he had no right to
expect, was only half in the wrong when transferring his
Latin etymologies to the Greek and Hebrew, and not
pausing to enquire whether they would hold good there, as
was improbable enough, he finds the reason for attributing
owaywyi to the Jewish, and 2kxAnoia te the Christian Chureh,
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in the fact that ¢ convocatio ’ (= é&xAnoia) is a nobler term
than ¢congregatio’ (= ocwaywyy), the first being properly
the calling together of men, the second the -gathering to-
gether (* congregatio,’ from ¢ congrego,’ and that from ¢ grex ")
of cattle.! See Field, On the Church, 1. 6.

The wawyvpis differs from the éxxAyoia in this, that in the
éxxAnoia, as hag been noted already, there lay ever the sense
of an assembly coming together for the transaction of busi-
ness. The wawifyvpss, on the other hand, was a solemn
assembly for purposes of festal rejoicing ; and on this account
it is found joined continually with éoprj, as by Philo, Vit.
Mos. ii. 7; Ezek. xlvi. 11; cf. Hos. ii. 11; ix. 5; and Isai.
Izxvi. 10, where maryyvpilev = éoprdfew : the word having
given us ¢ panegyric,” which is properly a set discourse pro-
nounced at one of these great festal gatherings. Business
might grow out of the fact that such multitudes were
assembled, since many, and for various reasons, would be
glad to avail themselves of the gathering; but only in the
same way a8 & ‘fair ’ grew out of a ¢ feria,’ & ¢ holiday ’ out of
& ‘holy-day.’ Strabo (x. 5) notices the business-like aspect
which the wawpyipes commonly assumed (% 7e wavfyvpis
éumopuov T mpaypa : cf. Pausanias, x. 82. 9) ; which was in-
deed to such an extent their prominent feature that the
Latins rendered wanjyvpis by ¢ mercatus,” and this even when
the Olympic games were intended (Cicero, Tusc. v. 8; Justin,
xiii. 5). These with the other solemn games were eminently,
though not exclusively, the mwavyydpess of the Greek nation
(Thucydides, i, 25 ; Isocrates, Paneg. 1). Keeping this festal

' Enarr. tn Ps, 1xxxi. 1: ‘In synagogh populum Israsl accipimus,
quia et ipsorum proprie synagoga dici solet, quamvis et Ecclesia dicta sit.
Nostri vero Ecclesiam nunquam synagogam dixerunt, sed semper Eccle-
siam : sive discernendi causd, sive quod inter congregationem, unde syna-
goga, et convoocationem, unde Ecclesia nomen accepit, distet aliquid ; quod
soilicet congregari et pecora solent, atque ipsa proprie, quorum et greges
proprie dicimus ; convocari autem magis est utentium ratione, sicut sunt
homines.” Soalso the author of a Commentary on the Book of Proverbs
formerly ascribed to Jerome (Opp. vol. v. p. 533); and by Vitringa
(p. 91) cited as his.
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character of the wanfyvpis in mind, we shall find a peculiar
fitness in the word’s employment at Heb. xii. 28, where only
in the N. T. it occurs. The Apostle is there sefting forth
the communion of the Church militant on earth with the
Church triumphant in heaven,—of the Church toiling and
suffering here with that Church from which all weariness and
toil have for ever passed away (Rev. xxi. 4); and how could
he beiter describe this last than as a manjyvpis, than as the
glad and festal assembly of heaven? Very beautifully
Delitzsch (in loc.) : ¢ Hawfyvpis ist die vollzihlige, zahlreiche
und insbesondere festliche, festlich frohliche und sich
ergitzende Versammlung. Man denkt bei manjyvpis an
Festgesang, Festreigen und Festspiele, und das Leben vor
Gottes Angesicht ist ja wirklich eine unaufhéorliche Festfeier.’

§ ii. Oedrys, Gedrys.

NEeiraER of these words ocours more than once in the N. T. ;
Ociomms only at Rom. i. 20 (and once in the Apocrypha,
Wisd. xviii. 9) ; fedmys at Col. ii. 9. We have rendered both
by ¢ Godhead ' ; yet they must not be regarded as identical in
meaning, nor even as two different forms of the same word,
which in process of time have separated off from one another,
and acquired different shades of significance. On the contrary,
there is a real distinction between them, and ome which
grounds itself on their different derivations; 6eéms being
from @eds, and Oedrys, not from 76 Geiov, which is nearly
though not quite equivalent to ®eds, but from the adjective
O¢ctos.

Comparing the two passages where they severally occur,
we shall at once perceive the fitness of the employment of
one word in one, of the other in the other. In the first
(Rom. i. 20) St. Paul is declaring how much of God may be
known from the revelation of Himself which He has made in
nature, from those vestiges of Himself which men may every-
where trace in the world around them. Yet it is not the
personal God whom any man may learn to know by these
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aids: He can be known only by the revelation of Himself in
his Son; but only his divine attributes, his majesty and
glory. This Theophylact feels, who on Romans i. 20 gives
peyadedmys a8 equivalent to fedrys; and it is not to be
doubted that 8t. Paul uses this vaguer, more abstract, and
less personal word, just bacause he would affirm that men
may know God’s power and majesty, his Oeia dvvams (2 Pet.
i. 8), from his works; but would not imply that they may
know Himself from these, or from anything short of the
revelation of his Eternal Word.! Motives not dissimilar
induce him to use 76 feiov rather than 6 eds in addressing the
Athenians on Mars® Hill (Acts xvii. 29).

But in the second passage (Col. ii. 9) St. Paul is declaring
that in the Son there dwells all the fulness of absolute God-
head ; they were no mere rays of divine glory which gilded
Him, lighting up his pergon for a season and with a splendour
not his own ; but He was, and is, absolute and perfect God ;
and the Apostle uses fedrps to express this essential and
personal Godhead of the Son; in the words of Augustine
(De Civ. Dei, vii. 1) : © Status ejus qui sit Deus,” Thus Beza
rightly: ¢Non dicit: mjy fedyra, i.e. divinitatem, sed
Oeéryra, i.0. deitatem, ut magis etiam expresse loguatur; . . .
7 Heidérs attributa videtur potius quam naturam ipsam de-
clarare.” And Bengel: ‘Non modo divin® virtutes, sed ipsa
divina natura.’” De Wette has sought to express the dis-
tinction in his German translation, rendering fedrys by
¢ Gottlichkeit,” and feémys by ¢ Gottheit.’

There have not been wanting those who have denied that
any such distinction was intended by St. Paul ; and they rest
this denial on the assamption that no such difference between
the forces of the two words can be satisfactorily made out.
But, even supposing that such a difference could not be
shown in classical Greek, this of itself would be in no way
decisive on the matter. The Gospel of Christ might for all
this put into words, and again draw out from them, new

! Cicero (Tusc. i. 13) : ‘Multi de Diis prava sentiunt; omnes tamen
esse vim el naturam divinam arbitrantur.’




§1uu1 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 9

forces, evolve latent distinctions, which those who hitherto
employed the words may not have required, but which had
become necessary now. And that this distinction between
¢ deity ’ and ‘ divinity,’ if I may use these words to represent
severally fedmms and fedrys, is one which would be strongly
felt, and which therefore would seek its utterance in Christian
theology, of this we have signul proof in the fact that the
Latin Christian writers were not satisfied with ¢divinitas,’
which they found ready to their hand in the writings of
Cicero and others; and which they sometimes were content

- to use (see Piper, Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1875, p. 79 sqq.); but

themselves coined ¢ deitas ’ as the only adequate Latin repre-
sentative of the Greek fesrms. We have Augustine’s express
testimony to the fact (De Civ. Dei, vil. 1): ¢ Hanc dwinita-
tem, vel ut sic dixerim deitgtem ; nam et hoc verbo uti jam
nostros non piget, ut de Greeco expressius transferant id quod
illi fedryra appellant, &c.;’ cf. x. 1, 2. - But not to urge this,
nor yet the different etymologies of the words, that one is 75
€lval Twa Oedv, the other 76 elval rwa [or 7] Oelov, which so
clearly point to this difference in their meanings, examples,

. 8o far as they can be adduced, go to support the same. Both

feérns and Oedrs, a8 in general the abstract words in every
language, are of late introduction; and one of them, fedrys,
is extremely rare. Indeed, only two examples of it from
classical Greek have hitherto been brought forward, one from
Lucian (Icarom. 9); the other from Plutarch (De Def. Orac.
10) : ofrws éx pév dvfpdmov eis Tpwas, é 8¢ fpdwv els Saiuovas,
al Berrioves Yuyal ™y perafolyy AapBdvovew. & 8¢ Saipudvoy
SAiyar p&v & xpove woAAd 8 dperijs kabapleiocar mavrdmaot
Oedryros peréoxov : but to these a third, that also from Plu-
tarch (De Isid. et Ostr. 22), may be added. In all of these it
expresses, in agreement with the view here asserted, Godhead
in the absolute sense, or at all events in as absolute a sense
‘as the heathen could conceive it. ®edrs is a very much
commoner word ; and its employment everywhere bears out
the distinetion here drawn. There is ever a manifestation of
the divine, of some divine attributes, in that to which Geérys
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is attributed, but never absolute essential Deity. Thus
Lucian (De Cal. 17) attributes fedrys to Hephsmstion, when
after his death Alexander would have raised him to the
rank of a god ; and Plutarch speaks of the fedrys s Yyis,
De Plac. Phil. v. 1; of. De Is. et Os. 2; Sull. 6; with various
other passages to the like effect..

It may be observed, in conclusion, that whether this dis-
tinction was intended, as I am fully persuaded it was, by St.
Paul or not, it established itself firmly in the later theological
language of the Church—the Greek Fathers using never
Oedrys, but always fedrys, as alone adequately expressing the
essential Godhead of the Three several Persons in the Holy
Trinity.

§ iii. iepdv, vads.

'WE have in our Version only the one word * temple * for both
of these ; nor is it easy to perceive in what manner we could
have marked the distinetion between them ; which is yet a
very real one, and one the marking of which would often add
much to the clearness and precision of the sacred narrative
(see Fuller, 4 Pisgah Sight of Palestine, p. 427). ‘lepdv
(= templum) is the whole compass of the sacred enclosure,
the éuevos, including the outer courts, the porches, porticoes,
and other buildings subordinated to the temple itself: ai
oixodopal Tod iepod (Matt. xxiv.1). But vads (= ¢ ®des’) from
vaiw, ¢ habito,” as the proper habitation of God (Acts vii. 48;
xvii. 24 ; 1 Cor. vi. 19); the olxos 7od @eod (Matt. xii. 4; cf.
Exod. xxiii. 19), the German ‘duom’ or ‘domus,’ is the
temple itself, that by especial right so called, being the heart
and centre of the whole; the Holy, and the Holy of Holies,
called often dylaopa (1 Mace. i. 87 ; iii. 45). This distinction,
one that existed and was acknowledged in profane Greek and
with reference to heathen temples, quite as much as in sacred
Greek and with relation to the temple of the true God (see
Herodotus, i. 181, 183; Thucydides, iv. 90 [rdppov pév
xUKkAp mepl 70 lepdv kai Tov vedw &okamrov] ; v. 18; Acts xix. 24,

27), is, I believe, always assumed in all passages relating to the
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temple at Jerusalem, alike by Josephus, by Philo, by the
Septuagint translators, and in the N. T. Often indeed it is
explicitly recognized, as by Josephus (Anit. viii. 8. 9), who,
having described the building of the vads by Solomon, goes
on to say: vaod & Hwlev iepdv grodéumoev & Terpaydve
oxfjuar.. In another passage (Anit. xi. 4.8), he describes the
Samaritans as seeking permission of the Jews to be allowed
to share in the rebuilding of God's house (svyxaraoxevdoar
rov vady), This is refused them (cf. Ezra iv. 2); but,
according to his account, it was permitted to them dpuvovpévors
els 70 lepov oéBev Tov @edv—a privilege denied to mere
Gentiles, who might not, under penalty of death, pass beyond
their own exterior court (Acts xxi. 29, 80; Philo, Leg. ad
Cai. 81). .

The distinction may be brought to bear with advantage on
" several passages in the N.T. When Zacharias entered into
“the temple of the Lord’’ to burn incense, the people who
waited his return, and who are described as standing * with-
out”’ (Luke i. 10), were in one sense in the temple too, that
is, in the {epdv, while he alone entered into the vads, the
‘temple’ in its more limited and auguster sense. We read
continually of Christ teaching * in the temple” (Matt. xxvi.
65; Luke xxi. 87 ; John viii. 20) ; and we sometimes fail to
understand how long conversations could there have been
maintained, without interrupting the service of God. But
this ‘temple’ is ever the iepdv, the porches and porticoes of
which were excellently adapted to such purposes, as they
were intended for them. Into the vass the Lord never
entered during his ministry on earth; nor indeed, being
¢made under the law,’ could he have so done, the right of
such entry being reserved for the priests alone. It need
hardly be said that the money-changers, the buyers and
sellers, with the sheep and oxen, whom the Lord drives out,
He repels from the {epdv, and not from the vads. Profane as
was their intrusion, they yet had not dared to establish
themselves in the temple more strictly so called (Matt, xxi. 12;
John ii. 14). On the other hand, when we read of another
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Zacharias slain “ between the temple and the altar”
(Matt. xxiii. 85), we have only to remember that ‘temple’ is
vaos here, at once to get rid of a difficulty, which may perhaps
have presented itself to many—this namely, Was not the
altar in the temple ? how then could any locality be described
as between these two? In the iepov, doubtless, was the
brazen altar to which allusion is here made, but not in the
vads: ““1in the court of the house of the Lord ” (cf. Josephus,
Antt. viii. 4. 1), where the sacred historian (2 Chron. xxiv. 21)
lays the scene of this murder, but not in the wvass itself.
Again, how vividly does it set forth to us the despair and
defiance of Judas, that he presses even into the vads itself
(Matt. xxvii. 5), into the ¢ adytum ' which was set apart for
the priests alone, and there casts down before them the
accursed price of blood! Those expositors who affirm that
here vags stands for iepdv, should adduce some other passage
in which the one is put for the other.

§ iv. &mmpdo, Aéyxew (alria, ENeyxos).

ONE may ‘rebuke’ another without bringing the rebuked to
a conviction of any fault on his part; and this, either because
there was no fault, and the rebuke was therefore unneeded or
unjust; or else because, though there was such a fault, the
rebuke was ineffectual to bring the offender to own it ; and in
this possibility of * rebuking * for sin, without ¢ convincing ’ of
sin, lies the distinction between these two words. In émuriudv
lies simply the notion of rebuking ; which word can therefore be
used of one unjustly checking or blaming another; in this sense
Peter ‘began to rebuke’ his Lord (fjpéaro émiriudy, Matt. xvi, 22;
of. xix. 18 ; Luke xviii. 89) :—or ineffectually, and without any
profit to the person rebuked, who is not thereby brought to see
his sin ; a8 when the penitent robber ¢ rebuked’ (éreriua) his
fellow malefactor (Luke xxiii. 40; cf. Mark ix. 25). But
é\éyxew is a much more pregnant word ; it is so to rebuke
another, with such effectual wielding of the victorious arms
of the truth, as to bring him, if not always to a confession,
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yet at least to a conviction, of his sin (Job v. 17; Prov. xix.
25) ; just as, in juristic Greek, é\éyxew is not merely to reply
to, but to refute, an opponent.

When we keep this distinction well in mind, what a light
does it throw on a multitude of passages in the N. T.; and
how much deeper & meaning does it give them. Thus our
Lord could demand, ¢ Which of you convinceth (é\éyxer) Me
of gin? ” (John viii. 46). Many ‘rebuked ' Him ; many laid
sin to his charge (Matt. ix. 8; John ix. 16); but none
brought sin home to his conscience. - Other passages also
will gain from realizing the fulness of the meaning of é\éyxew,
ag John iii. 20; viii. 9; 1 Cor. xiv. 24, 25 ; Heb. xii. 5; but
above all, the great passage, John xvi. 8: “ When He [the
Comforter] is come, He will reprove the world of sin, and of
righteousness, and of judgment ;' for so we have rendered
the words, following in our ‘reprove’ the Latin ¢arguet;’
although few, I think, that have in any degree sought to
sound the depth of our Lord's words, but will admit that
¢convince,” which unfortunately our Translators have rele-
gated to the margin, ‘or ¢convict,” would have been the pre-
ferable rendering, giving a depth and fulness of meaning to
this work of the Holy (thost, which ¢ reprove’ in some part
fails to express.! “ He who shall come in my room, shall so
bring home to the world its own ¢ sin,” my perfect righteous-
ness,” God’s coming ¢judgment,’ shall so ‘convince’ the
world of these, that it shall be obliged itself to acknowledge
them ; and in this acknowledgement may find, shall be in
the right way to find, its own blessedness and salvation.”
Bee more on ééyxew in Pott's Wurzel-Worterbuch, vol. iii.
p- 720.

Between alrla and &eyxos, which last in the N. T. is
found only twice (Heb. xi. 1; 2 Tim. iii. 16), a difference ot

! Lampe gives excellently well the force of this éAéy¢es;: ¢ Opus Doc-
toris, qui veritatem qus hactenus non est agnita ita ad conscientiam
etiam renitentis demonstrat, ut victas dare manus cogatur.’ See an
admirable discussion on the word, especially as here used, in Archdeacon
Hare’s Mission of the Comforter, 1st edit. pp. 528-544.
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a similar character exists. Airla is an accusation, but
whether false or true the word does not attempt to antici-
pate; and thus it could be applied, indeed it was applied, to
the accusation made against the Lord of Glory Himself
(Matt. xxvii. 87); but é\eyxos implies not merely the charge,
but the truth of the charge, and further the manifestation of
the truth’ of the charge; nay more than all this, very often
also the acknowledgement, if not outward, yet inward, of its
truth on the part of the accused ; it being the glorious prero-
gative of the truth in its highest operation not merely to
assert itself, and to silence the adversary, but to silence him
by convincing him of his error. Thus Job can say of God,
é\rjfeia xal E\eyxos wap’ abrod (xxiii. 7);! and Demosthenes
(Con. Androt. p. 600): IIdumolv Aowdopla 7€ xal alria
xexwpiopévoy Eoriv ELéyxov® alria pdv ydp EoTw, Srav Tis YD
Xpnoduevos Adyw py mapdoynrar wiorw, dv Aéye* @eyxos 8¢,
&rav &v dv elmp Tis kai TéAnbis Spod deify. Cf. Aristotle (Rhet.
ad Alex. 18) : "Eleyxos éore piv & pi) Swvardv d\ows Egew, AN
ovrws, Gs 7pels Aéyopev. By our serviceable distinction
between ° conviet * and ¢ convince’ we maintain a difference
between the judicial and the moral éeyxos. Both indeed
will flow together into one in the last day, when every
condemned sinner will be at once ‘convicted’ and ‘con-
vineed ; * which all is implied in that *“he was speechless
of the guest found without a marriage garment (Matt. xxii.
12; of. Rom. iii. 4).

§ v. dvdfnpa, dvdlepa.

Some affirm that these are merely different spellings of the
same word, and that they are used indifferently. Were the
fact so, their fitness for a place in a book of synonyms would
of course disappear; difference as well as likeness being

! Therefore Milton could say (P. L. x. 84) ;
¢ Conviction to the serpent none belongs :*

this was a grace reserved for Adam and Eve, a8 indeed they only were
capable of it.
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necessary for this. Thus far indeed these have right—namely,
that dvdbypa and dvdfepa, like eSpnpa and edpepa, érifpua and
énifepa, must severally be regarded as having been once no
more than different pronunciations, which issued in different
spellings, of one and the same word. Nothing, however, is
more common than for slightly diverse pronunciations of the
same word finally to settle and resolve themselves into
different words, with different orthographies, and different
domains of meaning which they have severally appropriated
to themselves; and which henceforth they maintain in
perfect independence one of the other. I have elsewhere
given numerous examples of the kind (English Past and
Present, 10th edit. pp. 157-164); and a very few may here
suffice: Opdoos and fdpoos,' ¢ Thrax * and ¢ Threx,’ ¢ rechtlich ’
and ‘redlich, ‘fray’ and ‘frey,” ‘harnais ’and ‘harnois,’
‘mettle’ and ‘metal.” That which may be affirmed of all
these may also be affirmed of dvdfypa and dvdfepa. Whether
indeed these words had secured each a domain of meaning of
its own was debated with no little heat by some of the chief
early Hellenists. Foremost names among these are ranged
on either side ; Salmasius among them who maintained the
existence of a distinetion, at least in Hellenistic Greek ; Beza
among those who denied it. Perhaps here, as in so many
cases, the truth did not absolutely lie with the combatants on
either part, but lay rather between them, though much nearer
to one part than the other; the most reasonable conclusion,
after weighing all the evidence on either side, being this—thait
such a distinetion of meaning did exist, and was allowed by
many, but was by no means recognized or observed by all.

In classical Greek dvdfyua is quite the predominant form,
the only one which Attic writers allow (Lobeck, Phrynichus,
pp. 249, 445; Paralip. p. 891). It is there the technical
word by which all such costly offerings as were presented to
the gods, and then suspended or otherwise exposed to view in
their temples, all by the Romans termed ¢ donaria,’ as tripods,

! Gregory Nazianzene (Carm. ii. 84, 85):

Opdaos 8¢, Odpoos xpds T& uh ToAuNTéR.
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crowns, vases of silver or gold, and the like, were called ;
these being in this way separated for ever from all common
and profane uses, and openly dedicated to the honour of that
deity, to whom they. were presented at the first (Xenophon,
Anab. v. 8, 5; Pausanias, x. 9).

But with the translation of the Hebrew Secriptures into
Greek a new thought demanded to find utterance. Those
Seriptures spoke of fwo ways in which objects might be holy,
set apart for God, devoted to Him. The children of Israel
were devoted to Him ; God was glorified #n them : the wicked
Canaanites were devoted to Him ; God was glorified on them.
This awful fact that in more ways than one things and
persons might be bn (Lev. xxvii. 28, 29)—that they might
be devoted to God for good and for evil; that there was
such a thing as being “accursed fo the Lord " (Josh. vi. 17;
cf. Deut. xiii. 16; Num. xxi. 1-8) ; that of the spoil of the
same city & part might be consecrated to the Lord in his
treasury, and & part utterly destroyed, and yet this part and
that be alike dedicated to Him (Josh. vi. 19, 21), “sacred and
devote ”’ (Milton) ;—this claimed its expression and utterance
now, and found it in the two uses of one word ; which, while
it remained the same, just differenced itself enough toindicate
in which of the two senses it was employed. And here let it
be observed that they who find separation from God as the
central idea of dvdfepa (Theodoret, for instance, on Rom. ix.
8: 70 dvdfepa Surhijy &ew Ty Sudvoway* kai yap 70 ddrepdpevoy
76 Qe dvdbypa dvopdlerar, kai 16 TovTov dAASTpIOY TV alTiy
&xe mpoepyopiav), are quite unable to trace a common bond
of meaning between it and dvdfyua, which last is plainly
separation fo God ; or to show the point at which they diverge
from one another; while there is no difficulty of the kind
when it is seen that separation fo God is in both cases
implied.!

! Flacius Illyricus (Clavis Script. s.v. Anathema) excellently explains
the manner in which the two apparently opposed meanings unfold them-

selves from a single root: ¢ Anathema igitur est res aut persona Deo
obligata aut addicta ; sive quia Ei ab hominibus est pietatis causi oblata :
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Already in the Septuagint and in the Apocryphal books
we find dvdfype and dvdfepa beginning to disengage them-
selves from one another, and from & confused and promiseuous
use. How far, indeed, the distinction is observed there, and
whether universally, it is hard to determine, from the variety
of readings in various editions ; butin one of the later critical
editions (that of Tischendorf, 1850), many passages (such for
instance as Judith xvi. 19 ; Lev. xxvii. 28, 29 ; 2 Mace. ii. 18),
which appear in some earlier editions negligent of the dis-
tinction, are found observant of it. Inthe N. T. the distinction -
that dvdfnua is used to express the ¢ sacrum ’ in a better sense,
dvdfepa in a worse, is invariably maintained. It must be
allowed, indeed, that the passages there are not numerous
enough to convince & gainsayer; he may attribute to hazard
the fact that they fall in with this distinction ; dvdfnua
occurring only once : * Some spake of the temple, how it was
adorned with goodly stones and gifts ”* (dvabijpac:, Luke xxi.
5; even here Codd. A and D and Lachmann read dvaféuaot) ;
and dvdfepa no more than six times (Acts xxiii. 14 ; Rom. ix.
8; 1 Cor. xii. 8; xvi, 22; Gal.i. 8,9). So far however as
these uses reach, they confirm this view of the matter; while
if we turn to the Greek Fathers, we shall find some of them
indeed neglecting the distinction ; but others, and these of
the greatest among them, not merely implicitly allowing it,
as does Clement of Alexandria (Coh. ad Gen. iv. 59 : dvdfnua
yeydvapev ¢ ®ep vmep Xpiorod: where the context plainly
shows the meaning to be, * we have become a costly offering
to God”); but explicitly recognizing the distinction, and
tracing it with accuracy and precision; see, for instance,
Chrysostom, Hom. xvi. in Rom., as quoted by Suicer (Thes.
8. V. dvdlepa).

And thus, putting all which has been urged together,—

sive quia justitia Dei tales, ob singularia aliqua piacula veluti in suos
carceres peenasque abripuit, comprobante et declarante id etiam hominum
sententid. . . . Duplici enim de causd Deus vult aliquid habere; vel tan-
quam gratum acceptumque ac sibi oblatum; vel tanquam sibi exosum
suzque irs ac castigationi subjectum ac debitum.’

o]
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the anterior probability, drawn from the existence of similar
phenomena in all languages, that the two forms of a word
would gradually have two different meanings attached to
them ; the wondrous way in which the two aspects of dedica-
tion to God, for good and for evil, are thus set out by slightly
different forms of the same word ; the fact that every passage
in the N. T., where the words occur, falls in with this scheme ;
the usage, though not perfectly consistent, of later ecclesi-
astical books,—I cannot but conclude that dvdfnua and
* dvdfepa are employed not accidentally by the sacred writers
of the New Covenant in different senses; but that St. Luke
uses dvdfnue (xxi. 5) because he intends to express that
which is dedicated to God for its own honour as well as for
God’s glory ; St. Paul uses dvdfeua because he intends that
which is devoted to God, but devoted, as were the Canaanites
of old, to his honour indeed, but its own utter loss; even as
in the end every intelligent being, capable of knowing and
loving God, and called to this knowledge, must be either
dvdlOnpa or dvdfepa to Him (see Witsius, Misc. Sac. vol. ii.
p. b4, 8qq. ; Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. ii. p. 495, saq. ; Fritzsche
on Rom. ix. 8 ; Hengstenberg, Christologie, 2nd ed. vol. iii.
p- 655 ; Cremer, Biblisch-theologisches Worterbuch, 2nd ed.
p- 550). :

§ vi. wpodyreiw, pavredopar.

Ipogyredw is a word of constant occurrence in the N, T.;
pavrevopar occurs but once, namely at Acts xvi. 16; where,
of the girl possessed with the ¢ spirit of divination,” or
¢¢ gpirit of Apollo,” it is said that she “brought her masters
much gain dy soothsaying” (mavrevouérn). The abstinence
from the use of this word on all other occasions, and the use
of it on this one, is very observable, furnishing & notable
example of that religious instinet wherewith the inspired
writers abstain from words, whose employment would tend to
break down the distinction between heathenism and revealed
religion. Thus ebdaipovia, although from a heathen point of
view a religious word, for it ascribes happiness to the favour
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of some deity, is yet never employed to express Christian
blessedness ; nor could it fitly have been thus employed,
Saipwv, which supplies its base, involving polytheistic error.
In like manner dpers), the standing word in heathen ethics for
‘virtue,’ is of very rarest occurrence in the N. T.; it is found
but once in all the writings of St. Paul (Phil. iv. 8); and
where else (which is only in the Epistles of St. Peter), it is in
quite different uses from those in which Aristotle employs it.!
In the same way #6y, which gives us ¢ ethics,’ occurs only on
a single occasion, and, which indicates that its absence
elsewhere is not acecidental, this once is in & quotation from a
heathen poet (1 Cor. xv. 83).

In conformity with this same’ law of moral fitness in
the admission and exclusion of words, we meet with mpocy-
redewv a8 the constant word in the N. T. to express the
prophesying by the Spirit of God: while directly a sacred
writer has need to make mention of the lying art of heathen
divination, he employs this word no longer, but ravreiecfar
in preference (cf. 1 Sam. xxviii. 8; Deut. xviii. 10). What
the essential difference between the two things, ¢ prophesying’
and ‘soothsaying,’ ¢ weissagen’ (from ‘wizan’® = ¢ wissen’)
and ‘ wahrsagen,’ is, and why it was necessary to keep them
distinct and apart by different terms used to designate the one
and the other, we shall best understand when we have con-
sidered the etymology of one, at least, of the words. But first,
it is almost needless at this day to warn against what was
once a very common error, one in which many of the Fathers
shared (see Suicer, 8. v. mpopirys), namely a taking of the mpo
in mpodyrevew and mpognjrys as temporal, which it is not any
more than in mpdpaois, and finding as the primary meaning
of the word, he who declares things before they come
to pass. This foretelling or foreannouncing may be, and
often is, of the office of the prophet, but is not of the
essence of that office; and this as little in sacred as in

! ¢Verbum njmium humile,’—as Beza, accounting for its absence,
says,—* 8i cum donis Spiritds Saneti comparatur.’
o2
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olassical Greek. The wpodijrys is the outspeaker ; he who
speaks out the counsel of God with the clearness, energy and
authority which spring from the conseiousness of speaking in
God’s name, and having received a direct message from Him
to deliver. Of course all this appears in weaker and indis-
tincter form in classical Greek, the word never coming to its
full rights until used of the prophets of the true God. But
there too the mpogwjrys is the ¢ interpres Deorum ;’ thus
Euripides (Ion, 872, 418; Bacch. 211): &mei oV ¢éyyos,
Tewpeaia, 168 oy dpds, qyd mpogfrns oot Abywy yerjoopar: and
Pindar (Fragm. 15), pavrevéo, Motoa, mpodareiow & éyd : while
in Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Her. 52) he is defined as éppnveds
®eod, and again as dpyavor @eold dxolv, Kpovépevov «ai
wAyrrépevov dopdrws Or' adrod. From signifying thus the
interpreter of the gods, or of God, the word abated a little of
the dignity of its meaning, and wpo¢njrys was no more than
as interpreter in & more general sense; but still of the good
and true; thus compare Plato, Phadr. 262 d; and the fine
answer which Lucian puts into the mouth of Diogenes, when
it is demanded of him what trade he followed (Vit. Auct. 8 d).
But it needs not to follow further the history of the word, as
it moves outside the circle of Revelation. Neither indeed
does it fare otherwise within this circle. Of the mpogirys
alike of the Old Testament and of the New we may with the
same confidence affirm that he is not primarily, but only
accidentally, one who foretells things future; being rather
one who, having been taught of God, speaks out his will
(Deut. xviii, 18 ; Isai. i.; Jer. i.; Ezek. ii.; 1 Cor. xiv. 8).
In pavrelopar we are introduced into quite a different
sphere of things. The word, connected with pdvres, is through
it connected, as Plato has taught us, with pavie and palvopar.
It will follow from this, that it contains a reference to the
tumult of the mind, the fury, the temporary madness, under
which those were, who were supposed to be possessed by the
god, during the time that they delivered their oracles; this
mantic fury of theirs displaying itself in the eyes rolling, the
lips foaming, the hair flying, as in other tokens of & more
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than natural agitation.! It is quite possible that these
symptoms were sometimes produced, as no doubt they were
often aggravated, in the seers, Pythonesses, Sibyls, and the
like, by the inhalation of earth-vapours, or by other artificial
excitements (Plutarch, De Def. Orac. 48). Yet no one who
believes that real spiritual forces underlie all forms of idolatry,
but will acknowledge that there was often much more in these
manifestations than mere trickeries and frauds’; no one with
any ingight into the awful mystery of the false religions of the
world, but will see in these symptoms the result of an actual
relation in which these persons stood to a spiritual world—a
spiritual world, it is true, which was not above them, but
beneath.

Revelation, on the other hand, knows nothing of this
mantic fury, except to condemn it. *The spirits of the
prophets are subject to the prophets’ (1 Cor. xiv. 82; cf.
Chrysostom, In Ep. 1 ad Cor. Hom. 29, ad init.). The true
prophet, indeed, speaks not of himself; mpodirys yap diov
oldty dmwodleéyyerar, dA\érpia 8 wdvra, Imyxobvros érépov
(Philo, Quis Rer. Diwv. Her. 52; cf. Plutarch, Amat. 16);
he is rapt out of himself; he is & Ilvelpar. (Rev. i. 10);
& ékordoe (Acts xi. 6); dmd Ivelparos ‘Ayiov Pepduevos
(2 Pet. i. 21), which is much more than ‘moved by the
Holy Ghost,” as we have rendered it; rather *getrieben,’
as Do Wette (cf. Knapp, Script. Var. Argum. p. 88); he is
Oedhprros (Cyril of Alexandria) ; and we must not go so far
in our opposition to heathen and Montanist error as to deny
this, which some, above all those engaged in controversy
with the Montanists, St. Jerome for example, have done (see

! Cicero, who loves to bring out, where he can, superiorities of the
Latin language over the Greek, claims, and I think with reason, such &
superiority here, in that the Latin had ¢ divinatio,’ & word embodying the
divine character of prophecy, and the fact that it was a gift of the gods,
where the Greek had only uavruch, which, seizing not the thing itself at
any central point, did no more than set forth one of the external signs
which accompanied itsgiving (De Divin. i. 1) : ¢ Ut alia nos melius multa
quam Gremci, sic huic prestantissime rei nomen nostri a dévis ; Greeci,
ut Plato interpretatur, a furore duxerunt.”
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the masterly discussion on this subject in Hengstenberg’s
Christologie, 2nd ed., vol. iii. part 2, pp. 158-188). But then
he is lifted above, not set beside, his every-day self. It is not
discord and disorder, but a higher harmony and a diviner
order, which are introduced into his soul ; so that he is not
as one overborne in the region of his lower life by forces
stronger than his own, by an insurrection from beneath : but
his spirit is lifted out of that region into a clearer atmosphere,
a diviner day, than any in which at other times it is permitted
+him to breathe. All that he before had still remains his,
only purged, exelted, quickened by a power higher than his
own, but yet not alien to his own; for man is most truly
man when he is most filled with the fulness of God.! Even
within the sphere of heathenism itself, the superior dignity
of the mpogirys to the udvris was recognized ; and recognized
on those very grounds. Thus there is a well-known passage
in the Timeus of Plato (71 ¢, 72 a, b), where exactly for this
reason, that the pdvris is one in whom all discourse of reason
is suspended, who, as the word itself implies, more or less
rages, the line is drawn broadly and distinctly between him
and the wpognjrys, the former being subordinated to the
latter, and his utterances only allowed to pass after they have
received the seal and approbation of the other. Often as it
has been cited, it may be yet worth while to cite it, at least
in part, onee more : 70 Tdv wpodyrdy Yévos &mi Tais évféos
pavrelass kpiras émabfiordvar vépos® ods pdvres érovopdlovel
Twes, T0 way fryvonkdres ot Tijs O alwypdv obror ¢juns kai
pavrdoews dmoxpiral kal odrt pdvres, wpogpiiral 8¢ Tév pavrevopévwy
Swardrara Svopdfowr’ dv. The truth which the best heathen
philosophy had a glimpse of here, was permanently embodied
by the Christian Church in the fact that, while it assumed
the mpodnreveww to itself, it relegated the pavredecfur to that
heathenism which it was about to displace and overthrow.

' See John Smith, the Cambridge Platonist, On Prophecy: ch. 4.
The Difference of the true prophetical Spirit from all Enthusiastical
Imposture.
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§ vil. 7pwpla, kdAags.

OF these words the former occurs but once in the N.T.
(Heb. x. 29), and the latter only twice (Matt. xxv. 46; 1 John
iv. 18) : but the verb mpwpelv twice (Acts xxii. 5; xxvi. 11);
and xoAdfew as often (Acts iv. 21; 2 Pet. ii. 9). In Tiuwpla,
according to its classical use, the vindicative character of the
punishment is the predominant thoaght; it is the Latin
¢ vindieatio,” by Cicero (Inv. ii. 22) explained as that act ¢ per
quam vim et contumeliam defendendo aut ulciscendo propul-
samus a nobis, et a nostris ; et per quam peccata punimus ;’
punishment as satisfying the inflicter’s sense of outraged
justice, as defending his own honour, or that of the violated
law. Herein its meaning agrees with its etymology, being
from 7w, and odpos, épdw, the guardianship or protector-
ate of honour; ¢ Ehrenstrafe’ it has been rendered in
German, or better, ¢ Ehrenrettung, die der Ehre der verletzten
Ordnung geleistete Genugthuung’ (Delitzsch). In xéAaous,
on the other hand, is more the notion of punishment as it
has reference to the correction and bettering of the offender
(see Philo, Leg. ad Cat. 1; Josephus, Anitt. ii. 6. 8); it is
¢ castigatio,’ and naturally has for the most part a milder use
than rwuwpla. Thus Plato (Protag. 828 e) joins xoAdoes and
vovferjoes together ; and the whole passage to the end of the
chapter is eminently instructive as to the distinction between
the words : oidels koA dlet Tods ddikodvras dme Hdlknoev, doris
py Gomep Onplov dhoylotws Tipopeitar, . . . dAAAL TOD pél-
Aovros xdpw va pi adfhs &ducjop; the same change in the
words which he employs occurring again twice or thrice in
the sentence; with all which may be compared what Clement
of Alexandria has said, Pedag.i. 8.70; and again Sirom.
vii. 16, where he defines xoAdoeis a8 pepial wadeiar, and
7ypwpla 88 kaxod dvramddoss. And this is Aristotle’s dis-
tinetion (Rhet. i. 10): Siadpéper 8¢ Tpwpla xal kdAaois® 5 pév
vip kdAaots Tod wdoxovros &vexd doTw * 1) 8¢ Tywpla, ToD woovTos,
va. dromAnpwby : of. Ethic. Nic. iv. 5. 10, 11 : rpwple wave
Tiis Spyis, 7dovy dvrl Tiis Momys éuwooioa. It is to these and
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similar definitions that Aulus Gellius refers when he says
(Noct. Att. vi. 14) : ‘Puniendis peccatis tres esse debere
causas existimatum est. Una est qu® vovfeoia, vel xéAaats,
vel rapaivesis dicitur; cum peena adhibetur castigandi atque
emendandi gratié ; ut is qui fortuito deliquit, attentior fiat,
correctiorque. Altera est quam ii, qui vocabula ista curiosius
diviserunt, ripwplav appellant. Ea causa animadvertendi est,
cum dignitas auctoritasque ejus, in quem est peccatum, tuenda
est, ne preetermissa animadversio contemtum ejus pariat, et
honorem levet: idcircoque id ei vocabulum a conservatione
honoris factum putant.’ There is a profound commentary
on these words in Goéschel’s Zerstreute Bldtter, part 2, p.
848-860; compare too an instructive note in Wyttenbach’s
Animadd. in Plutarch. vol. xii. p. 776.

It would be a very serious error, however, to attempt to
transfer this distinction in its entireness to the words as
employed in the N. T. The xé\acs aidvios of Matt. xxv. 46,
as it is plain, is no merely corrective, and therefore tempo-
rary, discipline; cannot be any other than the d&8ud\erros
7pwpie (Josephus, B. J. ii. 8. 11; of. Antt. xviil. 1. 8. elpyuds
didios), the didwe Typwplar (Plato, Az. 872 a), with which the
Lord elsewhere threatens finally impenitent men (Mark ix.
48-48) : for in proof that xéAaois with xoAd{eofa:. had acquired
in Hellenistic Greek this severer sense, and was used simply
&s ‘punishment’ or ‘torment,” with no necessary under-
thought of the bettering through it of him who endured it,
we have only to refer to such passages as the following:
Josephus, Antt. xv. 2. 2; Mart. Polycar. 2 ; 2 Mace. iv. 88 ;
Wisd. xix. 4; and indeed to the words of St. Peter himself
(2 Ep. ii. 9). This much, indeed, of Aristotle’s distinction
still remains, and may be recognized in the scriptural usage
of the words, that in xéAaais the relation of the punishment
to the punished, in Tipwpla to the punisher, is predominant.
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§ vill. dAnbis, dAqbuwds.

Tee Latin ‘verax’ and ‘verus’ would severally represent
dAnbis and éAnfwds, and in the main reproduce the distinc-
tions existing between them ; indeed, the Vulgate does com-
monly by aid of these indicate whether of the two stands in
the original ; but we having lost, or nearly lost, ¢ very ’ (vrai)
as an adjective, retaining it only as an adverb, have ‘frue’
alone whereby to render them both. It follows that the
difference between the two disappears in our Version: and
this by no fault of our Translators—unless, indeed, they
erred in not recovering ¢very,” which was Wiclif’s common
translation of ‘verus’ (thus John xv. 1, “I am the verr
vine "), and which to recover would have been easy in their
time (indeed they actually so use it at Gen. xxvii. 21, 24); as
it would not be impossible in ours. We in fact do retain it
in the Nicene Creed, where it does excellent service—* very
God of very God’ (@edv dAnbivov & Beod dAnbivod). It
would have been worth while to make the attempt, for the
differences which we now efface are most real. Thus God is
dAnbis, and He is also dAnfuds : butb very different attributes
are ascribed to Him by the one epithet, and by the other
He is dAyfys (John iii. 88 ; Rom. iii. 4; = ‘verax’), inas-
much as He cannot lie, as He is dyevdijs (Tit. i. 2), the truth-
speaking, and the truth-loving God (cf. Euripides, Ton, 1554).
But He is d\yfwds (1 Thess. i.9; John xvii, 8 ; Isai. lxv.16;
= ‘verus’), very God, as distinguished from idols and all
other false gods, the dreams of the diseased fancy of man,
with no substantial existence in the world of realities (of.
Athenzus, vi. 62, whers one records how the Athenians
received Demetrius with divine honours: ds el pdvos Geos
dAnbwis, of & Mot xabeddovow, %) dmodnuotow, %) ok eloi).
« The adjectives in -t-vos express the material out of which
anything is made, or rather they imply a mixed relation, of
quality and origin, to the object denoted by the substantive
from which they are derived. Thus &A-i-vos means ¢of
wood,’ ¢ wooden ;’ [8arpdk-i-vos, ¢ of earth,’ ‘earthen;’ JdA-
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-vos, ‘of glass,’ ¢ glassen ; ’] and d\n6-t-vds signifies ¢ genuine,’
made up of that which is true [that which, in chemical
language, has truth for its stuff and base]. This last
adjective is particularly applied to express that which is all
that it pretends to be; for instance, pure gold as opposed to
adulterated metal ” (Donaldson, New Cratylus, p. 426).

It will be seen from this last remark that it does not of
necessity follow, that whatever may be contrasted with the
&\nbués must thereby be concluded to have no actual exist-
ence, to be altogether false and fraudulent. Inferior and
subordinate realizations, partial and imperfect anticipations,
of the truth, may be set over against the truth in its highest
form, in its ipest and completest development; and then to
this last alone the title é\nfwds will be vouchsafed. Kahnis
has said well (4dbendmahl, p. 119): “’Alynbis schliesst das
Unwahre und Unwirkliche, a\pfwds das seiner Idee nicht
Entsprechende auf. Das Mass des d\qfjs ist die Wirklichkeit,
das des d\pfuwds die Idee. Bei dAynbis entspricht die Idee
der Sache, bei d\yfwés die Sache der Idee.” Thus Xenophon
affirms of Cyrus (4nab. i. 9. 17), that he commanded ¢An6ivov
orpdrevpa, an army indeed, an army deserving the name ; but
he would not have altogether refused this name of ‘army’
to inferior hosts; and Plato (T4m. 25 a), calling the sea
beyond the Straits of Hercules, wé\ayos dvrws, dAnfwos mwévros,
would imply that it alone realized fo the full the idea of the
great ocean deep; cf. Bep.i.847 d: 6 v@ dvr dAnfuwds dpxwv ;
and again vi. 499 ¢: d\nluis Pdogodias dAnbwds &pws. We
should frequently miss the exact force of the word, we might
find ourselves entangled in serious embarrassments, if we
understood éAnfwds as necessarily the frue opposed to the
false. Rather it is very often the substantial as opposed to
the shadowy and outlinear; as Origen (sn Joan. tom. ii. § 4)
has well expressed it: dAnfuwds, wpds dvridagrodyy okids Kai
T¥mov xai eixdvos. Thus at Heb. viii. 2, mention is made of
the oxp) dAnfunj into which our great High Priest entered ;
which, of course, does not imply that the tabernacle in the
wilderness was not also most truly pitched at God’s bidding,
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and according to the pattern which He had shown (Exod.
xxv.); but only that it, and all things in it, were weak
earthly copies of heavenly realities (dvrérvra 7dv dAnfwav);
the passing of the Jewish High Priest into the Holy of Holies,
with all else pertaining to the worldly sanctuary, being but
the okt 7dv pel\dvrov dyafov, while the odpa, the so filling
up of these outlines that they should be bulk and body, and
not shadow any more, was of Christ (Col. ii. 17).!

So, too, when the Baptist announces,  The law was
given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ ™
(John i. 17), the antithesis cannot lie between the false
and the true, but only between the imperfect and the perfect,
the shadowy and the substantial. In like manner, the Eternal
Word is declared to be 70 ¢is 76 dAnfwév (John i. 9), not
denying thereby that the Baptist was also “ a burning and
a shining light ”’ (John v. 85), or that the faithful are ‘ lights
in the world ”’ (Phil. ii. 15; Matt. v. 14), but only claiming
for a greater than all to be *the Light which lighteth every
man that cometh into the world.” ! Christ proclaims Himself
& dpros 6 dAnfuwds (John vi. 82), not suggesting thereby that

' This F. Spanheim (Dub. Evang. 106) has well put: * 'AAfifea in
Scripturd Sacrd interdum sumitur ethice, et opponitur falsitati et men-
dacio; interdum mystice, et opponitur typis et umbris, ut elkdy illis re-
spondens, qua veritas alio modo etiam s&ua vocatur a Spiritu 8. opposita
Tfi oxsg.” Cf. Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. iii. p. 817; vol. iv. pp. 548, 627 ;
and Delitzsch: ¢ Es ist Beiname dessen was seinem Namen und Begriffe
im vollsten, tiefsten, uneingeschrinktesten Sinne entspricht, dessen was
das was es heisst nicht blos relativ ist, sondern absolut ; nicht blos mate-
riell, sondern geistig und geistlich ; nicht blos zeitlich, sondern ewig;
nicht blos bildlich, d. h. vorbildlich, abbildlich, nachbildlich, sondern
gegenbildlich und urbildlich.’

! Lampe (in loc.): ¢Innuitur ergo hic oppositio fum luminarium
naturalium, qualia fuere lux creationis, lux Israélitarum in Zgypto, lux
columna in deserto, lux gemmarum in pectorali, qus non nisi umbra
fuere hujus verm lucis; tum eorum, qui falso se esse lumen hominum
gloriantur, quales sigillatim fuere Sol et Luna Ecclesie Judaics, qui cum
ortu hujus Lucis obscurandi, Joel ii. 81; tum denique verorum quoque
luminarium, sed in minore gradu, queque omne suum lumen ab hoo
Lumine mutuantur, qualia sunt omnes Sancti, Doctores, Angeli luois,
ipse denique Joannes Baptista.’
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the bread which Moses gave was not also ¢ bread of heaven ”
(Ps. ¢v. 40), but only that it was such in a secondary inferior
degree ; it was not food in the highest sense, inasmuch as it did
not nourish up unto eternal life those that ate it (John vi. 49).
He is 7 duwedos 9 dAgfunj (John xv. 1), not thereby denying
that Israel also was God’s vine (Ps. Ixxx. 8; Jer. ii. 21),
but affirming that none except Himself realized this name,
and all which this name implied, to the full (Hos. x. 1;
Deut. xxxii. 82).! It would be easy to follow this up further;
but these examples, which the thoughtful student will
observe are drawn chiefly from St. John, may suffice. The
fact that in the writings of this Evangelist dAnfuwos is
used two and twenty times as against five times in all the
rest of the N. T., he will scarcely esteem accidental.

To sum up then, as briefly as possible, the differences
between these two words, we may affirm of the d\ybis, that
he fulfils the promise of his lips, but the d\nfuwds the wider
promise of his name. Whatever that name imports, taken in
its highest, deepest, widest sense, whatever according to that
he ought to be, that he is to the full. This, let me further
add, holds equally good of things as of persons; mworol and
dAnfwol are therefore at Rev. xxi. 5 justly found together.

§ ix. fepdmwwv, Sodhos, Sidkovos, olkérnys, mmpérns.

THE only passage in the N. T. in which fepdwwv occurs is
Heb. iii. 5: “ And Moses verily was faithful in all his house,
as a servant” (&s Oepdrowv). The allusion here to Num. xii. 7
is manifest, where the Septuagint has given fepdmwv as its
rendering of 73y ; it has done the same elsewhere (Exod. iv.
10; Deut. iii. 24; Josh. i. 2), yet has not made this -its
constant rule, frequently rendering it not by fepdmrwr, but by
dodAos, out of which latter rendering, no doubt, we have at
Rev. xv. 8, the phrase, Muiicijs 6 8oDAos 700 @eod. It will

! Lampe : ‘Christus est Vitis vera, . . . ot qué talis prazpa:u', quin

et opponi, potest omnibus aliis qui etiam sub hoo symbolo in seriptis
propheticis pinguntur.’
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not follow that there is no difference between SotAos and
Oepdmov ; nor yet that there may not be occasions when the one
word would be far more fitly employed than the other; but
only that there are frequent occasions which do nof require
the bringing out into prominence of that which constitutes
the difference between them. And such real difference there
is. The 8otAos, opposed to e evfepos (1 Cor. xii. 18 ; Rev. xiii.
16; xix. 18; Plato, Gorg. 502 d), having 8eowdrys (Tit. ii. 9),
or in the N. T. more commonly xjpios (Luke xii. 46), as
its antithesis, is properly the ¢ bond-man,’ from 8w, *ligo,’
one that is in a permanent relation of servitude to another,
his will altogether swallowed up in the will of the other ;
Xenophon (Cyrop. viii. 1.4) : oi uév dovAor dxovres Tois Seomdrais
vmperotor. He is this, altogether apart from any ministra-
tion to that other at any one moment rendered; the fepdrav,
on the other hand, is the performer of present services, with
no respect to the fact whether as a freeman or slave he
renders them; as bound by duty, or impelled by love; and
thus, as will necessarily follow, there goes habitually with the
word the sense’ of one whose services are tenderer, nobler,
freer than those of the doiAos. Thus Achilles styles Patroclus
his fepdrwv (Homer, Il. xvi. 244), one whose service was not
constrained, but the officious ministration of love; very much
like that of the squire or page of the Middle Ages. Meriones
is Gepdwrwv to Idomeneus (xxiii. 118), Sthenelus to Diomed,
while all the Greeks are fepdmrovres "Apyos (il. 110 and often ;
of. Nigelsbach, Homer. Theologie, p. 280). Hesiod in like
manner claims to be Movodwy fepdmwv: not otherwise in
Plato (Symp. 208 ¢) Eros is styled the dxéhovfos xal Oepdrwy
of Aphrodite ; cf. Pindar, Pyth. iv. 287, where the Gepdrwv is
contrasted with the dpdorps. With all which agrees the
definition of Hesychius (ol & Sevrépg rdfe pidoi), of Ammonius
(oi morerayuévor pido), and of Eustathius (rdv ¢pidwv of Spacre-
xdrepor). In the verb feparevew (= curare ), as distinguished
from dovAelewv, and connected with ¢faveo,” ‘foveo,” fddrw,
the nobler and tenderer character of the service comes still
more strongly out. It may be used of the physician’s
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watchful tendance of the sick, man’s service of God, and is
beautifully applied by Xenophon (Mem. iv. 8. 9), to the care
which the gods have of men.

It will follow that the author of thie Epistle to the
Hebrews, calling Moses a feparwv in the house of God (iii. 5),
implies that he occupied a more confidential position, that a
freer service, a higher dignity was his, than that merely of a
dovAos, approaching more closely to that of an oikovdpos in
God’s house ; and, referring to Num. xii. 8-8, we find, con-
firming this view, that an exceptional dignity is there ascribed
to Moses, lifting him above other do%Ao. of God; ‘egregius
domesticus fidei tus ’ Augustine (Conf. xii. 28) calls him ; cf.
Deut. xxxiv. &, where he is oixérys xvpiov. Inagreement with
this we find the title fepdmrwy xuplov given to Moses (Wisd. x.
16), but to no other of the worthies of the Old Covenant men-
tioned in the chapter; to Aaron indeed at xviii. 21. I} would
have been well if our Translators had seen some way to
indicate the exceptional and more honourable title here given
to him who “ was faithful in all God’shouse.” The Vulgate,
which has ‘famulus,’ has at least made the attempt (so
Cioero, ¢ famule Idwe® matris ’) ; Tyndal, too, and Cranmer,
who have ¢minister,’ psrhaps as adequate a word as the
language affords.

Neither ought the distinction between 8iudxovos and 8othos
to be suffered to escape in an English Version of the N. T.
There is no difficulty in preserving it. Audxovos, not from 8ud
and «dvis, one who in his haste runs through the dust—a
mere fanciful derivation, and forbidden by the quantity of the
antepenultima in Siixovos—is probably from the same root as
has given us dwkw, ¢ to hasten after,” or ¢ pursue,’ and thus
indeed means ¢ a runner’ still (so Buttmann, Lez:l. i. 219;
but see Doderlein, Lat. Syn. vol. v. p. 185). The difference
between 8idxovos on one side, and SodAos and fepdrwy on the
other, is this—that Audkovos represents the servant more in
his activity for the work (Sudxovos Tod edayyeliov, Col. i. 28 :
2 Cor. iii, 6; Eph. iii. 7); rather in his relation, either
servile, as that of the dofAos, or wore voluntary, as in the case
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of the fepdrwy, to a person. The attendants at a feast, and
this with no respect to their condition as free or servile, are
éudrovor (John ii. 5; Matt. xxii. 18). The importance of
preserving the distinction between 8otAos and Sidxovos may be
illustrated from the parable of the Marriage Supper (Matt.
xxii, 2-14), In our Version the king’s “ servants’ bring in
the invited guests (ver. 8, 4, 8, 10), and his *servants” are
bidden to thrust out that guest who was without a wedding
garment (ver. 18) : but in the Greek, those, the bringers-in of
the guests, are SotAo.: these, the fulfillers of the king’s sen-
tence, are S8udxovo—this distinetion being a most real one,
and belonging to the essentials of the parable; the 8odAo:
being men, the ambassadors of Christ, who invite their
-fellow-men into his kingdom now, the duixovor angels, who
in all the judgment acts at the end of the world evermore
appear as the executors of the Lord’s will. The parable, it is
true, does not turn on this distinction, yet these ought not
any more to be confounded than the dodAo. and Oepioral of
Matt. xiii. 27, 80 ; cf. Luuke xix. 24.

Oixérys is often used as equivalent to 8odhos. It certainly
is s0 at 1 Pet. ii. 18; and hardly otherwise on the three
remaining occasions on which it occursin the N. T. (Luke xvi.
18; Acts x. 7: Rom. xiv. 4); nor does the Septuaging
(Exod. xxi. 27; Deut. vi. 21; Prov. xvii. 2) appear to recog-
nize any distinction between them ; the Apocrypha as little
(Ecclus. x, 25). At the same time oixérys (=* domesticus ’)
fails to bring out and emphasize the servile relation so
strongly as Sodlos does; rather contemplates that relation
from a point of view calculated to mitigate, and which actually
went far to mitigate, its extreme severity. He is one of the
household, of the ¢ family,’ in the older sense of this word ;
not indeed necessarily one born in the house ; oixoyenjs is the
word for this in the Septuagint (Gen. xiv. 14; Ececles. ii. 7);
¢verna,” identical with the Gothic *bairn,” in the Latin;
compare ‘criado’ in the Spanish ; but one, as I have said, of
the family; olkérms éoriv 6 kara mp olxiav dwarpiBuwv, xiv
\ellepos 1), rxowdv (Athenmus, vi. 98); the word being used
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in the best times of the language with 8o wide a reach as to
include wife and children; so in Herodotus (viii. 106, and
often) ; while in Sophocles (Trach. 894) by the olxérar the
children of Deianira can alone be intended. On the different
names given to slaves and servants of various classes and
degrees see Athensmus, as quoted above.

“Ymypérys, which only remains to be considered, is a word
drawn from military matters; he was originally the rower
(from épéoow, ¢ remigo’), as distinguished from the soldier, on
board a war-galley; then the performer of any strong and
hard labour; then the subordinate qfficial who waited to
accomplish the behests of his superior, as the orderly who
attends a commander in war (Xenophon, Cyrop. vi. 2. 18);
the herald who carries solemn messages (Euripides, Hec.
508). Prometheus intends s taunt when he characterizes
Hermes as ®cav dmypérys (Aschylus, Prom. Vinct. 990), one
who runs on the errands of superior gods. In this sense, as
an inferior minister to perform certain defined functions for
Paul and Barnabas, Mark was their dmypérys (Acts xiii. &) ;
and in this official sense of lictor, apparitor, and the like, we
find the word constantly, indeed predominantly used in the
N.T. (Matt. v. 25: Luke iv. 20; John vii. 82; xviii. 18;
Acts v. 22). The mention by St. John of SofAot and Smypérac
together (xviii. 18) is alone sufficient to indicate that a
difference is by him observed between them; from which
difference it will follow that he who struck the Lord on the
face (John xviii. 22) could not be, as some suggest, the
same whose ear the Lord had just healed (Luke xxii. 51),
seeing that this was a SotAos, that profane and petulant
striker a vmypérys, of the High Priest. The meanings of
Sudxovos and dmypérys are much more nearly allied ; they do in
fact continually run into one another, and there are innumer-
able occasions on which the words might be indifferently
used; the more official character and functions of the
Umypérys is the point in which the distinction between them
resides. See Vitringa, De Synagogd Vetere, pp. 916-919,
the Dictionary of the Bible, article Minister.
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§ x. Se\ln, ¢pdBos, edAdfea.

Or these three words the first, de\ia, is used always in a bad
sense ; the second, ¢dfos, is a middle term, capable of a good
interpretation, capable of an evil, and lying indifferently
between the two ; the third, edAdBea, is quite predominantly
used in a good sense, though it too has not altogether
escaped being employed in an evil.

AeMla, equivalent to the Latin ¢ timor,” and having
Opaoimys (¢ foolhardiness ) for its contrary extreme (Plato,
Tim. 87 a), is our ‘cowardice.” It occurs only once in the
N. T, 2 Tim. i. 7; where Bengel says, exactly on what
authority I know not, ¢ Est timor cujus caus® potius in animo
sunt quam foris ;’ but de\idw at John xiv. 27; and deds at
Matt. viii. 26; Mark iv. 40; Rev. xxi. 8: the 8elol in this
last passage being those who in time of persecution have
under fear of suffering denied the faith ; of. Eusebius, Hist.
Eccl. viii. 8. It is joined to dvavdpeia (Plato, Phedr. 254 c;
Legg. ii. 659 a), to Aeworafla (Lysias, Orat. in Alcib. p. 140),
to yuypdémys (Plutarch, Fab. Maz. 17), to &Avos (2 Mace. iii.
24) ; is aseribed by Josephus to the spies who brought an ill
report of the Promised Land (d4ntt. iii. 15. 1); being con-
stantly set over against dvdpefa, as delds over against dvpeios :
for example, in the long discussion on valour and cowardice
in Plato’s Protagoras, 860 d ; see too the lively description
of the 8eiAds in the Characters (27) of Theophrastus. Aekia
seeks fo shelter its timidity under the more honorable title
of edAdBea! (Philo, De Fort. 5); pleads for itself that it is
indeed dopdAeo (Plutarch, Anim. an Corp. Aff. Pej. 8; Philo,
Quod Det. Pot. Insid. 11).

®60s, very often united with rpduos (as at Gen. ix. 2;
Deut. xi. 25 ; Exod. xv. 16; 1 Cor. ii. 8; Phil. ii. 12), and
answering to the Latin ‘metus,’ is a middle term, and as
such used in the N. T. sometimes in a bad sense, but oftener
in a good. Thus in a bad sense, Rom. viii. 15; 1 John iv.
18; cf. Wisd. xvii. 11; but in a good, Acts ix. 81; Rom, iii.

1 ¢ And calls that providence, which we call flight.’—DRYDEN.
D
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18; Ephes. vi. 5; Phil. ii. 12; 1 Pet. i. 17. Being this
péoov, Plato, in the Protagoras as referred to above, adds
aioxpds to it, as often as he would indicate the timidity which
misbecomes & man. On the distinetion between ¢timor,’
¢ metus,’ and ¢formido’ see Donaldson, Complete Latin
Grammar, p. 489.

E?AdSewn only occurs twice in the N. T. (Heb. v. 7 [where
see Bleek] ; and xii. 28), and on each occasion signifies piety
contemplated as a fear of God ; la vigilance &1'égard du mal
(Godel). The image on which it rests is that of the careful
taking hold and wary handling, the b AapBdves6a:, of some
precious yet fragile vessel, which with ruder or less anxious
handling might easily be broken (3 ydp edAdBeia odlel wdvra,
Aristophanes, Aves, 77), as in Balde’s sublime funeral hymn
on the young German Empress—

¢ Quam manibus osseis tangit,
Crystallinam phialam frangit.
O inepta et rustica Mors,
O caduca juvenculs sors!’

But such a cautious care in the conducting of affairs (the
word is joined by Plutarch to mpdvoia, Marcell. 9; xpyowpw-
7dm) Gebv it is declared by Euripides, Phen. 794); springing
ag in part it will from a fear of miscarriage, easily lies open
to the charge of timidity. Thus Demosthenes, who opposes
ebAdBew to Opdaos (517), claims for himself that he was only
eb\afs, where his enemies charged him with being deldds and
drolpos: while in Plutarch (Fab. 17) edaByjs and Svoé\mioros
are joined together. It is not wonderful then that fear should
have come to be regarded as an essential element of e?AdBea,
sometimes 8o occupies the word as to leave no room for any
other sense (Josephus, 4niét. xi. 6. 9), though for the most
part no dishonorable fear (see, however, a remarkable ex-
ception, Wisd. xvii. 8) is intended, but one which a wise and
good man might fitly entertain. Cicero (Tusc. iv. 6): ¢ De-
clinatio [a malis] si cum ratione fiet, cautio appelletur, eaque
intelligatur in solo esse sapiente ; que autem sine ratione et
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cum exanimatione humili atque fractd, nominetur metus.’
He has probably the definition of the Stoics in his eyes.
These, while they disallowed $éBos as a wdfos, admitted
ebAaPea, which they defined as é&xhois odv Adyp (Clement of
Alexandria, Strom. ii. 18), into the circle of virtues; thus
Diogenes Laertius (vii. 1. 116): mjv 8¢ edAdBeav [dvavriay
daciv elvar] T@ P6By, oloav eldoyov &xxhiow* PpofBifbihcecbar
piv yap Tov copdv obdauds, edrafBnlicesbfar 3é: and
Plutarch (De Repugn. Stoic. 11) quotes their maxim : 7o yap
edAafeicfor copiv Wwv. Yet after all, these distinctions
whereby they sought to escape the embarrassments of their
ethical position, the admission for instance that the wise
man might feel ¢suspiciones quasdam et umbras affectuum,’
but not the ‘ affectus ' themselves (Seneca, De Ird,i. 16; cf.
Plutarch, De Virt. Mor. 9), were nothing worth; they had
admitted the thing, and were now only fighting about words,
with which to cover and conceal the virtual abandonment of
their position, being évoparoudyor, a8 a Peripatetic adversary
lays to their charge. See on this matter the full discussion
in Clement of Alexandria, Strom. ii, 7-9; and compare
Augustine, De Civ. Dei, ix. 4. On the more distinetly religious
aspect of edAdfBewa there will be opportunity to speak here-
after (§ xlviii.).

§ xi. wraxia, kaxojfea.

Ir would be & mistake to regard xaxia in the N, T. as
embracing the whole complex of moral evil. In this latitude
no doubt it is often used ; thus apemj and xaxia are virtue and
vice (Plato, Rep. iv. 444 d) ; dperai kal xaxios virtues and vices
(Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 12; Ethic. Nic. vii. 1; Plutarch, Conj.
Prec. 25, and often) ; while Cicero (Tusc. iv. 15) refuses to
translate kaxia by ¢malitia,” choosing rather to coin ¢ vitio-
gitas’ for his need, and giving this as his reason: ‘ Nam
malitia certi cujusdam vitii nomen est, vitiositas omnium ;’
showing plainly hereby that in his eye xaxio was the name,
not of one vice, but of the viciousness out of which all

vices spring. In the N. T., however, xaxia is not so much
D2
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viciousness as a special form of vice. Were it viciousness, other
evil habits of the mind would be subordinated to it, as to a
larger term including the lesser ; whereas in fact they are
coordinated with it (Rom. i. 29; Col. iii. 8; 1Pet. ii. 1), We
must therefore seek for it a more special meaning ; and, com-
paring it with wormpla, we shall not err in saying that xaxia
is more the evil habit of mind, the ¢ malitia,’ by which Cicero
declined to render it, or, as he elsewhere explains it, ¢ versuta
et fallax nocendi ratio * (Nat. Deor. iii. 80 ; De Fin. iii. 11 in
fine) ; while wewpla is the active outcoming of the same.
Thus Calvin says of xaxia (Eph. iv. 81): ¢Significat hoc
verbo [Apostolus] animi pravitatem que humanitati et
squitati est opposita, et malignitas vulgo nuncupatur,’ or as
Cicero defines ¢malevolentia’ (Tusc. Quest.iv. 9): ¢ voluptas
ex malo alterius sine emolumento suo.” Our English Trans-
lators, rendering kaxia so often by ‘malice ’ (Ephes. iv. 81;
1 Cor. v. 8; xiv. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 1), show that they regarded it
very much in this light. With this agrees the explanation of
it by Theodoret on Rom. i.: kaxiuv kahet ™y Yuxijs émi ra xelpo
pomiv, kal 7ov &rl BAdByp Tod méhas ywipevor Aoyioudv. Not
exactly but nearly thus the author of what long passed as a
Second Epistle of Clement’s, but which now is known not to
be an Epistle at all, warns against xaxio as the forerunner
(wpoodoimopos) of all other sins (§10). Compare the art.
Bosheitin Herzog’s Real- Encyclopddse.

While kaxia occurs several times in the N. T., kaxorjfeia
occurs but once, namely in St. Paul’s long and terrible
catalogue of the wickednesses with which the heathen world
wag filled (Rom. i. 29); but some four or five times in the
Books of the Maccabees (8 Mace. iii. 22; vii. 8 ; 4 Mace. i. 4;
iii. 4); xakojfys there as well (4 Mace. i. 25 ; ii. 16); never
in the Septuagint. We have translated it ¢malignity.’
When, however, we take it in this wider meaning, which
none would deny that it very often has (Plato, Rep. i. 848 d ;
Xenophon, De Ven. xiii. 16), or in that wider still which
Basil the Great gives it (Reg. Brev. Int. T7: xaxofewa pév
éorw, &s Aoyl{opar, avry 4 mpoTy kal kekpupuérn kaxia Tod Fjfovs),
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making it, as he thus does, exactly to correspond to the *ill
nature’ of our early divines (see my Select Glossary, s. v.),
just as the author of the Third Maccabees (iii. 22) speaks of
some T cvudvre kaxonbely T kaAdy drwodpevor, duvexds B¢
els 70 ¢ailov éxvedovres, when, I say, its meaning is so far
enlarged, it is very difficult to assign to it any domain which
will not have been already preoccupied either by xaxia or
wovypia. I prefer therefore to understand xaxorfeio here in
the more restricted meaning which it sometimes possesses.
The Geneva Version has so done, rendering it by a peri-
phrasis, “taking all things in the evil part;” which is
exactly Aristotle’s definition, to whose ethical terminology
the word belongs (Rhet. ii. 18): &ori yap kakojfea 76 émi 70
Xeipov molapSdvew dmravra : or, a8 Jeremy Taylor calls it, ‘s
baseness of nature by which we take things by the wrong
handle, and expound things always in the worst sense;’!
the ‘malignitas interpretantium * of Pliny (Ep. v. 7); 2 being
exactly oppesed to what Seneca (De Jrd, ii. 24) so happily
calls the ‘benigna rerum wmstimatio.” For precisely such a
use of xaxorjfuws see Josephus, 4nit. vii. 6. 1; cf. 2 Sam. x. 8,
This giving to all words and actions of others their most
unfavorable interpretation Aristotle marks as one of the vices
of the old, in that mournful, yet for the Christian most
instructive, passage, which has been referred to just now;
they are xaxorfes and rkaximomro.. We shall scarcely err
then, taking xaxonfea, at Rom. i. 29, in this narrower mean-
ing; the position which it occupies in that dread catalogue of
sing entirely justifying us in treating it as that peculiar form
of evil which manifests itself in a malignant interpretation of
the actions of others, a constant attribution of them to the
worst imaginable motives.

Nor should we take leave of kaxojfea without noticing

! Grotius: ‘Cum qus possumus in bonam partem interpretari, in
pejorem rapimaus, contra quam exigit officium dilectionis.’

2 How striking, by the way, this use of ¢ interpretor,’ as ¢ to interpret
awry,’ in Tacitus (himself not wholly antouched with the vice), Pliny,
and the other writers of their age.
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the deep psychological truth attested in this secondary mean-
ing which it has obtained, namely, that the evil which we
trace in ourselves makes us ready to suspect and believe evil
in others. The xaxojfys, being himself of an evil moral
habit, projects himself, and the motives which actuate him,
into others round him, sees himself in them; for, according
to our profound English proverb, ¢ Ill doers are ill deemers;’
or, as it runs in the monkish line, ¢ Autumat hoo in me quod
novit perfidus in se ;> and just as Love on the one side, in
those glorious words of Schiller,
¢ delightedly believes
Divinities, being itself divine;’

go that which is itself thoroughly evil finds it impossible to
believe anything but evil in others (Job i. 9-11; ii. 4, 5).
Thus the suitors in the Odyssey, at the very time when they
are laying plots for the life of Telemachus, are persuaded that
he intends at a banquet to mingle poison with their wine,
and so to make an end of them all (Odyss. ii. 829, 830).
Iago evidently believes the world to be peopled with Iagoes,
can conceive of no other type of humanity but his own
Well worthy of notice here is that remarkable passage in the
Republic of Plato (iil. 409 a, b), where Socrates, showing
how well it is for physicians to have been mainly conversant
with the sick, but not for teachers and rulers with the bad,
explains how it comes to pass that young men, as yet uncor-
rupted, are efes rather than xakorjbes, dre odi Eovres &
éavrols mapadelypara dpowmralhj Tots wovypots.

§ xii. édyamrdw, puhém.

We have made no attempt to discriminate between these
words in our English Version. And yet there is often a
difference between them, well worthy to have been noted and
reproduced, if this had lain within the compass of our
language ; being very nearly equivalent to that between
‘diligo’ and ‘amo’ in the Latin. To understand the exact
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distinction between these, will help us to understand tha
between those other which are the more immediate object of
our inquiry. For this we possess abundant material in Cicero,
who often sets the words in instructive antithesis to one
another. Thus, writing to one friend of the affection in
which he holds another (Ep. Fam. xiii. 47) : ¢ Ut scires illum
& me non diligi solum, verum etiam amari;’ and again
(Ad Brut. 1) : ¢ L. Clodius valde me diligit, vel, ut ¢udarcdrepov
dicam, valde me amat.’ From these and other like passages
(there is an ample collection of them in Déderlein’s Latein.
Synon. vol. iv. pp. 98 seq.), we might conclude that ¢ amare,’
which answers to ¢ukeiy, is stronger than ¢ diligere,” which, as
we shall see, corresponds to dyarav. This is true, but not all
the truth. Ernesti has successfully seized the law of their
several uses, when he says: ¢ Diligere magis ad judicium,
amare vero ad intimum animi sensum pertinet.” So that, in
fact, Cicero in the passage first quoted is saying,—‘I do nob
esteem the man merely, but I love him ; there is something of
the passionate warmth of affection in the feeling with which
I regard him.’

It will follow, that while a friend may desire rather
‘amari’ than ¢ diligi ’ by his friend, there are aspects in which
the ¢ diligi’ is more than the ¢ amari,’ the dyardofa: than the
¢heiofor. The first expresses a more reasoning attachment,
of choice and selection (‘ diligere '="* deligere ’), from a seeing
in the object upon whom it is bestowed that which is worthy
of regard ; or else from a sense that such is due toward the
person so regarded, as being a benefactor, or the like; while
the second, without being necessarily an unreasoning attach-
ment, does yet give less account of itself to itself; is more
instinctive, is more of the feelings or natural affections,
implies more passion ; thus Antonius, in the funeral discourse
addressed to the Roman people over the body of Cssar:
épidfoare adrov ds warépa, kal fyamijocare bs edepyéryy
(Dion Cassius, xliv. 48). And see in Xenophon (Mem. ii
7.9, 12) two passages throwing much light on the relation
beween the words, and showing how the notions of respect



40 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAYENT {xu

and reverenee are eoutinoally implied in the dyeras, which,
thonugh not exelzded by, are sill not icvoived in. the deAes.
Thus in the seceond of these, af per és spicuiva éddoxry, & &2
&8s apripoes frpiza. Out of this it may be explained, that
while men are continnally bidden éyarar vor Ger ' Mats. xxii.
87; Luke x. 27 ; 1 Cor. viii. 3), and good men declared so 10
do (Rom. viii. 28 ; 1 Pet. . 8; 1 John iv. 21), the ¢eir Tor
©civ is commanded to them never. The Father, indeed, both
&yaxg viw Yiiv (John iii. 35), and also el Tow Yiow (John v.
20, ; with the first of which statements such passages as
Matt. iii. 17, with the second such as John i. 18; Prov. vii.
22, 30, may be brought into eonnexion.

In almost all these passages of the N. T., the Vulgate, by
the help of ‘diligo’ and ‘amo,” has preserved a distinction
which we have let go. This is especially to be regretted at
John xxi. 15-17 ; for the passing there of the original from
one word to the other is singularly instructive, and should by
no means escape us unnoticed In that threefold * Lovest
thou Me ?”’ which the risen Lord addresses to Peter, He asks
him first, dyands pe; At this moment, when all the pulses in
the heart of the now penitent Apostle are beating with a
passionate affection toward his Lord, this word on that Lord’s
lips sounds far too cold; to very imperfectly express the
warmth of his affection toward Him. The question in any
form would have been grievous enough (ver. 17); the
language in which it is clothed makes it more grievous still.!
Ho therefore in his answer substitutes for the dyawgs of
Christ the word of a more personal love, p:Ad oe (ver. 15).
And this he does not on the first occasion only, but again
upon a second. And now at length he has triumphed; for
when his Lord puts the question to him a third time, it is
not dyards any more, but ¢keis. All this subtle and delicate
play of feeling disappears perforce, in & translation which

! Bongel generally has the honour ‘rem acu tetigisse ; ’ here he has
singularly missed the point, and is wholly astray: ¢ &yawdr, amare, est
nocossitudinis et affeottis ; ¢iredy, diligere, judicii.’
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either does not care, or is not able, to reproduce the variation
in the words as it exists in the original.

I observe in conclusion that é&uws, édv, &acsis, never
occur in the N.T., but the two latter occasionally in the
Septuagint ; thus épdv, Esth. ii, 17; Prov. iv. 6; épaoris
generally in a dishonorable sense as ¢ paramour’ (Ezek.
xvi. 83 ; Hos. ii. 5); yet once or twice (as Wisd. viii. 2) more
honorably, not as =¢amasius,’ but ‘ amator.” Their absence
is significant. It is in part no doubt to be explained from
the fact that, by the corrupt use of the world, they had
become so steeped in sensusl passion, carried such an atmo-
sphere of unholiness about them (see Origen, Prol. in Cant.
Opp. tom. iii. pp. 28-80), that the truth, of God abstained
from the defiling contact with them; yea, devised a new
word rather than betake itself to one of these. For it should
not be forgotten that dydmy is a word born within the bosom
of revealed religion : it oocurs in the Septuagint (2 Sam. xiii.
15 ; Cant. ii. 4 ; Jer.ii.2), and in the Apocrypha (Wisd. iii. 9) :
but there is no trace of it in any heathen writer whatever,
and as little in Philo or Josephus; the utmost they attain to
here is ¢pihavfponia and ¢laderdia, and the last never in any
sense but as the love between brethren in blood (cf. Cremer,
Worterbuch d. N. T. Grdcitdt, p. 12). But the reason may
lie deeper still. *Epws might have fared as so many other
words have fared, might have been consecrated anew, despite
of the deep degradation of its past history;! and there were
tendencies already working for this in the Platonist use of it,
namely, as the longing and yearning desire after that unseen
but eternal Beauty, the faint vestiges of which may here be

! On the attempt which some Christian writers had made to dis-
tinguish between ¢ amor’ and ¢ dilectio * or °caritas,’ see Augustine, De
Civ. Dei, xiv. 7: ‘Nonnulli arbitrantur aliud esse dilectionem sive
caritatem, aliud amorem. Dicunt enim dilectionem accipiendam esse in
bono, amorem in malo.” He shows, by many examples of ‘dilectio®
and ‘diligo’ used in an ill sense in the Latin Scriptures, of ‘amor’
and ‘amo’ in a good, the impossibility of maintaining any such
distinction.



42 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT §xu

everywhere traced ;! odpdvios &us, Philo in this sense has
called it (De Vit. Cont. 2; De Vit. Mos. iii. 1). But in the
very fact that &ws (=6 Sewds ipepos, Sophocles, Trach. 476),
did express this yearning desire (Euripides, Jon, 67 ; Alcestis,
1101) ; this longing after the unpossessed (in Plato’s exquisite
mythus, Symp. 208 b, "Epws is the offspring of Ievia), lay
its deeper unfitness to set forth that Christian love, which is
not merely the sense of need, of emptiness, of poverty, with
the longing after fulness, not the yearning after an un-
attained and in this world unattainable Beauty; but a love
to God and to man, which is the consequence of God’'s love
already shed abroad in the hearts of his people. The mere
longing and yearning, and éws at the best is no more, has
given place, since the Incarnation, to the love which is not in
desire only, but also in possession. That &ws is no more is
well expressed in the lines of Gregory Nazianzene (Carm. ii.
84, 150, 151) :

M é00s & dpefis ) ka\bv ) pi) kalbv,

"Epws 8¢ Oepuds dvoxabexros Te w66os.?

§ xill. 6d\acoa, Térayos.

TEE connexion of fdhacse with the verb rapdocew, that it
means properly the agitated or disturbed, finds favour with

! T cannot regard as an evidence of such reconsecration the well-
known words of Ignatius, Ad Rom, 7 : 6 éuds épws éorabpwrar, It is far
more consistent with the genius of these Ignatian Epistles to take ¥pws
subjectively here, ¢ My love of the world is crucified,’ 4.e. with Christ;
rather than objectively, ¢ Christ, the object of my love, is crucified.’

2 Consult on ¥pws the noble fragment from Sophocles, preserved by
Stobeeus:

Ndonu' Epwros Tovr’ dpiuepoy xaxdy,
Exou’ by adtd uh) Kards dremdoar,

S7av wdyov pavévros aifpiov xepoiv
KpboTaArov aprdowat raides dorayh.

78 wpar’ Exovow 2Sovds worawlovs,
7éhos 8’ & xuuds ol0 Srws &ofi Oére
ofir’ tv xepoiv Td xTiipa alupopov uévew,
ofTw 7ye Tobs pavras adrds Tuepos

8pay xal T uh 8pav woAAduis wpoleras
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Curtius (p. 596) and with Pott (Etym. Forsch. vol. ii. p. 56).
Schmidt dissents (vol. i. p. 642); and urges that the pre-
dominant impression which the sea makes on the beholder is
not of unrest but of rest, of quietude and not of agitation ; that
we must look for the word’s primary meaning in quite another
direction : fdAacoa, he says, ¢ ist das Meer nach seiner natiir-
lichen Beschaffenheit, als grosse Salzflut, und dem Sinne
nach von dem poetischen dAs durch nichts unterschieden.’
It is according to him ° the great salt flood.” But not enter-
ing further into this question, it will be enough to say
that, like the Latin ¢mare,’ it is the sea as contrasted with
the land (Gen. i. 10; Matt. xxiii. 156; Acts iv. 24); or
perhaps more strictly as contrasted with the shore (see Hay-
man’s Odyssey, vol. i. p. xxxiii, Appendiz). Tlé\ayos is the
vast uninterrupted level and expanse of open water, the
‘altum mare,’! as distinguished from those portions of if
broken by islands, shut in by coasts and headlands (Thucy-
dides, vi. 104 ; vii. 49; Plutarch, T%mol. 8).2 The suggestion
of breadth, and not depth, except as an accessory notion,
and as that which will probably find place in this open sea,
lies in the word; thus Sophocles (@d. Col. 659) : paxpdv 10
debpo wékayos, odd¢ wAdoyuov : Bo too the murmuring Israclites
(Philo, Vit. Mos. i. 85) liken to a wé\ayos the far-reaching
sand-flats of the desert ; and in Herodotus (ii. 92) the Nile
overflowing Egypt is said we\aylfev ra medla, which yet it
only covers to the depth of a few feet ; cf. ii. 97. A passagein
the Timeus of Plato (25 a, b) illustrates well the distinction

' It need hardly be observed tbat, adopted into Latin, it has the same
Ineaning:
¢ Ut pelagus tenuere rates, nec jam amplius ulla
Ocourrit tellus, maria undique et undique cwlum.’
Virgil, Zn. v. 8.

* Hippias, in the Protagoras of Plato (338 a), charges the eloquent
sophist with a delyew eis wéAayos Tov Adywy, &woxptyavra yiiv. This
last idiom reappears in the French ‘noyer la terre,’ applied to & ship
sailing out of sight of land ; as indeed in Virgil’s * Pha#acum abscondimus
arces.’
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between the words, where the title of wrélayos is refused to
the Mediterranean Sea: which is but a harbour, with the
narrow entrance between the Pillars of Hercules for its
mouth ; while only the great Atlantic Ocean beyond can be
acknowledged as dAypfwos mdvros, wéhayos Svrws. Compare
Aristotle, De Mun. 8; Meteorol. ii. 1: péovoa & 7 Odratra
daiverar kard tas orevdryras [the Straits of Gibraltar], efmov
8i& wepiéxovaar yijy els pikpdv ék peydlov cvvdyerar mélayos.
It might seem as if this distinction did not hold good on
one of the two occasions upon which wélayos oceurs in the
N. T., namely Maitt. xviii. 6 : ¢ It were better for him that a
millstone were hanged about his neck, and that he were
drowned in the depth of the sea” (ral xaramovriclp & 7
wekdyer tijs Gaddoons). But the sense of depth, which un-
doubtedly the passage requires, is here to be looked for in the
' kerawovtioby :—mdvros (not in the N. T.) being connected
with Bdfos, Bvés (Exod. xv. 5), Bévbos, perhaps the same
word as this last, and implying the sea in its perpendicular
depth, as wélayus (=*maris sequor,’ Virgil, Zn. ii. 780), the
same in its horizontal dimensions and extent. Compare
Déderlein, Lat. Syn. vol. iv. p. 75.

§ xiv. oxAypds, adarpds.

In the parable of the Talents (Matt. xxv.), the slothful
servant charges his master with being oxAnpds, “an hard
man "’ (ver. 24); while in the corresponding parable of St.
Lmke it is adorpds, “an austere man” (xix. 21), which he
accuses him of being, It follows that the words must be
nearly allied in meaning ; but not that they are identical in
this.

SxAnpds, derived from oxéw, oxfvar (= ¢ arefacio’), is
properly an epithet applied to that which through lack of
moisture is hard and dry, and thfis rough and disagreeable to
the touch ; or more than this, warped and intractable, the
‘asper’ and ‘durus’ in one. It is then transferred to the
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region of ethics, in which it chiefly moves, expressing there
roughness, harshness, and intractability in the moral nature
of a man. Thus Nabal (1 Sam. xxv. 8) is gxAypds, and no
epithet could better express the evil conditions of the churl,
For other company which the word keeps, we find it asso-
ciated with adyunpds (Plato, Symp. 195 d) ; dvrirvwos (Theet.
155 a; Plutarch, De Pyth. Orac. 26) ; dperdorpogos (Plato,
Crat. 407 d) ; dypwos (Aristotle, Eth. Nic. iv. 8. 8 ; Plutarch,
Cons. ad Apoll. 8) ; dwiduvros (Prec. Ger. Reip. 8); dmyvis
(De Vit. Pud.); dvépacros (De Adul. et Am. 19) ; rpaxis (De
Lib. Ed. 18); dmaidevros (Alex. Virt. seu Fort. Or. i. b);
drperros (Diogenes Laértius, vii. 1. 64, 117); ddpracris
(Philo, De Septen. 1); adfddns (Gen. xlix. 8); wovnpds (1 Sam,
xxv. 8). It is set over against elyfixés (Plato, Charm.175d) ;
podaxds (Protag. 881 d); paXfaxds (Symp. 195 d; Sophocles,
&dip. Col. T71).

Adorypds, which in the N. T. appears but once (Luke
xix. 21), and never in the Septuagint, is in its primary mean-
ing applied to such things as draw together and contract the
tongue, are harsh and stringent to the palate, as new wine
not yet mellowed by age, unripe fruit, and the like. Thus
Cowper, describing himself, when a boy, as gathering from
the hedgerows ‘sloes austere,” uses ¢ austere’ with exactest
propriety. But just as we have transferred °strict’ (from
‘gtringo’) to the region of ethics, so the Greeks transferred
adorpds, with an image borrowed from the taste, as in
oxAnpés from the touch. Neither does this word set out any-
thing amiable or attractive in him to whom it is applied. It
keops company with dndjs (Plato, Rep. iii. 898 a); dxparos
and dvjdvvros (Plutarch, Pree. Conj. 29) ; dvyévaros (Phoc. B) ;
avékaoros ! (De Adul. et Am. 14); mupds (ibid. 2); dyéhaoros
and dvévrevxros (De Cup. Div. T) ; adyunpds (Philo, De Prem.

! In Plutarch this word is used in an ill sense, as self-willed, joined
by him to &reyrros, that is, not to be moulded and fashioned like moist
clay, in the hands of another, ¢eigensinnig;’ being one of the many
which, in all languages, beginning with a good sense (Aristotle, Ethic.
Nic. iv. 7. 4), have ended with a bad.
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et Peen, 5) ; while Eudemus (Ethic. Eudem. vii. 5) contrasts
the adorypds with the elrpdmelos, using the latter word in a
good sense.

At the same time none of the epithets with which adampés
is associated imply that deep moral perversity which lies in
many with which oxAnpds is linked ; and, moreover, it is met
not seldom in more honorable company; thus it is joined
with ocdppwv continually (Plutarch, Prec. Conj. T, 29 ; Quest.
Gr. 40) ; with povawds (Symp. v. 2); with cugppovikds (Cle-
ment of Alexandria, Pedag. ii. 4); one, otherwise yevvaios
Kai péyas, i8 adornpds as not sacrificing to the Graces (Plutarch,
Amat. 28); while the Stoics affirmed all good men to be
¢ austere’ (Diogenes Laértius, vii. 1. 64, 117) : xal adornpods
3¢ paow elvar wdvras Tods omovdalovs, TG pajre adrovs mwpds Hdoviy
Splelv, pijre wap’ dAAwv T8 wpos Hdoviy mwpoadéyeabar: of. Plu-
tarch, Prec. Cong. 27. InLatin, ¢ austerus’ is predominantly
an epithet of honour (Déderlein, Lat. Synon. vol, iii. p. 232) ;
he to whom it is applied is earnest and severe, opposed to all
levity ; needing, it may very well be, to watch against harsh-
ness, rigour, or moroseness, into which he might easiy lapse
—(‘non austeritas ejus tristis, non dissoluta sit comitas,’
Quintilian, ii. 2. 5)—but as yet not chargeable with these.

We may distinguish, then, between them thus: axAnpds
conveys always a reproach and a grave one, indicates a
character harsh, inhuman, and in the earlier use of that
word) uncivil; in the words of Hesiod, d&dduavros é&xwv
xparepdppova Gupdv. It is not so with adompds. This epithet
does not of necessity convey a reproach at all, any more
than the German ‘streng,” which is very different from
‘hart;’ and even where it does convey a reproof, it is one of
far less opprobrious a kind; rather the exaggeration of a
virtue pushed too far, than an absolute vice.
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§ Xv. elxav, Spoiwats, Spoiwpa.

THERE is a twofold theological interest attending the distinc-
tion between eixdv and the two words which are here brought
into comparison with it; the first belonging to.the Arian
controversy, and turning on the fitness or unfitness of the
words before us to set forth the relation of the Son to the
Father; while the other is an interest that, seeming at first
sight remote from any controversy, has yet contrived to
insinuate itself into more than one, namely, whether there be
& distinotion, and if so, what it is, between the ‘image’
(eixdv) of God, in which, and the ¢ likeness ’ (Spolwats) of God,
after which, man was created at the beginning (Gen. i. 26).

I need hardly remind those who will care to read this
volume of the distinction drawn between the words during the
course of the long Arian debate. Some there may be who
are not acquainted with Lightfoot’s note on Col. i. 15 in his
Commentary on the Colossians. Them I must refer to his
discussion on the words eixbv 7ob ®eod. It is evident that
eixdv (from elxw, owxa) and Spolwpa might often be used as
equivalent, and in many positions it would be indifferent
whether one or the other were employed. Thus they are
convertibly used by Plato (Phedr. 250 b), époudpare and
eixdves alike, to set forth the earthly copies and resemblances
of the archetypal things in the heavens. When, however, the
Church found it necessary to raise up bulwarks against Arian
error and equivocation, it drew a strong distinction between
these two, one not arbitrary, but having essential difference
in the words themselves for its ground. Eixdév (=*imago’
=*imitago '=dwewdviopa, and used in the same intention of
the Logos by Philo, Leg. Alleg. iii. 81), always assumes a
prototype, that which it not merely resembles, but from which
it is drawn, a mapddeiypa (Philo, ¢hid.); it is the German
¢ Abbild,” which invariably presumes a ¢Vorbild;' thus
Gregory Nazianzene (Orat. 86) : adry yip eixdvos piats, pipmpa
elva. Tod dpxervmov. Thus, the monarch’s head on the coin is
elxdv (Matt. xxii. 20) ; the reflection of the sun in the water
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is elkdv (Plato, Phedo, 99 d); the statue in stone or other
material is eixédv (Rev. xiii. 14); and, coming nearer to the
heart of the matter than by any of these illustrations we
have done, the child is &uvxos eixdv of his parents. But in
the épolwpa or éuolwas, while there is resemblance, it by no
means follows that it has been acquired in this way, that it is
derived : it may be accidental, as one egg is like another, as
there may exist a resemblance between two men in no way akin
to one another. Thus,as Augustine in an instructive passage
brings out (Quest. Ixxxiii. 74), the ¢ imago’ (=eixdv) includes
and involves the ¢ similitudo,’ but the ¢ similitudo ’ (=dpoilwots)
does not involve the ‘imago.’ The reason will at once be
manifest why eixov is ascribed to the Son, as representing his
relation to the Father (2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15; cf. Wisd. vii.
26) ; while among all the words of the family of duowes, not
merely none are 8o employed in the Scripture, but they have
all been expressly forbidden and condemned by the Church;
that is, 5o soon as ever this has had reason to suspect that
they were not used in good faith. Thus Hilary, addressing an
Arian, says, “I may use them, to exclude Sabellian error;
but I will not suffer you to do so, whose intention is
altogether different ™ (Con. Constant. Imp. 17-21).

Elkdv, in this its augustest application, like xapaxmijp and
dmradyaopa (Heb. i. 8), with which theologically it is nearly
allied, like &romrpov, drués, dmoppora (Wisd. vii. 25, 26), like
oxid (Philo, Leg. Alleg. iii. 81; but not Heb. x. 1), which
are all remoter approximations to the same truth, is indeed
inadequate ; but, at the same time, it is true as far as it
goes ; and in human language, employed for the setting forth
of truths which transcend the limits of humwan thought, we
must be content with approximate statements, seeking for
the complement of their inadequacy, for that which shall
redress their insufficiency, from some other quarter. Each
has its weak side, which must be supported by strength
derived from elsewhere. Eikdv is weak ; for what image is
of equal worth and dignity with the prototype from which it
is imaged ? But it has also its strong side; it implies an
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archetype from which it has been derived and drawn; while
dpodrys, dpoiwas, and words of this family, expressing mere
svmzlarity, if they did not actually imply, might yet suggest,
and if they suggested, would seem to justify, error, and that
with no compensating advantage. Exactly the same con-
siderations were at work here, which, in respect of the verbs
yewiv and «rifew, did in this same controversy lead the
Church to allow the former and to condemn the latter. The
student who would completely acquaint himself with all the
aspects of the great controversy to which these words, in
their relation to one another, gave rise, above all, as to the
exact force of eixdév as applied to the Son, will find the
materials admirably prepared - to his hand by Petavius,
De Trin. ii. 11; iv. 6; vi. 6, 6; while Gfrérer (Phtlo, vol. i.
P- 261 sqq.) will give him the very interesting, but wholly
inadequate, speculations of the Alexandrian theosophists on
the same subject.

‘The second interest in the discrimination of these words
lies in the question, which has often been discussed, whether
in that great fiat announcing man’s original constitution,
“Let us make man in our ¢mage (xar’ eixdva, LXX,, Dég
Heb.), after our lLikeness” (ke époiwow, LXX., > Heb.),
anything different was intended by the second from the first,
or whether the second is merely to be regarded as consequent
upon the first, “in our image,” and therefore * after our
likeness ”’ Both the elxdv and Spolwats are claimed for man in
the N. T. : the eixdv, 1 Cor. xi. 7; the dpolwos, Jam. iii. 9.
The whole subject is discussed at large by Gregory of Nyssa
in a treatise which he has devoted exclusively to the question
(Opp. 1688, vol ii. p. 22-84), but mainly in its bearing on
controversies of his own day. He with many of the early
Fathers, as also of the Schoolmen, affirmed a real distinction.
Thus, the gréat Alexandrian theologians taught that the
eixdv was something ¢» which men were created, being
common to all, and continuing to man as much after the Fall
as before (Gen. ix. 6), while the dSpoiwois was something
toward which man was created, that he might strive after and

E
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attain it; Origen (De Prin. iii. 6): ‘ Imaginis dignitatem in
primé conditione percepit, similitudinis vero perfectio in
oonsummatione servata est;’ of. i Joan. tom. xx. 20;
Irensmus, v. 16. 2; Tertullian, De Bapt. 5. Doubtless the
Platonist studies and predilections of the illustrious theo-
logians of Alexandria had some influence upon them here,
and on this distinction which they drew. It is well known
that Plato presented the duowdofar 7@ @ed kard. 76 duvardv
(Thect. 176 a) as the highest scope of man’s life ; and indeed
Clement (Strom. ii. 22) brings the great passage of Plato to
bear upon this very discussion. The Schoolmen, in like
manner, drew a distinetion, although it was not this one,
between ¢ these two divine stamps upon man,” Thus Anselm,
Medit. 1m; Peter Lombard, Sent. ii. dist. 16; H. de S.
Victore, De ~Animd, ii. 26; De Sac. i. 6. 2: ¢Imago
secundum cognitionem veritatis, similitudo secundum amorem
virtutis ;’ the first declaring the intellectual, as the second
the moral, preéminence in which man was created.

Many, however, have refused to acknowledge these, or
any other distinctions, between the two declarations; as
Baxter, for instance, who, in his interesting reply to Elliott
the Indian Missionary’s inquiries on the subject, rejects them
all as groundless conceits, though himself in general only too
anxious for distinction and division (Life and T'mes, by
Sylvester, vol. ii. p. 296). They were soarcely justified in
this rejection. The Alexandrians, I believe, were very near
the truth, if they did not grasp it altogether. There are
portions of Beripture, in respect of which the words of
Jerome, originally applied to the Apocalypse, ¢ quot verba
tot sacramenta,” hardly contain an exaggeration. Such an
eminently significant part is the history of man’s creation
and his fall, all which in the first three chapters of Genesis
is contained. We may expect to find mysteties there; pro-
phetic intimations of truths which it might require ages upon
ages to develop. And, without attempting to draw any very
strict line between eixdv and Odpolwots, or their Hebrew
counterparts, we may be bold to say that the whole history
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of man, not only in his original creation, but also in his
after restoration and reconstitution in the Son, is significantly
wrapped up in this double statement; which is double for
this very cause, that the Divine Mind did not stop at the
contemplation of his first creation, but looked on to him as
¢ renewed in knowledge after the image of Him that created
him ” (Col. iii. 10, on which see Bishop Lightfoot in loco);
because it knew that only as partaker of this double benefit
would he attain the true end for which he was ordained.

§ xvi. dowria, doéhyea.

Ir is little likely that one dowros will not be doeryijs also ;
but for all this dswria and doélyea are not identical in mean-
ing ; they will express different aspects of his sin, or at any
rate contemplate it from different points of view.

*Agwria, & word in which heathen ethics said much more
than they intended or knew, occurs thrice in the N. T.
(Ephes. v. 18 ; Tit. 1. 6; 1 Pet. iv. 4); once in the Septua-
gint (Prov. xxviii. 7) and onece in the Apocrypha, being there
joined with xdpo. (2 Mace. vi. 4). We have further the
adverb dodrws, at Luke xv. 18; and dowros once in the
Septuagint (Prov. vii. 11), At Ephes. v. 18 we translate it
‘excess;’ in the other two places, ‘riot,” as {ov doorws,
“in riotous living;”’ the Vulgate always by ¢luxuria’ and
‘luxuriose,’ words implying in medieval Latin & loose and
profligate habit of living which is strange to our *luxury’
and ‘ luxuriously ’ at the present; see my Select Glossary,
8. vv. in proof. "Acwros is sometimes taken in a passive
gense, a8 = dowaros (Plutarch, Aleib. 8); one who cannot be
saved, odlecbar py Swdpevos, a8 Clement of Alexandria
(Peday. ii. 1. 7) explains it, ¢ perditus’ (Horace, Sat. i. 2. 15),
¢ heillos,’ or a8 we used to say, a ‘ losel,” a ‘hopelost ’ (this
noticeable word is in Grimeston’s Polybius); Grotius:
¢ Genus hominum ita immersorum vitiis, ut eorum salus
deplorata sit;’ the word being, so to speak, prophetic of

E 2
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their doom to whom it was applied.! This, however, was
quite the rarer use ; more commonly the dowros is one who
himself cannot save, or spare,=* prodigus ; ’ or, again to use
a good old English word more than once employed by Spenser,
but which we have now let go, a ¢ scatterling.” This extra-
vagent squandering of means Aristotle notes as the proper
definition of docwria (Ethic. Nic. iv. 1. 8): dowerla éoriv
vmepBoly) wept xpijpara. The word forms part of his ethical
terminology ; the é\evfépios, or the truly liberal man, keeps
the golden mean between the two dxpa, namely, dowria
(= * effusio *) on one side, and avelevfepia, or ignoble stingi-
ness (= ‘tenacitas,” Augustine, Ep: 167. 2), on the other.
It is in this view of dowria that Plato (Rep. viii. 560 ¢), when
he names the various catachrestic terms, according to which
men call their vices by the names of the virtues which they
caricature, makes them style their dowrie, peyadompérea :

compare Quintilian (Inst. viii. 86) : ¢ Pro luxurid liberalitas -

dicitur.’

But it is easy to see that one who is dowros in this sense
of spending too much, of laying out his expenditure on a
more magnificent scheme than his means will warrant,
slides easily, under the fatal influence of flatterers, and of all
those temptations with which he has surrounded himself,
into a spending on his own lusts and appetites of that with
which he parts so freely, laying it out for the gratification of
his own sensual desires. Thus the word takes a new colour,
and indicates now not only one of a too expensive, but also,
and chiefly, of a dissolute, debauched, profligate manner of
living ; the German °¢liederlich.’ Aristotle has noted this
(Ethic. Nic. iv. 1. 85) : 815 kal dxdhaoror adrdv [rdv dodrev]

' Thus in the Adelphi of Terence (vi. 7), one having spoken of a
youth ¢ luxu perditum,’ proceeds:
¢ ipsa 8i cupiat Salus,
Servare prorsus non potest hane familiam.’
No doubt in the Greek original there was a threefold play here on &owros.

cwrnpla and odlew, which the absence of a corresponding group of
words in Latin has hindered Terence from preserving.
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elow ol woM\ol " elxepds yip dvaliokovres xal els Tas drxolaoias
Samarnpol elo, kai 8 TO Y wpds 16 Kkadov (v, wpos Tas Hdovas
émokhivovoww. Here he explaing a prior statement: rods
dkparels kai els dxolaoiav Samrarnpods dodrovs kalotuev (1bid. § 8).

In this sense dowria is used in the N. T.; as we find
dowrior and xpardhar joined elsowhere together (Herodian,
ii. 5). The two meanings will of course run often into one
arrother, nor will it be possible to keep them strictly asunder.
Thus the several examples of the dowres, and of dowria,
which Athensmus (iv. 69-67) gives, are sometimes rather of
one kind, sometimes of the other. The waster of his goods
will be very often a waster of everything besides, will lay
waste himself-—his time, his faculties, his powers; and, we
may add, uniting the active and passive meanings of the
word, will be himself laid waste; he at once loses himself,
and is lost. In the Tabula of Cebes, Acwria, one of the
courtesans, the temptresses of Hercules, keeps company with
*Akpacia, 'ArAnarie and Kolaxelo.

The etymology of doé\yewa is wrapped in obscurity ; some
going so far to look for it as to Selge, a city of Pisidia, whose
inhabitants were infamous for their vices; while others
derive it from Gé\yew, probably the same word as the German
¢ schwelgen : * see, however, Donaldson, Cratylus, 8rd edit.
p. 692. Of more frequent use than dowria in the N. T., it is
in our Version generally rendered °lasciviousness’ (Mark
vii. 22; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal. v. 19; Ephes. iv. 19: 1 Pet.
iv. 8; Jude 4); though sometimes ‘ wantonness’ (Rom. xiii.
18; 2 Pet. ii. 18) ; as in the Vulgate now ¢impudicitia,” and
now ‘luxuria;’ even as it is defined in the Etymologicon
Magnum a8 éroypudrys mpds miocav 9dovijyv. If our Translators
or the Latin had impurities and lusts of the flesh exclusively
in their eye, they have certainly given to the word too narrow
a meaning. ’Acélyea, which, it will be observed, is not
grouped with such in the catalogue of sins at Mark vii. 21,
22, is best described as wanton lawless insolence ; being
scmewhat stronger than the Latin ¢ protervitas,” though of
the same quality, more nearly ‘petulantia,” Chrysostom
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(Hom. 87 in Matt.) joining irapérys with it. It is defined by
Basil the Great (Reg. Brev. Int. 67) as &udfeois guxis py
éxovoa 9 py Ppépovoa dhyos dOAyrcdv. The doedyis, as Passow
observes, is very closely allied to the #8pwrrucds and dxd

being one who acknowledges no restrainis, who dares what-
soever his caprice and wanton petulance may suggest.! None
would deny that doé\yea may display itself in acts of what
we call ‘lasciviousness;’ for there are no worse displays of
Bpes than in these; but still it is their petulance, their
ingolence, which this word, linked by Polybius (v. 111) with
Bia, expresses. Of its two renderings in our Version, ¢ wan-
tonness ' is the best, standing as it does in a remarkable
ethical connexion with doé\yea, and having the same
duplicity of meaning.

In numerous passages the notion of lasciviousness is
altogether absent from the word. In classical Greek it is
defined (Bekker's Anecdota, p. 451) % per’ émmpeacpod xal
Opacvryros Bla. Thus, too, Demosthenes in his First
. Philippic, 42, denounces the doé\yea of Philip; while else-
where he characterizes the blow which Meidias had given
him, as in keeping with the known doélyea of the man,
joining this and ¥8ms together (Cont. Meid. 514); linking
elsewhere doelyds with Segmoricds (Or. xvii. 21), and with
wpoweris (Or. lix. 46). As doélyea Plutarch characterizes a
similar outrage on the part of Alcibiades, committed against
an honorable citizen of Athens (4lcsb. 8) ; indeed, the whole
picture which he draws of Alcibiades is the full-length
portrait of an doedyis. Aristotle notices Snpeywydv doéryeav
a8 & frequent cause of revolutions (Pol. v. 4). Josephus
ascribes doélyez and pavia to Jezebel, daring, as she did, to
build a temple of Baal in the Holy City itself (4ntt. viii.
18. 1); and the same to a Roman soldier, who, being on

! Thus Witsius (Melet. Leid. p. 465) observes: * &oéAvyear dici posse
omnem tam ingenii, quam morum proterviam, petulantiam, lasciviam,
qum ab ZEschine opponitur i merpibryr: xal oddpooivy. There is a
oapital note, but too long to quote, on all that &oéryeia includes by
Cocceius on Gal. v. 19.
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guard at the Temple during the Passover, provoked by an
aot of grossest indecency a tumult, in which many lives
were lost (xx. 5. 8). Other passages, helpful to a fixing of
the true meaning of the word, are 8 Macc. ii. 26; Polybius,
viii. 14. 1; Eusebius, Hist. Eecl. vi. 1. 26; and see the
quotations in Wetstein, vol. i. p. 588. ’Agé\yewa, then, and
dowrio are clearly distinguishable ; the fundamental notion of
dowrla being wastefulness and riotous excess; of doélyea,
lawless insolence and wanton caprice.

§ xvil. Oryydve, drropas, YymAaddm,

AN accurate synonymous distinction will sometimes cause
us at once to reject as untenable some interpretation of
Scripture, which might, but for this, have won a certain
amount of allowance. Thus, many interpreters have explained
Heb. xii. 18: *“ For ye are not come unto the mount that
might be touched” (ymladwpéve d&pe), by Ps. civ. 82: « He
toucheth the hills, and they smoke ; ”’ and call in aid the fact
that, at the giving of the Law, God came down upon mount
Binai, which “ was altogether on a smoke, because the Lord
descended upon it ” (Exod. xix. 18). But decisively forbidding
this is the fact that ymladdw never expresses the so handling
of an object as to exercise a moulding, modifying influence
upon it, but at most a feeling of its surface (Luke xxiv. 89 :
1 John i. 1) ; this, it may be, with the intention of learning
its composition (Gen. xxvii. 12, 21, 22) ; while not seldom it
signifies no more than a feeling for or after an object,
without any actual coming in contact with it at all. It
continually expresses & groping in the dark (Job v. 14);
or of the blind (Isai. lix. 10 ; Gen. xxvii, 12 ; Deut. xxviii,
29; Judg. xvi. 26); tropically sometimes (Acts xvii. 27);
compare Plato (Phedo, 99 b), ymladidvres domep & oxdre;
Aristophanes, Pax, 691; Eccles. 815, and Philo, Quis Rer.
Diw. Her. 51. Nor does the ynAadpduevov dpos, to which refer-
ence was just made, the ‘mons palpabilis,’ or * tractabilis,’ as
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the Vulgate has it, mean anything else: ¢ Ye are not come,’
the writer to the Hebrews would say, ‘to any material
mountain, like Sinai, capable of being touched and handled ;
not, in this sense, to the mountain that might be felt, but
to the heavenly Jerusalem, to a voyrdy, not to an aictyré,
6pos.” Thus Knapp (Script. Var. Argum. p. 264 : ¢ Videlicet
70 Ynhadduevor idem est, quod aloByrév, vel quidquid sensu
percipitur aut investigatur quovis modo; plane ut Tacitus
(Anm. iii. 12) oculis contrectare dixit, nec dissimili ratione
Cicero (Tusc. iii. 15) mente contrectare. Et Sina quidem
mons ideo aiocfyrds appellatur, quia Sioni opponitur, quo in
monte, que sub sensus cadunt, non spectantur; sed ea
tantum, que mente atque animo percipi possunt, voyrd,
wvevparikd, fificd. Apposite ad h. 1. Chrysostomus (Hom. 82
in Ep. ad Hebr.) : wdvra tolvov Té1e alobyrd, xal Syes, xal
¢wvai* wdvra voyrd kal dépara viv.’

The so handling of any object as to exert a modifying
influence upon it, the French ‘ manier,’ as distinguished from
¢ toucher,” the German ¢ betasten,” as distinguished from
¢ berithren,” would be either dwrecfac! or Ovyydvewv. These
words may be sometimes exchanged the one for the other, as
at Exod. xix. 12 they are; and compare Aristotle, De Gen.
et Corrupt. 1. 8, quoted by Lightfoot with other passages at
Coloss. ii. 21 ; but in the main the first is stronger than the
second ; dmwrecfar (=°contrectare’) than fiyydvew (Ps. civ.
156; 1 John v. 18), a8 appears plainly in & passage of Xenophon
(Cyr. i. 8. 5), where the child Cyrus, rebuking his grand-
father’s delicacies, says : dr e 5p®, drav pév Tob dprov dury,
els 0bdv My Xxeipa dmoydpevov, Srav 88 Todruv Twos Biyys, ebbis
droxabalpy ™v Xeipa els & xepdpaxtpe, bs wdvv dxPdpevos. It
is, indeed, so much stronger that it can be used, which
certainly Ouyydvew could not, of the statuary’s shaping of his
materials (Plutarch, Phil. cum Prin. 1); the self-conscious
effort, which is sometimes present to this, being always
absent from the other. Our Version, then, has exactly

! In the passage alluded to already, Ps. civ. 82, the words of the
Septuagint are, 6 &x 76 u ey os Tav dpéwv kal kawviforra
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reversed the true order of the words, when, at Col. ii. 21, it
translates uy dymy, undt yedoy, unde Obyps, *“ Touch not, taste
not, handle not.” The first and last prohibitions should
change places, and the passage read, “ Handle not, taste not,
touch not: " just as in the Latin Versions ¢ tangere,’ which
now stands for drrecfar, and ‘attaminare,’ or ¢contrectare,’
for fuyeiv, should be transposed. How much more vividly will
then come out the ever ascending scale of superstitious pro-
hibition among the false teachers at Colosse. To abstain
from ‘handling’ is not sufficient; they forbid to ¢ taste,’ and,
lastly, even to ¢ touch,’ those things from which, according to
their notions, uncleanness might be contracted. Beza has
noted this well : ¢ Verbum Ovyeiv a verbo dwresfac sic est dis-
tinguendum, ut decrescente semper oratione intelligatur
crescere superstitio.” The verb yavew does not once occur in
the N. T., nor in the Septuagint. There is, I observe in con-
clusion, a very careful study on this group of words in
Schmidt’s Synonymik, vol. i., pp. 224-248.

§ xvill. waliyyevesia, dvakalvuas.

Malvyyeveoia is one among the many words which the Gospel
found, and, so to speak, glorified ; enlarged the borders of its
meaning ; lifted it up into a higher sphere; made it the ex-
pression of far deeper thoughts, of far mightier truths, than
any of which it had been the vehicle before. It was, indeed,
already in use ; but as the Christian new-birth was not till
after Christ’s birth ; as men were not new-born, till Christ
was born (John i. 12) ; as their regeneration did not precede,
but only followed his generation ; so the word could not be
used in this its highest, most mysterious sense, till that great
mystery of the birth of the Son of God into our world had
actually found place. And yet it is exceedingly interesting
to trace these its subordinate, and, as they proved, preparatory
uses. There are passages (as, for instance, in Lucian,
Musce Encom. T) in which it means revivification, and
nothing more. In the Pythagorean doctrine of the trans-
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migration of souls, their reappearance in new bodies was
called their maliyyevesia (Plutarch, De Esu Car.i. 7; ii. 6;
De Isid. et Ostr. 85 : *Ocipidos ai dvaPudoes xai walvyyevesian :
De Ei ap. Delph. 9: drofusces wai malyyeveaiar : De Def.
Orac. 51, perafolal xal maliyyeveoia). For the Stoics the
word set forth the periodic renovation of the earth, when,
budding and blossoming in the spring-time, it woke up
from its winter sleep, and, so to speak, revived from its
winter death : which revival therefore Marcus Antoninus calls
(ii. 1) 7y mweproduciy waliyyevesiav Tdv GAwv. Philo also con-
stantly sets forth by aid of maMyyevesia the phoenix-like
resurrection of the material world out of fire, which the
Stoics taught (De Incorr. Mun. 17, 21; De Mun. 15) ; while
in another place, of Noah and those in the Ark with him,
he says (De Vit. Mos. ii. 12: waliyyevesias éyéuovro syeudves,
kai devrépas dpxwyérar wepiddov. Basil the Great (Hexaém.
Hom. 8) notes some heretics, who, bringing old heathen
speculations into the Christian Church, dwefpovs Phopas
xbopov kal makiyyeveslas elodyovaw. Cicero (Ad Attic. vi. 6)
calls his restoration to his dignities and honours, after his
return from exile, ¢hanc waliyyeveoiav nostram,’ with which
compare Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 41. Josephus (4nit. xi. 8. 9)
characterizes the restoration of the Jewish nation after the
Captivity, a8 mp dvikrpow xal welvyyevesilav Tis warpidos
(={worolyow, Ezra ix. 8, 9). And, to cite one passage more,
Olympiodorus, a later Platonist, styles recollection or remi-
niscence, which must be carefully distinguished from
memory,! the walyyevesla of knowledge (Journal des

! The very purpose of the passage in Olympiodorus is to bring out
the old Aristotelian and Platonic distinotion between ¢ memory ’ (uvfiun,
Gedéchtniss) and * recollection ’ or ¢ reminiscence’ (&vdurnais, Heb. x. 3 ;
Wiedererinnerung), the first being instinctive, and eommon to beasts
with men, the second being the reviving of faded impressions by a
distinet act of the will, the reflux, at the bidding of the mind, of know-
ledge which has once ebbed (Plato, Philebus, 84 b; Legg. v. 732 b:
dvdurmais 3’ darly émppoy Ppovhioenws &xoAmmobons: of. Philo, Cong. Erud.
Grat. 8), and as such proper only to man (Aristotle, Ds Hist. Anim. i.
1. 15; Brandis, Aristoteles, pp. 1148-53). It will at once be seen that of this
latter only Olympiodorus could say, that it is xaAiyyeveoia ris yrdoews.
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Savans, 1884, p. 488); wmalkiyyevesia tis rocess doTw B
&vdpymas.

Ho\iyyevecia, which has thus in heathen and Jewish
Greek the meaning of a recovery, a restoration, a revival, yet
never reaches, or even approaches, there the depth of meaning
which it has acquired in Christian language. The word does
not once ocour in the O. T. (but wdAw ylvesfas at Job xiv. 14 ;
of. Josephus, Con. Apion. ii. 80), and only twice in the New
(Matt. xix. 28 ; Tit. iii. 5) ; but on these two occasions (as is
most remarkable), with meanings apparently different. In
our Lord’s own words there is evident reference to the new-
birth of the whole creation, the dwoxardoracis wdvrwv (Acts
ili. 21), which shall be when the Son of Man hereafter comes
in his glory; while *the washing of regeneration ” whereof
8t. Paul speaks has to do with that new-birth, not of the
whole travailing creation, but of the single soul, which is now
evermore finding place. Is then waliyyeveria used in two
different senses, with no common bond binding the diverse
uses of it together ? By no means : all laws of language are
violated by any such supposition. The fact is, rather, that
the word by our Lord is used in a wider, by his Apostle in
a narrower, meaning. They are two circles of meaning, one
comprehending more than the other, but their centre is the
same. The waliyyevesia which Scripture proclaims begins
with the wupdxoopos of single souls ; bpt it does not end with
this, nor cease its effectual working till it has embraced the
whole paxpoxoopos of the universe. The primary seat of the
wmalvyyeveoia is the soul of man; it is of this that St. Paul
speaks ; but, having established its centre there, it extends
in ever-widening circles; and, first, to his body ; the day of
resurrection being the day of waliyyevesia for it. It follows
that those Fathers had a certain, though only a partial, right,
who at Matt. xix. 28 made wa\iyyevesia equivalent to évdoraots,
and themselves continually used the words as synonymous
(Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. v. 1. 58 ; iii. 28; Euthymiusg: maley-
yevesiay Aéyer Ty & vexpdv dvdoracw &s melwlwlav; see
Suicer, 8. v.). Doubtless our Lord there implies, or pre-
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supposes, the resurrection, but He also includes much more.
Beyond the day of resurrection, or,”it may be, contempora-
neous with it, a day will come when all nature shall put off
its soiled work-day garments, and clothe itself in its holy-day
attire, ‘¢ the time of restitution of all things " (Acts iii. 21);
of what Plutarch, reaching out after this glorious truth, calls
the peraxdopgois (De Fac. in Orb. Lun. 18); of * the new
heaven and the new earth”” (Rev. xxi. 1; Isal. Ixv. 17; lxvi.
22; 2 Pet. iii. 18); a day by 8t. Paul regarded as one in the
labour-pangs of which all creation is groaning and travailing
until now (Rom. viii. 21-28).! Man is the present subject
of the maMyyevesia, and of the wondrous change which it
implies; but in that day it will have included within its
limits that whole world of which man is the central figure:"
and here is the reconciliation of the two passages, in one of
which it is contemplated as pertaining to the single soul, in
the other to the whole redeemed creation. These refer both
to the same event, but at different epochs and stages of its
development. ¢Palingenesia,’ as Delitzsch says concisely
and well (Apologetik, p. 218), ‘ist ein kurzer Ausdruck fiir
die Wiedergeburt oder Verklirung der menschlichen Leib-
lichkeit und der aussermenschlichen Gesammtnatur.” Com-
pare Engelhardt, Weltverklirung und Welterneuerung in the
Zeitschrift filr Luther. Theol. 1871, p. 48, sqq.

"Avayéwmois, & word common enough with the Greek
Fathers (see Suicer, s. v.), nowhere occurs in the N. T,
although the verb dvayewwdw twice (1 Pet.i. 8, 28). Did we

! Parallels from heathen writers are very often deceptive, none are
more likely to prove so than those which Seneca offers; on which see
Bishop Lightfoot in an Appendiz to his Commentary on St. Paul’s
Epistle to the Galatians, p. 268, sqq.; and Aubertin, Sur les Rapports
supposés entre Sénéque et S. Paul. And yet, with the fullest admission
of this, the words which follow must be acknowledged as remarkable
(Ep.102) : ¢ Quemadmodum novem mensibus nos tenet maternus uterus,
et preeparat non sibi sed illi loco in quem videmur emitti, jam idonei
spiritum trahere, et in aperto durare, 8ic per hoec spatium quod ab
infantik patet in senectutem, in alium nature sumimur partum, alia origo
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meet it there, it would constitute a closer synonym to
wadiyyevesia than dvaxaivwois can do; dvayéimois (= re-
generatio) bringing out the active operation of Him who is
the author of the new-birth ; while maliyyeveoia (= renas-
centia) is that same new-birth itself. But not urging this
furtﬁer, we have now to speak of dvakaivwois (= renovatio),
of the relations in which it stands to waliyyevesia, and the
exact limits to the meaning of each.

And first it is worth observing that while the word waAcy-
yeveala is drawn from the realm of nature, dvaxaivwos is
derived from that of art. A word peculiar to the Greek of the
N. T, it occurs there only twice—once in connexion with
mahiyyeveoia (Tit. iii. 5), and again at Rom. xii. 2; but we
have the verb dvaxawdw, which also is exclusively a N. T.
form, at 2 Cor. iv. 16; Col. iii. 10; and the more classical
dvaxawi{w, Heb. vi. 6, from which the nouns, frequent in the
Greek Fathers, dvaxawiouds and dvaxaiviots;' are more imme-
diately drawn ; we have also dvavedw at Ephes. iv. 28; all in
similar uses. More on these words will be found in § Ix.
Our Collect for Christmas day expresses excellently well the
relation in which the malyyevecia and the dvaxalvwors stand
to each other; we there pray, ¢ that we being regenerate,’ in
other words, having been already made the subjects of the
maliyyevesia, ¢ may daily be renewed by the Holy Spirit,’ may
continually know the dvaxalvweis Ilvedparos ‘Aylov. In this
Collect, uttering, as do so many, profound theological truth
in forms at once the simplest and the most accurate, the new-
birth is contemplated as already past, as having found
place once for all, while the ‘renewal’ or ° renovation’ is
daily proceeding—being as it is that gradual restoration of
the Divine image, which is ever going forward in him who,
through the new-birth, has come under the transforming ?

' Thus Gregory of Nazianzus (Orat. 10): &vauévm Tot obpavol pera-~
axnuaTiopdy, tis yiis perarolnaw, Ty Tdv aroixelwy érevleplay, Tod KéTuov
wayrds dvaxaiviaw.

? Merauoppoiofe f bvakawdae Tob vods (Rom. xii. 2). The striking
words of Seneca (Ep. 6): ¢Intelligo me emendari non tantum, sed
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powers of the world to come. It is called ¢ the renewal of the
Holy Ghost,’ inasmuch as He is the efficient cause, by whom
alone this putting on of the new man, and putting off the old,
is brought about.

These two then are bound by closest ties to one another;
the second the following up, the consequence, the consum-
mation of the first. The walcyyevesia is that free act of God’s
mercy and power, whereby He causes the sinner to pass out
of the kingdom of darkness into that of light, out of death
into life; it is the dvwber yerpbfvac of John iii. 8; the
yermbijvar & @eod of 1 John v. 4; the feoyeveaia of Dionysius
the Areopagite and other Greek theologians ; the dvayenmfiva
éx amopds dpbdprov of 1 Pet. i. 28; in it that glorious word
begins to be fulfilled, iod xaws mod & wdvra (Rev. xxi. 5).
In it,—not in the preparations for it, but in the act itself,—
the subject of it is passive, even as the child has nothing to
do with its own birth. With the dvaxaivwots it is otherwise.
This is the gradual conforming of the man more and more to
that new spiritual world into which he has been introduced,
and in which he now lives and moves ; the restoration of the

Divine image; and in all this, so far from being passive, he .

must be a fellow-worker with God. That was ‘regeneratio,’
this is ‘ renovatio ; ° which- two must not be separated, but as
little may be confounded, as Gerhard (Loc. Theoll. xxi. 7.
118) has well declared : ‘Renovatio, licet & regeneratione
proprie et specialiter acceptd distinguatur, individuo tamen et
perpetuo nexu cum eh est conjuncta.’ What infinite per-
plexities, conflicts, scandals, obscurations of God’s truth on
this side and on that, have arisen now from the confusion,
and now from the separating, of these two!

tramsfigurari,’ are far too big to express any benefits which he could
have indeed gotten from his books and schools of philosophy; they
reach out after blessings to be obtained, not in the schools of men, bat
only in the Church of the living God.
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§ xix. aloxdv, albds, vrpom,

TeHERE was & time when aldds occupied that whole domain of
meaning afterwards divided between it and aloxiw. It had
then the same duplicity of meaning which is latent in the
Latin ¢ pudor,’ in our own ‘shame;’ and indeed retained a
certain duplicity of meaning till the last (Euripides, Hippol.
887-889). Thus Homer, who does not know aioxivy, some-
. times, as at Il. v. 787, uses aidds, where aloxivy would, in
later Greek, have certainly been employed ; but elsewhere in
that sense which, at a later period, it vindicated as exclusively
its own (II. xiii. 122; cf. Hesiod, Op. 202). And even
Thucydides, in a difficult and doubtful passage where both
words occur (i. 84), is by many considered to have eraployed
them as equipollent and convertible (Donaldson, Cratylus,
8rd ed. p. 545). Bo tooin a passage of Sophocles, where they:
oocur close together, aldws joined with ¢dfBos, and aloyivy
with déos (4jax, 1049, 1052), it is very difficult, if not im-
possible, to draw any distinction between them. Generally,
however, in the Atfic period of the language, they were not
accounted synonymous. Ammonius formally distinguishes
them in a philological, as the Stoics (see Plutarch, De Vit.
Pud. 2) in an ethical, interest ; and almost every passage in
which either occurs attests the sense of a real dlﬁ'erence
existing between them.

This distinction has not always been seized with a perfect
success. Thus it has been sometimes said that aidds is the
shame, or sense of honour, which hinders one from doing an
unworthy act; aioxivy is the disgrace, outward or inward,
which follows on having done it (Liuke xiv. 9). This distine-
tion, while it has its truth, yet is not exhaustive ; and, if we
were thereupon to assume that aloyvy was thus only retro-
spective, the conscious result of things unworthily done, it
would be an erroneous one:! seeing that aloyim continually

! There is the same onesidedness, though exactly on the other side,
in Cicero’s definition of ¢ pudor,’ which he makes merely prospective :

¢ Pudor, metus rerum turpium, et ingenua queedam timiditas, dedecus
fugiens, laudemque consectans: ' but Ovid writes,

¢ Irruit, et nostrum vulgat clamore pudorem.’
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expresses that feeling which leads to shun what is unworthy
out of a prospective anticipation of dishonour. Thus in the
Definitions ascribed to Plato (416) it is ¢pdBos éri mpoodokig
d3ofias: Aristotle including also the future in his comprehen-
sive definition (Rhet. ii. 6): dorrw &) aloyxivy, Admy s xal
rapaxy mepl o els ddoflav Ppawipeva pépewv TGV Kakdv, ) wapdvrwv,
#) yeyovérov, § pelévrov: of. Ethic. Nic. iv. 9. 1. In this
sense, as ‘ fuga dedecoris,’ it is used Ecelus. iv. 21 ; by Plato
(Gorg. 492 a) ; and by Xenophon (4nab. iii. 1. 10) : pofovpue-
vou 8¢ Ty 680v kai dkovres Spws of woMloi 8 aloxiryy kai
dAjAwv kal Kipov oumkorovbyoar : Xenophon implying here
that while he and others, for more reasons than one, were
disinelined to go forward with Cyrus to assail his brother’s
throne, they yet were now ashamed to draw back.

This much of truth the distinction drawn above possesses,
that «idds (=*verecundia,” which is defined by Cicero, Rep.
vi. 4: ‘quidam vituperationis non injuste timor’?!) is the
nobler word, and implies the nobler motive: in it is involved
an innate moral repugnance to the doing of the dishonorable
act, which moral repugnance scarcely or not at all exists in
the aioyivy. Let the man who is restrained by it alone be
insured against the outward disgrace which he fears his act
will entail, and he will refrain from it no longer. It is only,
as Aristotle teaches, wepi ddofias pavracia (Rhet. ii. 6): or as
South, ¢ The grief a man conceives from his own imperfections
considered with relation to the world taking notice of them ;
and in one word may be defined, grief upon the semse of dis-
esteem ;’ thus at Jer. ii. 26 we have aloxvim kAérrov drav dAG.
Neither does the definition of ‘shame’ which Locke gives
(Of Human Understanding, ii. 20) rise higher than this.
Its seat, therefore, as Aristotle proceeds to show, is not pro-
perly in the moral sense of him that entertains it, in his con-
sciousness of a right which has been, or would be, violated

! In the Latin of the silver age, ¢ verecundia ’ had acquired a sense of
false shame ; thus Quintilian, xii. 5. 3: ¢ Verecundia est timor quidam
reducene animum ab eis qum facienda sunt.’ Itis the dvewwls, on the
mischiefs of which Plutarch has written so graceful an essay.
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"~ by his act, but only in his apprehension of other persons who
are, or who might be, privy to its violation. Let this appre-
hension be removed, and the aloxivy ceases; while aidis finds
its motive in itself, implies reverence for the good as good
(see Aristophanes, Nubes, 994), and not merely as that to
which honour and reputation are attached; on which matter
see some admirable remarks in Gladstone’s Studies on Homer,
vol. ii. p. 481 ; and again in his Primer on Homer, p. 112.
Thus it is often connected with edAdSea (Heb. xii. 28; if
indeed this reading may stand); the reverence before God,
before his majesty, his holiness, which will induce a careful-
ness not to offend, the German ¢ Scheun’ (Plutarch, Ces. 14 ;
Prac. Cong. 47; Philo, Leg. ad Cat. 44); often also with
déos (Plato, Euthyphro, 12 b, ¢) ; with elxoopia (Xenophon,
Cyrop. viii. 1. 88; with ebrafla and xoomérps (Plutarch,
Ces. 4) ; with ceuvéms (Prec. Conj. 26). To sum up all, we
may say that aidvs would always restrain a good man from
an unworthy act, while aloxi» might sometimes restrain &
bad one. :

*Evrpomsj, occurring only twice in the N. T. (1 Cor. vi. 5;
xv. 84), is elsewhere found in connexion now with aloxivy,
and now with «idds, with the first, Ps. xxxiv. 26, of. Ps. Ixix,
8; Ezek. xxxvi. 82; with the second in Iamblichus (quoted
by Rost and Palm). It too must be rendered ¢ shame,’ but
has something in it which neither aidds nor aioyivn has.
Nearly related to éwrpérw, &vrpéropar, it conveys at least a
hint of that change of conduct, that return of a man upon
himself, which a wholesome shame brings with it in him who
ig its subject. This speaks out in such phrases as waela
&vrporrijs (Job xx. 8) ; and assuredly it is only to such shame
that St. Paul seeks to bring his Corinthian converts in the
$wo passages referred to already ; of. Tit. ii. 8 ; and 2 Thess.
iii. 14, e évrpamry, which Grotius paraphrases rightly, ‘ut
pudore tactus ad mentem meliorem redeat.’ Pott (Eiym.
Forsch. vol. v. p. 188) traces well the successive meanings
of the words: émpérw, umwenden, umkehren, umdrehen.
Uebertr. einen in sich kehren, zu sich bringen, machen, dass

F
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er in sich geht . . . &7pomj das Umkehren ; 2. das in sich
QGehen, Beschimung, Scham, Scheu, Riicksicht, Achtung, wie
a, ’ .'

§ xx. aidds, cuppodivy.

THESE two are named together by 8t. Paul (1 Tim. ii. 9; of.
Plato, Phedrus, 258 d) as constituting the truest adornment
of a Christian woman ; owdposivy occurs only on two other
occasions (Acts xxvi. 25: 1 Tim:. ii. 15). If the distinction
which has been drawn in § xix. be correct, then that which
Xenophon (Cyrop. viii. 1. 81) puts into the mouth of Cyrus
cannot stand : dujper 8¢ aldd kal cwppocvimy THde, dbs Tovs piv
aldovpévovs 7@ & 1O Pavepd aioxpd Pevyorras, Tovs O¢
codpovas kal & & T3 ddavel. It is faulty on both sides;
on the one hand «idws does not merely shun open and mani-
fest basenesses, however aioxvvy may do this; on the other
a mere accident of cugpooivy is urged as constituting its
essence. The etymology of cwdposivy, as culovoa v
¢pémow (Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. vi. 5. 5), or owrppla Tis
¢povijoews (Plato, Crat. 411 e; cf. Philo, De Fort. 8), must
not be taken as seriously intended; Chrysostom has given it
rightly : cwgpocivy Aéyerar dwd 10b odas ras ppévas Exew.
Bet over against dxolacia (Thucydides, iii. 87; Aristotle,
Rhet. 1. 9 ; Philo, Mund. Opif. 21), and dxpacia (Xenophon,
Mem. iv. 5. 7), the mean between dowria and ¢edwria (Philo,
De Prem. et Peen. 9), it is properly the condition of an entire
command over the passions and desires, so that they receive
no further allowance than that which the law and right
reason admit and approve (érwpdrea v érbuuiv, 4 Mace. i.
81; of. Tit.ii. 12) ; cf. Plato (Symp.196 c) : elvar y&p Spodoyeirac
cwppootvy TO Kparely yOovdv kal émbvpdv: his Charmides
being dedicated throughout to the investigation of the exact
force of the word. Aristotle (Rhet. i. 9): dpery) & %jv Tpds Tas
7dovis Tod odparoes odrws Exovaw, bs & vopos xelede : Plutarch
(De Curios. 14 ; De Virt. Mor. 2; and Gryll. 6); Bpaxirs
rls dorw émbupudv xal Tdfis, dvawpotoa pdv Tas éreodTovs xat
wepirras, Kap@ 8¢ xal perpidTyTL Koopodoa Tas dvaykains:
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Philo (De Immut. Dei, 85): péon pabuulas éxxexupéims xal
Pedorias dvelevfépov, cwdpooivy : cf. Diogenes Laértius, iii
67. 91; and Clement of Alexandria, Strom.ii. 18. In Jeremy
Taylor's words (The House of Feasting): ¢ It is reason’s
girdle, and passion’s bridle, . . . it is pdpy yuxis, as
Pythagoras calls it; xéopos dyafdv wdvrov, so Plato;
doddrea 1OV kaAllorov ¥ewv, 80 Iamblichus,’ We find it
often joined to xoomérys, Aristophanes, Plut. 568, 564) ; to
ebrafig (2 Mace. iv. 87) ; to xaprepia (Philo, De Agric. 22); to
dyveia. (Clement of Rome, Cor. 64). No single Latin word
exactly represents it; Cicero, as he himself avows (Tusc.
iii. 8; of. v. 14), rendering it now by ¢ temperantia,’ now by
¢ moderatio,” now by ‘modestia ;’ and giving this account of
it: ¢ejus enim videtur esse proprium.motus animi appetentes
regere et sedare, semperque adversantem libidini, moderatam
in omni re servare constantiam.’ Sw¢posiry was a virtue
which assumed more marked prominence in heathen ethics
than it does in Christian (Svpypa xdAAworov Gedv, as Euri-
pides, Med. 632, has called it); not because more value was
attached to it than with us; but partly because there it was
one of a much smaller company of virtues, each of which
therefore would singly attract more attention; but also in
part because for as many as are “led by the Spirit,” this
condition of self-command is taken up and transformed into
a condition yet higher still, in which a man does not order
and command himself, which, so far as it reaches, is well,
but, which is better still, is ordered and commanded by
God.

At 1 Tim, ii. 9 we shall best distinguish between aidds
and gwppoovvy, and the distinetion will be capable of further
application, if we affirm of aldws that it is that ¢ shamefast-
ness,’! or pudency, which shrinks from overpassing the

! It is & pity that ‘shamefast ’ (Ecclus. xli. 16), and ‘ shamefastness ’
by which our Translators rendered cwgposdvn here, should have been
corrupted in modern use to ‘shamefaced,’ and ‘ shamefacedness.’ The
words are properly of the same formation as ¢ steadfast,’ ¢ steadfastness,’
¢ soothfast,’ ¢ soothfastness,’ and those good old English words, now lost

F2
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limits of womanly reserve and modesty, as well as from the
dishonour which would justly attach thereto; of cwppooivy
that it is that habitual inner self-government, with its
constant rein on all the passions and desires, which would
hinder the temptation to this from arising, or at all events
from arising in such strength as should overbear the checks
and barriers which ai8ds opposed to it.

§ xxi.  oipo, Hko. .

TreESE words differ, and the difference between them is not
theologically unimportant. We best represent this difference
in English, when we render ovpew, ‘to drag,’ &xev, ‘to.
draw.’ In ovpew, as in our ‘drag,’ there lies always the
notion of force, as when Plutarch (De Lib. Ed. 8) speaks -
of the headlong course of & river, wdvra ovpwv. xai wdvra
wmapagépov : and it will follow, that where persons, and not
merely things, are in question, ovpew will involve the notion
of violence (Acts viii. 8; xiv. 19; xvii. 6; of. xaracvpe,
Lulke xii. §8). But in «xew this notion of force or violence
does not of necessity lie. It may be there (Acts xvi.19;
xxi. 80; Jam. ii. 6; cf. Homer, Il. xi. 258; xxiv. 52, 417;
Aristophanes, Equit. 710 ; Euripides, Troad. 70: Alds el\xe
Kaodvdpay Big); but not of necessity (thus Plato, Rep. vi.

to us, ‘ rootfast,’ and ¢ rootfastness:’ to which add ‘ masterfast,’ engaged
to a master; ‘footfast,’ captive; ¢bedfast,’ ‘bedridden; handfast,’
affianced ; ¢ weatherfast,” weatherbound. As by ‘rootfast’ our fathers
understood that 'which was firm and fast by its root, so by ¢ shamefast ’
that which was established and made fast by (an honorable) shame. To
change this into ¢ shamefaced’ is to allow all the meaning and force of
the word to run to the surface, to leave us ethically & far poorer word.
It is inexcusable that all modern reprints of the Authorized Version
should have given in to this corruption. 8o long as the spelling does
not affect the life of a word, this may very well fall in with modern use;
we do not want ¢ sonne’ or ¢ marveile,” when everybody now spells ‘son ’
and ‘marvel’ But where this life is assailed by later alterations, cor-
ruptions in fact of the spelling, and the word in fact changed into
another, there the edition of 1611 should be exactly adhered to, and
considered authoritative and exemplary for all that followed.
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494 ¢: dov Duprar wpds phoooplav: cf. vil. 588 d), any more
than in our ‘draw, which we use of a mental and moral
attraction, or in the Latin ‘traho’ (‘ trahit sua quemque
voluptas’).

Only by keeping in mind the difference which thus exists
between these, can we vindicate from erroneous interpreta-
tion two dootrinally important passages in the Gospel of
8t. John, The first is xii. 82: “I, if I be lifted up from the
earth, will draw all men [wdvras éAxdow] unto Me.” But
how does & orucified, and thus an exalted, Saviour draw all
men unto Him ? Not by force, for the will is incapable of
force, but by the divine attractions of his love. Again
(vi. 44) : “ No man can come to Me, except the Father which
hath sent Me draw him* (é\xdop airdv). Now as many as
feel bound to deny any such ‘gratia irresistibilis * as turns
man into a machine, and by which, willing or unwilling, he
is dragged to God, must at once allow, must indeed assert,
that this é\xjoy can mean no more than the potent allure-
ments, the allective force of love, the attracting of men by
the Father to the Son; compare Jer. xxxi. 8, ¢ With loving-
kindness have I drawn thee” (elAxvod o¢), and Cant. i. 8, 4.
Did we find ovpew on either of these occasions (not that this
would be possible), the assertors of a ‘gratia irresistibilis’!
might then urge the declarations of our Lord as leaving no
room for any other meaning but theirs ; but not as they now
stand. : ‘

! The excellent words of Augustine on this last passage, himself
sometimes adduced as an upholder of this, may be here quoted (In Ev.
Joh. Tract. xxvi. 4) : ‘Nemo venit ad me, nisi quem Pater adtraxerit.
Noli te cogitare invitum trabi; trahitar animus et amore. Nec timere
debemus ne ab hominibus qui verba perpendunt, et & rebus maxime
divinis intelligendis longe remoti sunt, in hoo Scripturarum sanctarum
evangelico verbo forsitan reprehendamur, et dicatur nobis, Quomodo
voluntate oredo, si trahor? Ego dico: Parum est voluntate, etiam
voluptate traheris. Porro si poste dicere licuit, Trahit sua quemque
voluptas ; non necessitas, sed voluptas; non obligatio, sed delectatio;
quanto fortius nos dicere debemus, trahi hominem ad Christum, qui
delectatur veritate, delectatur beatitudine, delectatur justitid, delec-
tatur sempiternd vitd, quod totum Christus est?’
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In agreement with all this, in #\kew is predominantly the
sengse of a drawing to a certain point, in odpev merely of
dragging after one; thus Lucian (De Mere. Cond. 8), likening
a man to & fish already hooked and dragged through the
water, describes him a8 ovpduevov kal mpds dvdysyy dydpevor.
Not seldom there will lie in opewv the notion of this dragging
being upon the ground, inasmuch as that will trail upon the
ground (cf. ovppa, o¥pdnv, and Isai. iii. 16), which is forcibly
dragged along with no will of its own; a dead body, for
example (Philo, In Flac. 21). We may compare John xxi.
6, 11 with ver. 8 of the same chapter, in confirmation of what
has just been affirmed. At ver, 6 and 11 é«xew is used; for
there a drawing of the net fo a certain point is intended;
by the disciples to themselves in the ship, by Peter to himself
upon the shore. But at ver. 8 éxew gives place to avpew:
for nothing is there intended but the dragging of the net,
which had been fastened to the ship, after it through the
water. Our Version has maintained the distinction; so too
the German of De Wette, by aid of * ziehen’ (=&«kew) and
*nachschleppen’ (=ovpew); but neither the Vulgate, nor
Beza, both employing ¢ traho ' throughout.

§ xxii. JAdxAnpos, Té\eos, dpTios.

OAdxAnpos and Té\ewos occur together, though their order is
reversed, at Jam. i. 4,—*perfect and entire’’ (cf. Philo, De
Sac. Ab. et Cain. 88: umhea xal 6AékAypa kai Télewa : Dio
Chrysostom, Orat. 12, p. 208); 6AdxAnpos only once besides

in the N. T. (1 Thess. v. 28) ; 6AokAnpia also, but in a physi-
" cal not an ethical semse, once (Acts iii. 16; of. Isai. i. 6).
‘OAdxAnpos signifies first, as its etymology declares, that which
retains all which was allotted to it at the first (Ezek.
xv. 5), being thus whole and entire in all its parts (cAdxAnpos
kal wavrehijs, Philo, De Merc. Meret. 1) ; with nothing neces-
sary for its completeness wanting, Thus Darius would have
been well pleased not to have taken Babylon if only Zopyrus,
who had maimed himself to earry out the stratagem by which
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it fell, were cAdrAnpos still (Plutarch, Reg. et Imper. Apoph.).
Again, unhewn stones, as having lost nothing in the process
of shaping and polishing, are 6AdkAnpor (Deut. xxvii. 6;
1 Mace. iv. 47) ; perfect weeks are éB8ouddes 6AdxAnpor (Liev.
xxiii. 15); and a man & Oloxhijpw Séppare is ‘in & whole
skin’ (Lucian, Philops. 8). We next find oAdxAnpos express-
ing that integrity of body, with nothing redundant, nothing
deficient (cf. Lev. xxi. 17-28), which was required of the
Levitical priests as a condition of their ministering at the
altar, which also might not be wanting in the sacrifices they
offered. In both these senses Josephus uses it (4Anit. iii. 12.
2); as does Philo continually. It is with him the standing
word for this integrity of the priests-and of the sacrifice, to
the necessity of which he often recurs, seeing in it, and
rightly, a mystical significance, and that these are sAdxAnpor
Gvaiar oMoxMiipy ®ep (De Vict. 2; De Vict. Off. 1, oAdxAnpov
xal wavreds popwv duéroxov: De Agricul. 29; De Cherub.
28; cf. Plato, Legg. vi. 769 ¢). Télews is used by Homer
(Zl. i. 66) in the same sense. '

It is not long before 6AdxAnpos and cAoxAnpia, like the
Latin ‘¢integer’ and ¢integritas,” are transferred from bodily
to mental and moral completeness (Suetonius, Claud. 4). The
only approach to this in the Apocrypha is Wisd. xv. 8,
OASkAnpos dikaroavvn: but in an interesting and important
pessage in the Phedrus of Plato (260 ¢ ; cf. Tvm. 44 ¢),
oAdxAnpos expresses the perfection of man before the Fall; I
mean, of course, the Fall as Plato contemplated it; when to
men, a8 yet oAdkAnpor xai dmabels kaxdv, were vouchsafed
oAdknpa ¢pdopara, as contrasted with those weak partial
glimpses of the Eternal Beauty, which are all that to most
men are now vouchsafed. That person then or thing is
6XdxAqpos, which is ¢ omnibus numeris absolutus,’ or & undevi
Aamdpevos, as St. James himself (i. 4) explains the word.

The various applications of ré\eios are all referable to the
1élos, which is its ground. In a natural sense the ré\ewo. are
the adult, who, having attained the full limits of stature,
strength, and mental power within their reach, have in these



72 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT §xxu

respects attained their rélos, as distingnished from the véor
or waides, young men or boys (Plato, Legg. xi. 929 ¢; Xenophon,
Cyr. viii. 7. 6 ; Polybius, v. 29. 2). This image of full com-
pleted growth, as contrasted with infancy and childhood,
underlies the ethical use of ré\ewoc by 8t. Paul, he seiting
these over against the vijmor & Xpworg (1 Cor. ii. 6; xiv. 20;
Ephes. iv. 18, 14 ; Phil. iii. 15; Heb. v. 14; of. Philo, De
Agricul. 2) ; they correspond in fact to the warépes of 1 John
ii. 18, 14, as distinet from the veavioxor and mwadla. Nor is
this ethical use of Té\ews confined to Scripture. The Stoics
distinguished the ré\ewos in philosophy from the mpoxdrrav,
just as at 1 Chron. xxv. 8 the ré\ewo. are set over against the
pavBdvovres. With the heathen, those also were 7é\eior who
had been initiated into the mysteries ; for just as the Lord’s
Supper was called 6 Tré\ewov (Bingham, Christ. Antiquities,
i. 4. 8), because there was nothing beyond it, no privilege
into which the Christian has not entered, so these ré\ewoc of
heathen initiation obtained their name as having been now
introduced into the latest and crowning mysteries of all.

It will be seen that there i8 a certain ambiguity in our
word ¢ perfect,” which, indeed, it shares with réiewos itself;
this, namely, that they are both employed now in a relative,
now in an absolute sense; for only so could our Lord have
said, “Be ye therefore perfect (ré\eior), as your Heavenly
Father is perfect ' (ré\ews), Matt. v. 48; cf. xix. 21. The
Christian shall be ¢perfect,” yet not in the sense in which
some of the sects preach the doctrine of perfection, who, as
soon a8 their words are looked into, are found either to mean
nothing which they could not have expressed by a word less
liable to misunderstanding ; or to mean something which no
man in this life shall attain, and which he who affirms he
has attained is deceiving himself, or others, or both. The
faithful man shall be ¢ perfect,’ that is, aiming by the grace
of God to be fully furnished and firmly established in the
knowledge and practice of the things of God (Jam. iii. 2;
Col. iv. 12: Téewos xal mwerhppopopyuévos); not a babe in
Christ to the end, ‘ not always employed in the elements, and
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infant propositions and practices of religion, but doing noble
actions, well skilled in the deepest mysteries of faith and
holiness.’! In this sense St. Paul claimed to be ré\ews,
even while almost in the same breath he disclaimed the being
reredewwpévos (Phil. iii. 12, 15).

The distinction then is plain. The 5AdrAznpos is one who
has preserved, or who, having once lost, has now regained,
his completeness: the réews is one who has attained his
moral end, that for which he was intended, namely, to be
a man in Christ; however it may be true that, having
reached this, other and higher ends will open out before him,
to have Christ formed in him more and more.? In the
dAdxAnpos no grace which ought to be in & Christian man is
deficient; in the rélews no grace is merely in its weak
imperfect beginnings, but all have reached a certain ripe-
ness and maturity. °“OMlorelss, ocourring once in the N. T.
(1 Thess. v. 28 ; of. Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. v. 21), forms &
connecting link between the two, holding on to 6AdxAznpes in
its first half, to ré\ews in its second.

YApruws, occurring only once in the N. T. (2 Tim. iii. 17),
and there presently explained more fully as émpriopévos,
approximates in meaning more closely to éAdkAnpos, with
which we find it joined by Philo (De Plant. 29), than to
Téews. It is explained by Calvin, ‘in quo nihil est mutilum,’
—see further the quotation from Theodoret in Suicer, 8.v.,—
and is found opposed to xwAds (Chrysostom), to xoroBds
(Olympiodorus), to dvémmpos (Theodoret). Vulcan in Lucian
(Sacrif. 6) is odx dprios vd mdde. If we ask ourselves under
what special aspects completeness is contemplated in dprios,
it would be safe to answer that it is not as the presence only
of all the parts which are necessary for that completeness,
but involves further the adaptation and aptitude of these

' On the sense in which * perfection ’ is demanded of the Christian,
there is a discussion at large by Jeremy Taylor, Doctrine and Practice
of Repentance, i. 8. 40-56, from which this quotation is drawn.

* Seneca (Ep.120) says of one, ‘Habebat perfectum animum, ad
summam sui adductus.’
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parts for the ends which they were designed to serve. The
man of God, St. Paul would say (2 Tim. iii. 17), should be
furnished and accomplished with all which is necessary for
the carrying out of the work to which he is appointed.

§ xxiii. orépavos, Suidyua.

‘WE must not confound these words because our English
‘crown’ stands for them both. I greatly doubt whether
anywhere in classical literature orépavos is used of the kingly,
or imperial, crown. It is the crown of victory in the games,
of civic worth, of military valour, of nuptial joy, of festal
gladness—woven of oak, of ivy, of parsley, of myrtle, of olive,
or imitating in gold these leaves or others—of flowers, as of
violets or roses (see Athensmus, xv. 9-88); the ‘wreath,’ in
fact, or the ¢ garland,’ the German ‘Kranz’ as distinguished
from ‘ Krone ; * but never, any more than ¢corona ’ in Latin,
the emblem and sign of royalty. The &wddyua was this
Baoikelas yvdpiopa, a8 Lucian calls it (Pisc. 85 ; of. Xenophon,
Cyr. viii. 8, 18; Plutarch, De Frat. Am.18) ; being properly
8 white linen band or fillet, ‘teenia’ or ¢ fascia’ (Curtius, iii.
8), encircling the brow ; so that no language is more common
than repirifévar Suddypa to indicate the assumption of royal
dignity (Polybius, v. 67.4; 1 Mace. i. 9; xi. 18; xiii. 82;
Josephus, Antt. xii. 10. 1), even as in Latin in like manner
the ¢ diadema - alone is the ¢insigne regium ’ (Tacitus, Annal.
xv. 29). With this agree Selden’s opening words in his
learned discussion on the distinetion between ¢ crowns' and
¢ diadems’ (Titles of Homour, c. 8, § 2): ‘However those
names have been from ancient time confounded, yet the
diadem strictly was a very different thing from what a erown
now is or was; being, indeed, no more than a fillet of silk,
linen, or some such thing. Nor does it appear that any other
kind of crown was used for a royal ensign, except only in
. some kingdoms of Asia, until the beginning of Christianity in
the Roman Empire.’

A passage in Plutarch brings out very clearly the
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distinction here affirmed. The kingly crown which Antonius
offers to Cmsar the biographer describes as 8uddqnpa
orepdvy Sddvys wepmerheyuevor (Ces. 61). Here the
orégavos is the garland or laureate wreath, with which the
diadem proper was enwoven ; indeed, according to Cicero
(Phal. ii. 84), Ceesar was already ‘coronatus’ (=déoredavwué-
vos), this he would have been as Consul, when the offer
was made. It is by keeping this distinction in mind that
we explain & version in Suetonius (Ces. 79) of the same
incident. One places on Cmsar’s statue ¢ coronam lauream
candidd fascid preligatam’ (his statues, Plutarch also
informs us, were Sudijpacw dvadedeuévor Baoilikois); on
which the tribunes command to be removed, not the
‘corona,’” but the ¢fascia ;’ this being the diadem, in which
alone the traitorous suggestion that he should suffer himself
to be proclaimed king was contained. Compare Diodorus
Siculus, xx. 54, where of one he says, duddnua pév odx &pwev
éxew, épdpet yap del orédavor.

How accurately the words are discriminated in the
Septuagint and in the Apocrypha may be seen by com-
paring in the First Maccabees the passages in which 8uddnua
is employed (such as i.9; vi. 15 ; viii. 14 ; xi. 18, 54 ; xii. 89;
xiii. 82), and those where orépavos appears (iv. 57; x.29;
xi. 85; xiii. 89; of. 2 Mace. xiv. 4). Compare Isai. Ixii. 8,
where of Israel it is said that it shall be orépavos xdAAovs,
but, as it is added, duddypa Baciheias.

In the N. T. it is plain that the orépavos whereof
8t. Paul speaks is always the conqueror's, and not the king’s
(1 Cor. ix. 24-26; 2 Tim. ii. 5); it is the same in what
passes for the Second Epistle of Clement, § 7. If St. Peter’s
allusion (1 Pet. v. 4) is not so directly to the Greek games,
yet he too is silently contrasting the wreaths of heaven which
never fade, the duapdvrwos orépaves mijs 8dfys, with the
garlands of earth which lose their beauty and freshness
so soon. At Jam. i. 12; Rev. ii. 10; iii. 11; iv. 4, it is
little probable that a reference, either near or remote, is in.
tended to these Greek games ; the alienation from which, as
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idolatrous and profane, reached so far back, was so deep
on the part of the Jews (Josephus, Antt. xv. 8.1-4; 1 Mace.
i. 14; 2 Mace. iv. 9, 12), and no doubt also of the Jewish
members of the Church, that imagery drawn from the prizes
of these games would have rather repelled than attracted
them. Yet there also the orépavos, or the orépaves rijs Lwis,
is the emblem, not of royalty, but of highest joy and-gladness
(of. orépavos dyaAliduaros, Ecclus. vi. 81), of glory and
immortality. We may the more confidently conclude that
with St. John it was so, from the fact that on three occa-
sions, where beyond a doubt he does intend kingly crowns,
he employs 8iddnua (Rev. xii. 8 ; xiii. 1 [of. xvii. 9, 10, af érrd
kegpadal . . . Bacidels érrd elow]; xix. 12). In this last
verse it is sublimely said of Him who is King of kings and
Lord of lords, that “on his head were many crowns”
(Swadrjpara woAAd) ; an expresgion, with all its magnificence,
difficult to realize, 8o long as we picture to our mind’s eye
such erowns as at the present monarchs wear, but intelligible
at once, when we contemplate them as ¢ diadems,’ that is,
narrow fillets encircling the brow. These “many diadems’’
will then be the tokens of the many royalties—of earth, of
heaven, and of hell (Phil. ii. 10)—which are his; royalties
once usurped or assailed by the Great Red Dragon, the
usurper of Christ’s dignities and honours, who has therefore
his own seven diadems as well (xiii. 1), but now openly and
for ever assumed by Him whose rightfully they are; just as,
to compare earthly things with heavenly, when Ptolemy,
king of Egypt, entered Antioch in triumph, he set two
‘orowns,’ or ‘diadems’ rather (8udrjpara), on his head, the
‘diadem’ of Asia, and the ‘diadem’ of Egypt (1 Macc. xi.
18); or as in Diodorus Siculus (i. 47) we read of one &ovoar
Tpels Pacikeias éri mijs xepalijs, the context plainly showing
that these are three diadems, the symbols of a triple royalty,
which she wore.

The only occasion on which orépaves might seem to be
used of a kingly crown is Matt. xxvii. 29; of Mark xv. 17;
John xix. 2; where the weaving of the crown of thorns
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(orépavos dxdvfwos), and placing it on the Saviour’s head, is
evidently a part of that blasphemous masquerade of royalty
which the Roman soldiers would fain compel Him to enact.
But woven of such materials as it was, probably of the juncus
marinus, or of the lycium spinosum, it is evident that Suddnua
could not be applied to it; and the word, therefore, which
was fittest in respect of the material whereof it was composed,
takes the place of that which would have been the fittest in
respect of the purpose for which it was intended. On the
whole subject of this § see The Dictionary of the Bible,
8. vwv. Crown and Diadem ; and Dictionary of Christian
Antiquities, art. Coronation, p. 464.

§ xxiv. wAeovefia, phapyvpla.

BrrwenN these words the same distinotion exists as between
our ‘covetousness’ and ‘avarice,” as between the German
‘Habsucht’ and ¢ Geiz.’ TII\eovefla, primarily the having
more, and then in a secondary and more usual sense, the
desire after the having more, is the more active sin, ¢pkapyvpia
the more passive : the first, the ‘amor sceleratus habends,’
seeks rather to grasp what it has not; the second, to retain,
and, by acoumulating, to multiply that which it already has, _
The first, in its methods of acquiring, will be often bold and
aggressive ; even as it may, and often will, be as free in
seattering and squandering, as it was eager and unserupulous
in getting : the wAeovécrys will be often rapti largitor,” as
was Catiline; characterizing whom Cicero demands (Pro
Cel. 6): ‘Quis in rapacitate avarior? quis in largitione
effusior ?’ even as the same idea is very boldly conceived in
the Bir Giles Overreach of Massinger. Consistently with
this, we find wAeovéxrys joined with dpmaf (1 Cor. v. 10);
awheovello with Bapirs (Plutarch, Arist. 8); wAeovefiow with
xhomal (Mark vii, 22): with ddwiec (Strabo, vii. 4. 6); with
¢phovewxiar (Plato, Legg. iii. 677 b); and the sin defined by
Theodoret (in Ep. ad Bom. i. 80): % 700 wAelovos épeots,
xal Tdv ob mpoomxévrwy 1) dpmayr: with which compare the
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definition, whosesoever it may be, of ‘avaritia’ as ‘injuriosa
appetitio alienorum ’ (ad Herenn. iv. 25) ; and compare further
Bengel’s note (on Mark vii. 22): ¢ wAeovelia, comparativum
involvens, denotat medium quiddam inter furtum et rapinam ;
ubi per varias artes id agitur ut alter per se, sed cum lesione
sui, inscius vel invitus, offerat, concedat et tribuat, quod
indigne accipias.” It is therefore fitly joined with aloxpoxepdeia
(Polybius, vi. 46. 8). But, while it is thus with wAeoveia,
¢thapyvpia, on the other hand, the miser’s sin (it is joined
with puxporoyia, Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul. 86) will be
often cautious and timid, and will not necessarily have cast
off the outward shows of uprightness. The Pharisees, for
example, were ¢ihdpyvpor (Liuke xvi. 14) : this was not irre-
concilable with the maintenance of a religious profession,
which the mAeoveéia would have manifestly been.

Cowley, in the delightful prose which he has interspersed
among his verse, draws this distinction strongly and well
(Essay 7, Of Avarice), though Chaucer had done the same
before him (see his Persones Tale; and his description
severally of Covetise and Avarice in The Romaunt of the
Rose, 188-246). *There are,’ Cowley says, ‘two sorts of
avarice ; the one is but of a bastard kind, and that is the
rapacious appetite for gain ; not for its own sake, but for the
pleasure of refunding it immediately through all the channels
of pride and luxury; the other is the true kind, and properly
8o called, which is a restless and unsatiable desire of riches,
not for any further end or use, but only to hoard and preserve,
and perpetually increase them. The covetous man of the
first kind is like a greedy ostrich, which devours any metal,

but it is with an intent to feed upon it, and, in effect, it

makes a shift to digest and excern it. The second is like the
foolish chough, which loves to steal money only to hide it.’
There is another point of view in which wAcovefia may be
regarded as the larger term, the genus, of which ¢\apyvpia
is the species; this last being the love of money, while
arAeovefia is the drawing and snatching by the sinner to him-
self of the creature in every form and kind, as it lies out of
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and beyond himself; the ‘indigentia ’ of Cicero (*indigentia
est libido inexplebilis;’ Tusc. iv. 9. 21); compare Dio
Chrysostom, De Avarit. Orat. 17; Augustine, Enarr. in
Ps. cxviii. 85, 86; and Bengel’s profound explanation of the
fact, that, in the enumeration of sins, St. Paul so often
associates wAeovefia with sins of the flesh ; as at 1 Cor.v. 11
Ephes. v. 8, 5; Col. iii. 5: ‘Solet autem jungere cum
impuritate mAeovefiav, nam homo extra Deum querit pabulam
in creaturd materiali, vel per voluptatem, vel per avaritiam :
bonum alienum ad se redigit.’ But, expressing much, Bengel
has not expressed all. The connexion between these two
provinces of sin is deeper and more intimate still; and this
is witnessed in the fact, that not merely is wAeovefla, as
signifying covetousness, joined to sins of impurity, but the
word is sometimes used, as at Ephes. v.'8 (see Jerome, in
loc.), and often by the Greek Fathers (see Suicer, Thes. s. v.:
and Hammond’s excellent note on Rom. i. 29), to designate
these sins themselves; even as the root out of which they
alike grow, namely, the fiercer and ever fiercer longing of the
creature which has forsaken God, to fill itself with the lower
objects of sense, is one and the same. The monsters of lust
among the Roman emperors were monsters of covetousness
as well (Suetonius, Calig. 88-41). Contemplated under this
aspect, mheovefia has a much wider and deeper sense than
¢dapyvpla. Plato (Gorg. 498), likening the desire of man to
the sieve or pierced vessel of the Danaids, which they were
ever filling, but might never fill,! has implicitly a sublime
commentary on the word ; nor is it too much to say, that in
it is summed up that ever defeated longing of the creature,
as it has despised the children’s bread, to stay its hunger
with the huaks of the swine.

+ It is evident that the same comparison had occurred to Shake-
speare
¢ The cloyed will,
That satiate yet unsatisfied desire,
That tub both filled and running.’
Cymbeline, Act i. 8o. 7.
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§ xxv. Bdoxw, Toypaive.

WaILE Béoxew and wowpaivey are both often employed in a
figurative and spiritual sense in the O.T. (1 Chron. xi. 2;
Ezek. xxxiv. 8; Ps. Ixxvii. 72; Jer. xxiii. 2), and woipaivew
in the New; the only occasions in the latter, on which
Béokew is so used, are John xxi. 15, 17. There our Lord,
giving to St. Peter that thrice-repeated commission to feed
his ¢ lambs >’ (ver. 15), his “ sheep " (ver. 16), and again his
#gheep” (ver. 17), uses first Béoxe, then secondly woiuaive,
returning to Bdoxe at the last. This return, on the third
and last repetition of the charge, to the word employed on the
first, has been a strong argument with some for an absolute
identity in the meaning of the words. They have urged, with
some show of reason, that Christ could not have had progressive
aspects of the pastoral work in his intention here, else He
would not have come back in the end to the Séoxe, with which
He began. Yef I cannot aseribe to accident the variation of
the words, any more than the changes, in the same verses,
from dyawiv to ¢ihetv (see p. 40), from édpvia to wpéBara. Ib
is true that our Version, rendering Béoxe and woipawe alike
by “Feed,” as the Vulgate by ¢ Pasce,” has not attempted to
follow the changes of the original text, nor can I perceive any
resources of language by which either our own Version or the
Latin could have helped itself here. ¢ Tend’ for woipaive is
the best suggestion which I could make. The German, by
aid of  weiden’ (=pdoxew) and ¢ hiiten ’ (=wopaivew), might
do it; but De Wette has ¢ weiden’ throughout. '
The distinction, notwithstanding, is very far from fanciful.
Béokew, the Latin ¢ pascere,’ is simply ¢ to feed:’ but roypaivew
involves much more ; the whole office of the shepherd, the
guiding, guarding, folding of the flock, as well as the finding
of nourishment for it. Thus Lampe : ¢ Hoc symbolum totum
regimen ecclesiasticam comprehendit ; * and Bengel : ¢ Béokew
est pars rod wowpaivew,” The wider reach and larger meaning
of rowpaivev makes itself felt at Rev. ii. 27; xix. 15 ; where
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at once we are conscious how impossible it would be to
substitute Bdoxew ; and compare Philo, Quod Det. Pot. Insid. 8.

There is & fitness in the shepherd’s work for the setting
forth of the highest ministries of men for the weal of their
fellows, out of which the name, shepherds of their people, has
been continually transferred to those who are, or should be,
the faithful guides and guardians of others committed to their
charge. Thus kings in Homer are woiuéves Aadv : cf. 2 Sam,

. v. 2; vil. 7; Ps. Ixxviii. 71, 72. Nay more, in Seripture God
Himself is a Shepherd (Isai. xl. 11; Ezek. xxxiv. 11-81;
Ps, xxiii.) ; and God manifest in the flesh avouches Himself
a8 6 o 6 xaAds (John x. 11); He is the dpyxiroyuwiv (1 Pet.
V. 4); 6 péyas woupuy tév wpofdrwv (Heb. xiii. 20); as such
fulfilling the prophecy of Micah (v. 4). Compare a sublime
passage in Philo, De Agricul. 12, beginning : oSrw uévror 7o
woypaivew éorly dyafov, dore ob Baoihebor pdvov kai oogpols
dvdpdut, xal Yuxals Telew xexabappévais, dANG xal @ef 7¢
waviryepdve dikaiws dvariferar, with the three §§ preceding.

But it may very naturally be asked, if woiuaiver be thus
so much the more significant and comprehensive word, and
if on this account the moipave was added to the Bdoxe in the
Lord’s latest instruction to his Apostle, how account for his
going back -to Béoxe again, and concluding thus, not as we
should expect with the wider, but with the narrower charge,
and weaker admonition? In Dean Stanley’s Sermons and

- Essays on the Apostolic Age, p. 188, the answer is suggested.

The lesson, in fact, which we learn from this is a most

important one, and one which the Church, and all that bear
rule in the Church, have need diligently to lay to heart ; this,
namely, that whatever else of discipline and rule may be
superadded thereto, still, the feeding of the flock, the finding
for them of spiritual food, is the first and last; nothing else
will supply the room of this, nor may be allowed to put this
out of that foremost place which by right it should ocecupy.

How often, in a false ecclesiastical system, the preaching of

the Word loses its preeminence; the Bdéoxew falls into the
background, is swallowed up in the woypaivew, which presently
G
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becomes no true mownalvew, because it is not a Béoxew as well,
but such a ‘shepherding’ rather as God’s Word by the
prophet Ezekiel has denounced (xxxiv. 2, 8, 8, 10; cf. Zech.
xi. 15-17 ; Matt. xxiii.).

§ xxvi. {fos, ¢306vo¢.
TaEsE words are often joined together; they are so by St.
Paul (Gal. v. 20, 21); by Clement of Rome (Cor. 8, 4, 5);
and virtually by Cyprian in his little treatise, De Zelo et
Livore : by classical writers as well ; by Plato (Phileb. 47 e;
Legg. iii. 679 ¢; Menez. 242 a); by Plutarch, Coriol. 19 ;
and by others. 8till, there are differences between them ;
and this first, that {jos is a uéoov, being used sometimes in
a good (as John ii. 17; Rom. x. 2; 2 Cor. ix. 2), sometimes,
and in Scripture oftener, in an evil sense (as Acts v. 17;
Rom. xiii, 18 ; Gal. v. 20; Jam. iii. 14, in which last place,
to make quite clear what {fjAos is meant, it is qualified by the
addition of mwpds, and is linked with éplfea) : while ¢févos,
incapable of good, is used always and only in an evil, signifi-
cation. When {5)los is taken in good part, it signifies the
honorable emulation,! with the consequent imitation, of that
which presents itself to the mind’s eye as excellent: {7jAos
tév dplorov (Lucian, Adv. Indoct. 17): {jros 1ob BeAriovos
(Philo, de Prem. et Pan. 8); dhorypia xat {fhos (Pluta.rch,
De Alezx. Fort. Or. ii. 6 ; An Seni Resp Ger. 25) ; Lijros xal
plpyaes (Herodian, ii. 4) Ooris xal pupnris (v1. 8). Itis
the Latin ¢ smulatio,’ in which nothing of envy is of necessity
included, however such in it, as in our ¢ emulation,” may find
place; the German ‘Nacheiferung,’ as distinguished from
¢ Eifersucht.” The verb ‘semulor,’ I need hardly observe,
finely expresses the difference between worthy and unworthy
emulation, governing an accusative in cases where the first, a

V “Epis, which often in the Odyssey, and in the later Greek, very
nearly resembled (firos in this its meaning of emulation, was capable in
like manner of a nobler application; thus Basil the Great defines it
(Reg. Brev. Tract. 66): (pu uév dorw, Srav Tis, Sxip Tob ph éndrrav

paviival Twos, cxovddlp woiely Te.
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dative where the second, is intended. South here, as always,
expresses himself well : ¢ We ought by all means to note the
difference between envy and emulation; which latter is a
brave and & noble thing, and quite of another nature, as
consisting only in a generous imitation of something excellent ;
and that such an imitation as scorns to fall short of its copy,
but strives, if possible, to outdo it. The emulator is im-
patient of a superior, not by depressing or maligning another,
but by perfecting himself. So that while that sottish thing
envy sometimes fills the whole soul, as a great dull fog does
the air; this, on the contrary, inspires it with a new life and
vigour, whets and stirs up all the powers of it to action. And
surely that which does so (if we also abstract it from those
heats and sharpnesses that sometimes by accident may attend
it), must needs be in the same degree lawful and laudable too,
that it is for a man to make himself as useful and accom-
plished as he can’ (Works, London, 1787, vol. v. p. 408 ; and
compare Bishop Butler, Works, 1886, vol. i. p. 15).

By Aristotle {fXos is employed exclusively in this nobler
sense, as that active emulation which grieves, not that another
has the good, but that itself has it not; and which, not
pausing here, seeks to supply the deficiencies which it finds
in itself. From this point of view he contrasts it with envy
(Rhet. ii. 11): dor {filos Avmy 7is éwi Ppawopéry mwapovoin
dyafav &ripov. . . . obx St dAAg, AN Smi odxi kal adTd doTe-
310 xal émiewés éatw 6 {ijhos, xal émiekdv * 70 8¢ plovely, patlov,
xal ¢avdwv. The Church Fathers follow in his footsteps.
Jerome (Exp. in Gal. v. 20): ‘Gjros et in bonam partem
accipi potest, quum quis nititur ea quee bona sunt semulari.
Invidia vero aliend felicitate torquetur;’ and again (in Gal.
iv. 17): ¢ Amulantur bene, qui cum videant in aliquibus esse
gratias, dona, virtutes, ipsi tales esse desiderant.’ (Heu-
menius : ot fjhos xOmos Yuxils vbovaiddys &l 11, perd Twos
dpopoudaens Tob mwpos 8 1 amoudy éore: of. Plutarch, Pericles, 2.
.Compare the words of our English poet :

¢ Envy, to which the ignoble mind’s a slave,

Is emulation in the learned and brave.
a2



84 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT §xxvl1

But it is only too easy for this zeal and honorable
rivalry to degenerate into & meaner passion; the Latin
¢ simultas,” connected (see Doderlein, Lat. Synon. vol. iii.
p. 72), not with ‘simulare,’ but with ‘simul,’ attests the
fact: those who fogether aim at the same object, who are
thus competitors, being in danger of being enemies as
well; just as dui\a (which, however, has kept its more
honorable use, see Plutarch, Anim. an Corp. Aff. Pej. 8),
is connected with dua; and ‘rivales ' meant no more at first
than occupants of the banks of the same river (Pott, Etym.
Forsch. ii. 2. 191). These degeneracies which wait so near
upon emulation, and which sometimes cause the word itself
to be used for that into which it degenerates (‘pale and
bloodless emulation,’ Shakespeare), may assume two shapes:
either that of a desire to make war upon the good which it
beholds in another, and thus to trouble that good, and make
it less; therefore we find {jlos and &pis continually joined
together (Rom. xiii. 18 ; 2 Cor. xii. 20 ; Gal. v. 20; Clement
of Rome, Cor. 8, 6) : {fjlos and ¢hovewia (Plutarch, De Cap.
Inim. Util. 1): or, where there is mot vigour and energy
enough to attempt the making of it less, there may be at
least the wishing of it less; with such petty carping and
fault-finding as it may dare to indulge in—¢p@évos and udpos
being joined, as in Plutarch, Prec. Reg. Reip. 27. And here
in this last fact is the point of contact which {flos has with
¢f6vos (thus Plato, Menex. 242 a : wphrov uev Ljlos, dmd {ilov
8¢ ¢pbdvos : and Alschylus, Agamem. 989 : 6 & dpOévyros odx
érifnhos wé\e); the latter being essentially passive, as the
former is active and energic. We do not find ¢8dvos in the
comprehensive catalogue of sins at Mark vii. 21, 22 ; but this
envy, dvoppuwv ids, as Aschylus (Agam. T55), onueiov ¢pioews
wavrdwact wovypds, as Demosthenes (499, 21), racdv peyiom
Tov & dvlpdmors véoos, as Euripides has called it, and of
which Herodotus (iii. 80) has said, dpxfiflev éudierar dvfpdme,
could not, in one shape or other, be absent ; its place is sup-
plied by a circumlocution, d¢farpds wormpds (cf. Ecclus. xiv,
8, 10), but on putting it in connexion with the Latin
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‘invidia,’ which is derived, as Cicero observes (Tusc. iii. 9),
‘& nimis intuendo fortunam alterius ;’ cf. Matt. xx. 15 ; and
1 Sam. xviii. 9: “ Saul eyed,” 4. e. envied * David.”” The
‘urentes oculi’ of Persius (Sat. ii. 84), the ¢ mal’ occhio’ of
the Italians, must receive the same explanation. ®6@dvos is
the meaner sin,—and therefore the beautiful Greek proverb,
é ¢pldvos ¥w Tob Oelov xopod,—being merely displeasure at
another’s good;! Admy &’ d\orplos dyabois, as the Stoics
defined it (Diogenes Laértius, vii. 68, 111), Mémy rijs 100 wAnaiov
ebmpaylas, as Basil (Hom. de Invid.), *sgritudo suscepta
propter alterius res secundas, qus nihil noceant invidenti,’
as Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8; cf. Xenophon, Mem. iii. 9, 8), ¢ odium
felicitatis aliens,’ as Augustine (De Gen. ad Lit. 11-14),2
with the desire that this good or this felicity should be less:
and this, quite apart from any hope that thereby its own will
be more (Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 10) ; so that it is no wonder that
Solomon long ago could describe it as ¢ the rottenness of the
bones’ (Prov. xiv. 80). He that is conscious of it is conscious
of no impulse or longing to raise himself to the level of him
whom he envies, but only to depress the envied to his own.
When the victories of Miltiades would not suffer the youth-
ful Themistocles to sleep (Plutarch, Them. 8), here was
&ihos in its nobler form, an emulation which would not let
him rest, till he had set a Salamis of his own againss the
Marathon of his great predecessor. But it was ¢fdvos which
made that Athenian citizen to be weary of hearing Aristides
evermore styled ‘The Just’ (Plutarch, A»ist. 7); an envy
which contained no impulses moving him to strive for him-
- self after the justice which he envied in another. See on this
. subject further the beautiful remarks of utarch, De Prof.
Virt. 14 ; and on the likenesses and differences between uigos

! Augustine’s definition of ¢8évos (Ezp. in Gal. v. 21) introduces
into it an ethical element which rarely if at all belongs to it : ¢ Invidia
dolor animi est, cum indignus videtur aliquis assequi etiam quod non
appetebas.’ This would rather be véuesis and veuesdv in the ethical
terminology of Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. ii. 7. 15 ; Rhet. ii.9).

3 «Bick of a strange disease, another’s health.”—Phineas Fletocher.
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and ¢0dvos, his graceful essay, full of subtle analysis of the
human heart, De Invidid et Odio. [aoxavia, a word
frequent enough in later Greek in this sense of envy, no-
where occurs in the N. T.; Baokaiver only once (Gal. iii. 1).

§ xxvil. {wi, Blos.

Tue Latin language and the English as well are poorer than
the Greek, in having but one word, the Latin °vita,’ the
English ¢life,” where the Greek has two. There would, indeed,
be no comparative poverty here, if {wij and Bios were merely
duplicates. But, contemplating life as these do from very
different points of view, it is inevitable that we, with our one
word for both, must use this one in very diverse senses; and
may possibly, through this equivocation, concesl real and
important differences from ourselves or from others; nothing
being so effectual for this as the employment of equivocal
words. _

The true antithesis of {wj is Odvaros (Rom. viii. 88;
2 Cor. v. 4; Jer. viii. 8; Ecclus. xxx. 17; Plato, Legyg. xii.
944 ¢), as of &Gy, awobvjoxew (Luke xx. 88; 1 Tim. v. 6;
Rev. i. 18; cf. Il. xxiii. 70; Herodotus, i. 81 ; Plato, Phedo,
71 d: obx évavriov s 1@ Ly 10 Tebvdvar elvar ;) ; {wnj, a8 some
will have it, being nearly connected with dw, dnyue, to breathe
the breath of life, which is the necessary condition of living,
and, as such, is involved in like manner in wvetua and Yy,
in ¢ gpiritus’ and ¢ anima.’

But, while {wy} is thus life intensive (‘ vita qué vivimus'),
Bios is life extenstve (‘ vita quam vivimus'’), the period or
duration of life; and then, in a secondary sense, the means
by which that life is sustained ; and thirdly, the manner in
which that life is spent ; the ¢ line of life,” ¢ profession,’ career.
Examples of Bios in all these senses the N. T. supplies. Thus
it is used as— :

a. The period or duration of life; thus, xpdvos Tod Biov
(1 Pet. iv. 8): cf. Blos 10D xpovov (Job x. 20): pijxos Siov
xai &y {wis (Prov. iii, 2) : Plutarch (De Lib. Ed. 17), oriyps
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Xpdvov mis & Blos éori : again, Bios Tijs {wijs (Cons. ad Apoll. 25 ;
and {w) xai Blos (De Plac. Phil. v. 18).

B. The means of life, or ‘living,’ A. V.; Mark xii. 44;
Luke viii. 48; xv. 12; 1 John iii. 17, 7ov Blov 7od kdopov:
of. Plato, Gorg. 486 d; Legg. xi. 986 ¢; Aristotle, Hist. An.
ix. 28. 2; Euripides, Ion, 829; and often, but not always,
these means of life, with an under sense of largeness and
abundance.

v. The manner of life; or life in regard of its moral
conduct, having such words as rpomos, 40y, mpalis for its
equivalents, and not seldom such epithets as kdouos, xpnords,
adppav, joined to it; 1 Tim. ii. 2; so Plato (Rep. i. 844 ¢),
Biov Suaywys : Plutarch, 8lawra xal Blos (De Virt. et Vit. 8):
and very nobly (De Is. et Os. 1), 7od 8¢ ywdokew 1 dvra xal
ppovety dpapefévros, ob Blov dAAa xpdvov [olpat] elvar T
dbavaciav: and De ILnb. Ed. 7, reraypévos Bios: Josephus,
Antt. v. 10. 1; with which compare Augustine (De T'rin.
xii, 11): ‘Cujus vil@ sit quisque; id est, quomodo agat
hac temporalia, quam vitam Graei non {wiv sed Blov vocant.’

In Bios, thus used as manner of life, there is an ethical
sense often inhering, which, in classical Greek at least, {wy
does not possess. Thus in Aristotle (Pol. i. 18. 18), it is said
that the slave is kowwvos {wis, he lives with the family, but
not xowwvos Blov, he does not share in the career of his master ;
cf. Ethic. Nic. x. 8. 8 ; and he draws, according to Ammonius,
the following distinction: Bios éori Aoywy {wij: Ammonius
himself affirming Bios to be never, except incorrectly, applied
to the existence of plants or animals, but only to the lives of
men.! I know not how he reconciled this statement with such
passages as these from Aristotle, Hist. Antm.i.1.15 ; ix.8.1;
unless, indeed, he included him in his censure. Still, the
distinetion which he somewhat too absolutely asserts (see
Stallbaum’s note on the Timeus of Plato, 44 d), is a real
one: it displays itself with singular clearness in our words
¢ zoology ’ and ¢ biography ;* but not in ¢biology,” which, as

! See on these two synonyms, Vémel, Synon. Worterbuch, p. 168sq.3
and Wyttenbach, Animadd. ¢n Plutarchum, vol. iil. p. 166.
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now used, is a manifest misnomer.! We speak, on one side,
of ¢ zoology,’ for animals ({Ge) have the vital principle; they
live, equally with men, and are capable of being classed and
described according to the different workings of this natural
life of theirs : but, on the other hand, we speak of ¢ biography ; °*
for men not merely live, but they lead lwes, lives in which
there is that moral distinetion between one and another,
which may make them worthy to be recorded. They are
&1 {wijs, but 68 ol Blov (Prov. iv. 10); cf. Philo, De Carit. 4,
where of Moses he says that at a certain epoch of his mortal
course, Jpfaro perafdrew ék Gvyrijs {wijs els dfdvarov Blov.
From all this it will follow, that, while fdvaros and {w}
constitute, as observed already, the true antithesis, yet they
do this only so long as life is physically contemplated ; thus
the son of Sirach (xxx. 17) : spelcawy Odvaros Smep Loy mxpdy
9 dppdornua upovov. But so soon as a moral element is
introduced, and ¢life* is regarded as the opportunity for
living nobly or the contrary, the antithesis is not between
Odvaros and {wy, but dvaros and Blos : thus compare Xenophon
(De Rep. Lac. ix. 1) : aiperdrepov elvar Tov xaldv Odvartov
dvri Tov-aloypod Blov, with Plato (Legg. xii. 944 d): {wyv
aloxpiv dpvipevos perd Tdyovs, pdAdlov §) per’ dvdpelas kakdv kal
ebdalpova Bdvarov. A reference to the two passages will
show that in the latter it is the presemt boon of shameful
life, (therefore {ws,) which the craven soldier prefers to an
honorable death; while in the former, Lycurgus teaches
that an honorable death is to be chosen rather than a long
and shameful existence, a Plos dBios (Empedocles, 826); a
" Blos afiwros (Xenophon, Mem. iv. 8. 8; cf. Meineke, F'ragm.
Com. Grac. p. 542) ; a Blos ob Buwrds (Plato, Apol. 884a); a
¢vita non vitalis ;’ from which all the ornament of life, all
reasons for living, have departed. The two grand chapters

! The word came to us from the French. Gottfried Reinhart Trevi-
sanus, who died in 1837, was its probable inventor in his book, Biologis,
ou la Philosophie de la Nature vivante, of which the first volume ap-
peared in 1802. Some flying pages by Canon Field, of Norwich, Biology
and Social Science, deal well with this blunder.
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with which the Gorgias of Plato concludes (82, 88) consti-
tute a fine exercise in the distinction between the words
themselves, a8 between their derivatives no less; and Hero-
dotus, vii. 46, the same,

But all this being so, and Bios, not Zony, the ethical word
of classical Greek, a thoughtful reader of Scripture might
not unnaturally be perplexed with the fact that all is there
reversed ; for no one will deny that {ws is there the nobler
word, expressing as it continually does all of highest and
best which the saints possess in God; thus orépaves tijs
Luis (Bev. ii. 10) ezmowﬁezwae (i. 7), BiBhos rijs Luri (i. 6),
Wop {wijs (xxi. 6), oy xal eboéBeaa (2 Pet. i 8), {oy) xai
d¢0ap¢na (2 Tim. i. 10), {urq 700 @eot (Ephes. iv. 18), Cﬁn)

vios (Matt. xix. 16; Rom. ii. 7),! {w) drardAvros (Heb. vii.
16) # dvros {wij (1 Tim. vi. 19) ; or sometimes {wsj with no
further addition (Matt. vii. 14; Rom. v. 17, and often) all
these setting forth, each from its own point of view, the
highest blessedness of the creature. Contrast with them
the following uses of Bilos, jdovai 7od Biov (Luke viii. 14),
wpayparedia Tob Piov (2 Tim. ii. 4), dhalovela 703 Biov (1 John
ii. 16), Bios Tob xéopov (iii. 17), pepipvar Buwrical (Liuke xxi. 84).
How shall we explain this ?

A little reflection will supply the answer. Revealed re-
ligion, and it alone, puts death and sin in closest connexion,
declares them the necessary correlatives one of the other
(Gen. iii. ; Rom. v. 12) ; and, as an involved consequence,
in like manner, life and holiness. It is God’s word alone
which proclaims that, wherever there is death, it is there
because gin was there first ; wherever there is no death, that
is, life, this is there, because sin has never been there, or
having once been, is now cast out and expelled. In revealed
religion, which thus makes death to have come into the
world through sin, and only through sin, life is the correla-
tive of holiness. Whatever truly lives, does so because sin
has never found place jn it, or, having found place for a time,

! Zo1 aldvios ocours once in the Septuagint (Dan. xii. 2; of. (wh)
4évaos, 3 Maco. vii. 86), and in Plutarch, De Is. et Os. 1.
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has since been overcome and expelled. 8o soon as ever this
is felt and understood, {w at once assumes the profoundest
moral significance ; it becomes the fittest expression for the
very highest blessedness. Of that whereof we predicate abso-
lute {w, we predicate absolute holiness of the same. Christ
aftirming of Himself, éyd elpe 4 {wi} (John xiv. 6 ; of. 1 John
i, 2; Ignatius, ad Smyrn. 4 : Xpwords 10 dAnfwov Hudv Gy),
implicitly affirmed of Himself that He was absolutely holy :
and in the creature, in like manner, that alone truly lves, or
triumphs over death, death at once physical and spiritual,
which has first triumphed over sin. No wonder, then, that
Scripture should know of no higher word than {wj to sef
forth the blessedness of God, and the blessedness of the
creature in communion with God.

It follows that those expositors of Ephes. iv. 18 are in
error, who there take dmyAlorpwpévor Tijs {wijs Tod Oeod, as
¢alienated from a divine life,’ that is ‘from a life lived
according to the will and commandments of God’ (‘remoti a
vitd illé qus secundum Deum esti:’ as Grotius has it), {wy)
never signifying this. The fact of such alienation was only
too true ; but the Apostle is not affirming it here, but rather
the miserable condition of the heathen, as men estranged
from the one fountain of life (rapd Soi myyy {wijs, Ps. xxxv.
10) ; as not having life, because separated from Him who only
absolutely lives (John v. 26), the living God (Matt. xvi. 16 ;
1 Tim, iii. 15), in fellowship with whom alone any creature
has life. Another passage, namely Gal. v. 25, will always
seem to contain a tautology, until we give to {w (and to the
verb {ijv as well) the force which has been claimed for it here.

§ xxviil. «ipios, Seamdrys.

A MaN, according to the later Greek grammarians, was
8egmémns in respect of his slaves (Plato, Legg. vi. 756 e),
therefore olxodecwérys, bubt wlpios in regard of his wife and
children ; who in speaking either to him or of him, would
give him this title of honour; “as Sara obeyed Abraham
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calling him lord” (x¥piov adrov xalodoa, 1 Pet. iiis 6; of.
Plutarch, Dg Virt. Mul. 8. vv. Mixxa. xal Meyiord). There is
& certain truth in this distinetion. Undoubtedly there lies
in xipos the sense of an authority owning limitations—moral
limitations it may be; it is implied too that the wielder of
this authority will not exclude, in wielding it, & consideration
of their good over whom it is exercised; while the deowdrs
exercises a more unrestricted power and absolute domination,
confessing no such limitations or restraints. He who ad-
dresses another as déomwora, puts an emphasis of submission
into his speech, which xvpie would not have possessed ; there-
fore it was that the Greeks, not yet grown slavish, refused
this title of decmérys to any but the gods (Euripides, Hippol.
88 ; dvaf, Ocods yop deamiras xakelv xpedv) ; while our own
use of ¢ despot,” ‘ despotic,” ¢ despotism,’ as set over against
that of ‘lord,’ ‘lordship,’ and the like, attests that these
words are coloured for us, as they were for those from whom
we have derived them.

Still, there were influences at work tending to break down
this distinction. Slavery, or the appropriating, without pay-
ment, of other men's toil, however legalized, is so abhorrent
to men’s innate sense of right, that they seek to mitigate, in
word at least, if not in fact, its atrocity; and thus, as no
southern Planter in America willingly spoke of his ¢ slaves,’
but preferred some other term, so in antiquity, wherever any
gentler or more humane view of slavery obtained, the anti-
thesis of eowérys and Sotdos would continually give place to
that of xipios and dotAos. The harsher antithesis might still
survive, but the milder would prevail side by side with it.
We need not look further than to the writings of St. Paul, to
see how little, in popular speech, the distinction of the
grammarians was observed. Masters are now xvpio. (Ephes.
vi. 9; Col. iv. 1), and now Seswérac (1 Tim. vi. 1, 2; Tit. ii.
9; cf. 1 Pet. ii. 18), with him; and compare Philo, Quod
Omn. Prob. Lib. 6. ' °

But, while all experience shows how little sinful man can
be trusted with unrestricted power over his fellow, how
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certainly he will abuse it—a moral fact attested in our use of
‘despot ' as equivalent with ¢ tyrant,’ as well as in the history
of ¢ tyrant ’ itself—it can only be a blessedness for man to
regard God as the absolute Lord, Ruler, and Disposer of his
life; since with Him power is never disconnected from
wisdom and from love: and, as we saw that the Greeks, not
without a certain sense of this, were well pleased to style the
gods 8eowérar, however they might refuse this title to any
other ; so, within the limits of Revelation, 8eawérys, no less
than «vpws, is applied to the true God. Thus in the
Septuagint, at Josh. v. 14 ; Prov. xxix. 25 ; Jer. iv. 10; in
the Apocrypha, at 2 Mace. v. 17, and elsewhere; while in
the N. T. on these occasions: Luke ii. 29; Acts iv. 24;
Rev. vi. 10; 2 Pet. ii. 1; Jude 4. In the last two it is to
Christ, but to Christ as God, that the title is ascribed.
Erasmus, indeed, out of that latent Arianism, of which,
perhaps, he was scarcely conscious to himself, denies that, at
Jude 4, 8eawérys is to be referred to Christ; attributing only
xipros to Him, and Seowdérys to the Father. The fact that in
the Greek text, as he read it, ®edv followed and was joined to
Seoméry, no doubt really lay at the root of his reluctance to
ascribe the title of decwdrys to Christ. It was for him not a
philological, but a theological difficulty, however he may
have sought to persuade himself otherwise.

This degwérys did no doubt express on the lips of the
faithful who used it, their sense of God's absolute disposal
of his creatures, of his autocratic power, who * doeth ac-
cording to his will in the army of heaven and among the
inhabitants of the earth’ (Dan. iv. 85), more strongly than
xvpios would have done. 8o much is plain from some words
of Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Har. 6), who finds evidence of
Abraham’s ebAdfBea, of his tempering, on one signal occasion
(Gen. xv. 2), boldness with reverence and godly fear, in the
fact that, addressing Grod, he is not content with the simple
xdpte, but links with it the less usual déomora; for Seomérys,
a8 Philo proceeds to say, is not xjpws only, but ¢poBepds
xVpos, and implies, on his part who uses it, a more entire
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prostration of self before the might and majesty of God than
xdpios would have done.

§ xxix. d&Aaldv, drepidavos, SBpioris.

TeESE words oocur all of them together at Rom. i. 80, though
in an order exactly the reverse from that in which I have
found it convenient to take them. They constitute an
interesting subject for synonymous discrimination.

’AMaldv, occurring thrice in the Septuagint (Hab. ii. 6;
Job xxviii. 8; Prov. xxi. 24), is found twice in the N. T.
(here and at 2 Tim. iii. 2); while d\afovela, of which the
Septuagint knows nothing, appears four times in the Apo-
crypha (Wisd. v. 8; xvil. 7; 2 Mace. ix. 8; xv. 6), and in
the N, T. twice (Jam. iv. 16: 1 John ii. 16). Derived from
d\y, ‘a wandering about,’ it designated first the vagabond
mountebanks (‘markefschreyer’), conjurors, quacksalvers, or
exorcists (Acts xix. 18; 1 Tim. v. 18); being joined with
yéns (Lucian, Revivisc. 29); with ¢évaf (Aristophanes, Ran.
909) ; with xevds (Plutarch, De Prof. Virt. 10); full of
empty and boastful professions of cures and other feats which
they could accomplish ; such as Volpone in The Fox of Ben
Jonson (Aet ii. 8c. 1). It was from them transferred to any
braggart or boaster (d\afdv xai Pmépavyos, Philo, Cong. Erud.
Grat. 8 ; while for other indifferent company which the word
keeps, see Aristophanes, Nub. 445-452); vaunting himself
in the possession of skill (Wisd. xvii. 7), or knowledge, or
courage, or virtue, or riches, or whatever elge it might be,
which were not truly his (Plutarch, De Seips. Laud. 4). He
is thus the exact antithesis of the elpwv, who makes less of
himself and his belongings than the reality would warrant,
in the same way as the d\a{dv makes more (Aristotle, Ethic.
Nic. ii, 7. 12). In the Definitions which pass under Plato’s
name, d\alovela is defined as s mpoomounrucy dyabdv uy -
apxdévrov : while Xenophon .(Cyr. ii. 2. 12) describes the
ahafov thus : 6 pev yap dhalov duovye doxel dvopa xeiofar émi
Tols mpoowoovuévors kai mwAovawrépois elvar 7 elot, kal dvdpeio-
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Tépos, kal wovjoey & pi) ixavol elow Imoxvovuévols® kal Tadra,
Pavepois yiyvopévors, ti Tod AaBelv i &vexa xai kepdavas Towodaw?
and Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. iv. 7. 2): Soxel &) & piv dlalbv
wpoawourcds Tov &vdéfwy elvat, xal py Irapxdvrov, xai pefdvor
% vmapxe: of. Theodoret on Rom. i. 80: dAaldvas xalel Tods
oddeuiay pdv &xovras wpdpacw els Ppovijparos Sykov, pdry 8¢
¢uotwpévovs. As such he is likely to be a busybody and
meddler, which may explain the juxtaposition of d\afovela
and wolvmpayposivy (Ep. ad Diognetum, 4). Other words
with which it is joined are SAaxeia (Plutarch, De Rect. Aud.
18) ; rigos (Clement of Rome, 18); dyepwxia (2 Mace. ix. 7);
dradevoia (Philo, Migrat. Abrah. 24) : while in the passage
from Xenophon, which was just now quoted in part, the
d\afdves are distinguished from the doreior and ebyapires.

It is not an accident, but of the essence of the dAaliv,
that in his boastings he overpasses the limits of the truth
(Wisd. ii. 16, 17); thus Aristotle sees in him not merely
one making unseemly display of things which he actuslly
possesses, but vaunting himself in those which he does mot
possess ; and sets over against him the d\ynfevrcés «ai T¢ Big
xal 7@ Adyp: of. Rhet. ii. 6: 70 r& dA\Adrpia airod Pdoxew,
dAafoveias omueiov: and Xenophon, Mem. i. 7; while Plato,
(Rep. viii. 560 c) joins yevdets with alaldves Adyor: and
Plutarch (Pyrrh. 19) dhaldv with xéumwos. We have in the
same sense a lively description of the dAaldv in the Characters
(28) of Theophrastus; and, still better, of the shifts and
evasions to which he has recourse, in the treatise Ad Herenn.
iv. 50, 51. While, therefore, ‘boaster’ fairly represents
dla{dv (Jebb suggests ‘swaggerer,’ Characters of Theo-
phrastus, p. 198), ‘ostentation’ does not well give back
d\afoveia, seeing that a man can only be ostentatious in
things which he really has to show. No word of ours, and
certainly not ¢ pride’ (1 John ii. 16, A. V.), renders it at all
so adequately as the German ‘prahlerei.’ For the thing,
Falstaff and Parolles, both of them ‘unscarred braggarts of
the war,’ are excellent, though marvellously diverse, examples ;
8o too Bessus in Beaumont and Fletcher's King and no King ;
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while, on the other hand, Marlowe’s Tamburlaine, despite of
all his big vaunting words, is no dAa{dv, inasmuch as there
are fearful realities of power by which these his peydAns
YAdoons xépmwo. are sustained and borne out. This dealing in
braggadocio is a vice sometimes ascribed to whole nations ;
thus an &uevros dAaloveia to the Atolians (Polybius, iv. 8 ; of.
Livy, xxxiii. 11); and, in modern times, to the Gascons;
out of which these last have given us ‘gasconade.” The
Vulgate, translating dAa{dves, ‘elati’ (in the Rhemish,
‘haughty ’), has not seized the central meaning as success-
fully as Beza, who has rendered it ¢ gloriosi.’ !

A distinction has been sometimes drawn between the
dhafdv and the wéprepos [ dydmy ob wepmepeverar, 1 Cor.
xiii. 4], that the first vaunts’of things which he has not, the
second of things which, however little this his boasting and
bravery about them may become him, he actually has. The
distinction, however, cannot be maintained (see Polybius,
xxxii. 6. 5; xL 6. 2) ; both are liars alike.

But this habitual boasting of our own will hardly fail to
be accompanied with a contempt for that of others. If it
did not find, it would rapidly generate, such & tendency; and
thus the &\afwv is often adfddys as well (Prov. xxi. 24);
dAafovela is nearly allied to dmepoyria : they are used as almost
convertible terms (Philo, De Carit. 22-24). But from Srepoyria
to dmepypavia there is but a single step ; we need not then
wonder to meet {memjpavos joined with dAaldv: cf. Clement
of Rome, Cor. 16, The places in the N. T. where it ocours,
besides those noted already, are Luke i. 51; Jam. iv. 6;
1 Pet. v. 5; dmepypavia at Mark vii. 22. A picturesque image
serves for its basis : the Jmwepijpavos, from imép and paivopar,
being one who shows himself above his fellows, exactly as the

! We formerly "used °glorious’ in this sense. Thus in North’s
Plutarch, p. 188 : ¢ Some took this for a glorious brag; others thought
he [Alcibiades] was like enough to have done it.’ And Milton (The
Reason of Church Government, i. 5): ‘ He [Anselm] little dreamt then
that the weeding hook of Reformation would, after two ages, pluck up
his glorious poppy [prelacy] from insulting over the good corn
[presbytery].’
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Latin ‘superbus’ is from ‘super’; as our ‘stilts’ is con-
nected with ¢Stolz,” and with ¢stout’ in its earlier sense of
‘proud,’ or ‘lifted up." Deyling (Obss. Sac. vol. v. p. 219) :
¢ Vox proprie notat hominem capite super alios eminentem,
ita ut, quemadmodum Saul, pr®e ceteris sit conspicuus,
1 Bam. ix. 2’ Compare Horace (Carm. i. 18. 15): ‘Et
tollens vacaum plus nimio Gloria verticem.’

A man can show himself d\a{dv only when in company
with his fellow-men ; but the proper seat of the Jmepndparia,
the German ‘hochmuth,’ is within. He that is sick of this
sin compares himself, it may be secretly or openly, with
others, and lifts himself above others, in honour preferring
‘himself; his sin being, as Theophrastus (Charact. 84) de-
geribes it, xaradpémols mis wAyy atrod Tdv dwv: joined
therefore with dwepoyia (Demosthenes, Orat. xxi. 247); with
éovdévuois (Ps. xxx. 19) ; dmepidavos with adfddys (Plutarch,
Alcib. ¢. Cor..4). The bearing of the dmepiidpavos toward
others is not of the essence, is only the consequence, of his
sin. His ‘arrogance,” as we say, his claiming to himself of
honour and observance (Swepndavia is joined with ¢ulodofia,
‘Esth. iv. 10); his indignation, and, it may be, his cruelty
and revenge, if these are withheld (see Esth. iii. 5, 6; and
Appian, De Reb. Pun. viii. 118; dpd xal Yrepijpava), are only
the outcomings of this false estimate of himself; it is thus
that dwepripavos and ériplovos (Plutarch, Pomp. 24), dwepy)-
¢avor and Papeis (Qu. Rom. 68), iweppdavia and dyepwyia
*(2 Mage. ix. 7), are joined together. In the Jwepiidavos we
may have the perversion of a nobler character than in the
&\aldv, the melancholic, as the d\aldv is the sanguine, the
$Bpwomis the cholerio, temperament; but because nobler,
therefore one which, if it falls, falls more deeply, sins more
fearfully. He is one whose * heart is lifted up ” (dynAoxdp-
dios, Prov. xvi. §) ; one of those a SymAs Pppovoivres (Rom. xi.
16), as opposed to the rawewol 7 xapdig: he is Tvduwleis
(1 Tim. iii. 6) or rervpuwuévos (2 Tim. iii. 4), besotted with
pride, and far from all true wisdom (Ecclus. xv. 8); and this
lifting up of his heart may be not merely against man, but
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against God; he may assail the very prerogatives of Deity
itself (1 Mace. i. 21, 24 ; Ecclus. x. 12, 18; Wisd. xiv. 6:
vmepidavor yrydvres). Theophylact therefore does not go too
far, when he calls this sin dxpdrols xaxdv: nor need we
wonder to be thrice reminded, in the very same words, that
“ God resisteth the proud ”’ (dwepydpdvois dvrirdsoerar: Jam,
iv. 6; 1 Pet. v. 6; Prov. iii. 84) ; sets Himself in battle array
against them, as they themselves against Him.

It remains to speak of 9Bpioris, which, by its derivation
from JBpis, which is, again, from dwép (so at least Schneider
and Pott ; but Curtius, Grundzilge, 2nd edit. p. 478, doubts),
and a8 we should say, ¢ uppishness,’ stands in a certain etymo-
logical relation with dwepripavos (see Donaldson, New Cratylus,
8rd ed. p. 552). * "YBp:s is insolent wrongdoing to others, not
out of revenge, or any other motive except the mere pleasure
which the infliction of the injury imparts. So Aristotle
(Rhet. ii. 2): o yap 9Bpts, 10 BAdmwrav xai Avrely, &’ ols
aloxtvy éori 1§ wdoxovry, py Wa T yémrar adrd d\ro, % It
éyévero, AN dmws Haby: oi yap dvrurowoivres ody $Bpilovory, AN
Tipwpotvrar. What its flower and fruit and harvest shall be,
the dread lines of Aischylus (Pers. 822: of. GZd. Rex, 878-
883) have told us. “YSpwrrijs ocours only twice in the N. T.;
Rom. i. 80 (‘ despiteful,’ A. V.), and 1 Tim. i. 18 (‘injurious,’
A.and R. V.; a word seldom now applied except to things,
but preferable to ¢insolent,’ which has recently been pro-
posed); in the Septuagint often; being at Job. xl. 6, 7;
Tsai, ii. 12, associated with dmwepijpavos (of. Prov. viii. 18);
as the two, in like manner, are connected by Aristotle (Rhet.
ii. 16). Other words whose company it keeps are dypios
(Homer, Od. vi. 120); drdoflados (Ib. xxiv. 282); aifwv
Sophooles, Adjaz, 1061); dvopos (T'rachin. 1076); PBlawos
{Demosthenes, Orat. xxiv. 169); wdpowos, &yvduwv, wikpds
(Orat. liv. 1261); ddwcos (Plato, Legg. i. 680 b); dxdéAacros
(Apol. Socr. 26 e) ; depwv (Phileb. 45 e) ; Imepénrys (Aristotle,
Ethic. Nic. iv. 8, 21) ; Opacvs (Clement of Alexandria, Strom.
ii. 5) ; patdos (Plutarch, Def. Orac. 45) ; pthoyéws (Symp. 8.5 ;
but here in a far milder sense). In his Lucullus, 84, Plutarch

H
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speaks of one as dvip SBpiomis kal peords SAiywplas drdons xal
Opacimyros. Its exact antithesis is od¢pwv (Xenophon, Apol.
Soc. 19; Ages. x. 2; of. mpaifupos, Prov. zvi. 19). The
Bpwrrijs is contumelious ; his insolence and contempt of others
break forth in acts of wantonness and outrage. Menelaus is
93pwrmis when he would fain withhold the rites of sepulture
from the dead body of Ajax (Sophocles, 4jaz, 1065). So,
too, when Hanun, king of Ammon, cut short the garments of
king David’s ambassadors, and shaved off half their beards,
and so sent them back to their master (2 Sam. x.), this was
9Bpis. St. Paul, when he persecuted the Church, was $8pwris
(1 Tim. i. 18; cf. Acts viii. 8), but himself $8pirfeis (1 Thess.
ii. 2) at Philippi (see Acts xvi. 22, 28). Our blessed Lord,
prophesying the order of his Passion, declares that the Son of
Man $Bpwbijoerar (Luke xviii. 82); the whole blasphemous
masquerade of royalty, in which it was sought that He
should sustain the principal part (Matt. xxvii. 27-80), consti-
tuting the fulfilment of this prophecy. ¢Pereuntibus addita
ludibria’ are the words of Tacitus (47nnal. xv. 44), describing
the martyrdoms of the Christians in Nero’s persecution; they
died, he would say, pef’ JBpews. The same may be said of
York, when, in Shakespeare’s Henry VI., the paper crown is
set upon his head, in mockery of his kingly pretensions, before
Margaret and Clifford stab him. In like manner the Spartans
are not satisfied with throwing down the Long Walls of
Athens, unless they do it to the sound of music (Plutarch,
Lys. 15). It is 3Bpis, and is designated as such in the Elecira
of Euripides, when Agisthus compels Electra to marry a
hind on her father’s land (257). Prisoners in a Spanish civil
war are shot in the back. And indeed all human story is full
of examples of this demoniac element lying deep in the heart
of man ; this evil for evil's sake, and evermore hegetting itself
anew.

Cruelty and lust are the two main shapes in which
vBp:s will display itself ; or rather they are not two ;—for as
the hideous records of human wickedness have too often
attested, the trial, for example, of Gilles de Retz, Marshal of
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France, in the fifteenth century, they are not two sins but
one; and Milton, when he wrote, *lust hard by bate,” saying
much, yet did not say all. Out of a sense that in J8pis both
are included, one quite as much as the other, Josephus (4nét.
i. 11. 1) characterizes the men of S8odom as 38pisral to men
(cf. Gren. xix. 5), no less than doeBeis to God. He uses the
same language (1. v. 10. 1) about the sons of Eli (cf. 1 Sam.
ii. 22) ; on each occasion showing that by the ¥8p«s which he
ascribed to those and these, he intended an assault on the
chastity of others (cf. Euripides, Hipp. 1086) ; Critias (quoted
by Alian, V. H. x. 18) calls Archilochus Adyvos xai 5Bpiomis :
and Plutarch, comparing Demetrius Poliorcetes and Antony,
applies this title to them both (Com. Dem. cum Anton. 8: cf.
Demet. 24 ; Lucian, Dial. Deor. vi. 1; and the article "YSBpews
8ixy in Pauly’s Encyclopddie).

The three words, then, are clearly distinguishable, occupy-
ing three different provinces of meaning: they present to
us an ascending scale of guilt; and, as has been observed
already, they severally designate the boastful in words, the
proud and overbearing in thoughts, the insolent and injurious
n acts.

§ xxx. dvrixpiaros, YevddxpioTos.

TraE word dvrixpioros is peculiar to the Epistles of 8t. John,
occurring five times in them (1 Ep. ii. 18, bis; ii. 22; iv. 8;
2 Ep. T), and nowhere else in the N. T. But if he alone has
the word, 8t. Paul, in common with him, designates the
person of this great adversary, and the marks by which he
shall be recognized ; for all expositors of weight, Grotius
alone excepted, are agreed that B8t. Paul’s dvfpwmos ijs
dpaprias, his vids rijs drwlelas, his dvopos (2 Thess. ii. 8, 8), is
identical with 8t. John’s dyrixpwrros (see Augustine, De Civ.
Dei, xx. 19. 2) ; and, indeed, to St. Paul we are indebted for
our fullest instruction concerning this arch-enemy of Christ
and of God. Passing by, as not relevant to our purpose,
many discussions to which the mysterious announcement of
: @]
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such a coming foe has given rise, whether, for example, the
Antichrist is a single person or a suocession of persons, a
person or & system, we ocoupy ourselves here with one ques-
tion only ; namely, what the force is of dvr{ in this composi-
tion. Is it such as to difference dvrixpioros from yYevdsypworos ?
does dvrixpioros imply one who sets himself up against
Christ, or, like yevddxpiaros, one who sets himself up in the
stead of Christ? Does he proclaim that there is no Christ ?
or that he is Christ ?

There is no settling this matter off-hand, as some are so
ready to do; seeing that é&vri, in composition, has both these
forces. For a subtle analysis of the mental processes by
which it now means ‘ instead of,” and now ‘ against,’ see Pott,
Etymol. Forschungen, 2nd edit. p. 260. It often expresses
substitution ; thus, dvriBacile’s, he who is instead of the king,
¢ prorex,’ ¢ viceroy ; ’ dvfvmaros, ¢ proconsul;’ dvrBemvos, one
who fills the place of an absent guest; dwvriyuxos, one who
lays down his life for others (Josephus, De Macc. 17 ; Igna-
tius, Ephes. 21); &vrilvrpov, the ransom paid instead of a
person. But often also it implies opposition, as in dvrdoyla
(‘ contradiction *), dvrifeos, dvrwceipevos : and, still more to the
point, as expressing not merely the fact of opposition, but the
very object against which the opposition is directed, in
dvrwopia (see Suicer, Thes. 8. v.), opposition to law ; dvrixep,
the thumb, not so called, becanse equivalent in strength to
the whole hand, but as set over against the hand; dvripurd-
dogos, one of opposite philosophical opinions ; dvrdrwy, the
title of & book which Cmsar wrote against Cato; dvrifeos—
not indeed in Homer, where, applied to Mygdon (Ii. iii. 186),
to Polyphemus (Od. i. 70), and to the Ithacan suitors (xiv.
18 ; cf. Pindar, Pyth. iii. 88), it means ¢ godlike,’ that is, in
strength and power ;—but yet, in later use, as in Philo; with
whom évrifeos vovs (De Conf. Ling. 19; De Somn. ii. 27) can
be only the ‘adversa Deo mens;’ and so in the Christian
Fathers ; while the jests about an Antipater who sought to
murder his father, to the effect that he was ¢epdvuuos, would
be utterly pointless, if dvr{ in composition did not bear this
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meaning. I will not further cite ’Avrépws, where the force of
dvri is more questionable ; examples already adduced having
sufficiently shown that dvr{ in composition implies sometimes
substitution, sometimes opposition. There are words in
which it has now this force, and now that, as these words are
used by one writer or another. Thus dvriorpdryyos is for
Thuecydides (vii. 86) the commander of the hostile army, while
for later Greek writers, such as Plutarch, who occupy them-
selves with Roman affairs, it is the standing equivalent for
¢ propraetor.’ All this being so, they have equally erred, who,
holding one view of Antichrist or the other, have claimed
_ the name by which in Scripture he is named, as itself de-
ciding the matter in their favour. It does not so; but leaves
the question to be-settled by other considerations.!

To me St. John’s words seem decisive that resistance to
Christ, and defiance of Him, this, and not any treacherous
assumption of his character and offices, is the essential mark
of the Antichrist; is that which, therefore, we should expect
to find embodied in his name: thus see 1 John ii. 22;
2 John 7; and in the parallel passage, 2 Thess. ii. 4, he is
& dvriceluevos, or ¢ the opposer;’ and in this sense, if not all,
yet many of the Fathers have understood the word. Thus
Tertullian (De Prasc. Her. 4): ¢ Qui antichristi, nisi Christi
rebelles?’ The Antichrist is, in Theophylact’s language,
&vavrios r@ Xpiord, or in Origen’s (Con. Cels. vi. 45), Xpiorg
xard duduerpov &vavrlos, ¢ Widerchrist,’ as the Gtermans have
rightly rendered it ; one who shall not pay so much homaga
to God’s word as to assert its fulfilment in himself, for he
shall deny that word altogether; hating even erroneous
worship, because it is worship at all, and everything that is
called ‘God’ (2 Thess. ii. 4), but hating most of all the
Church’s worship in spirit and in truth (Dan. viii. 11) ; who,
on the destruction of every religion, every acknowledgment
that man is submitted to higher powers than his own, shall

! Liicke (Comm. Uber die Briefe des Johammes, pp. 190-194) ex-

cellently discusses the word. On the whole subject of Antichrist see
Schneckenburger, Jahrbuch filr Deutsche Theologie, vol. iv. p. 405 sqq.
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seek to establish his throne ; and, for God’s great truth that
in Christ God is man, to substitute his own lie, that in him
man is God.

The term yewddxpioros, with which we proceed to compare
it, appears only twice in the N. T.; or, if we count, not how
often it has been written, but how often it was spoken, only
once ; for the two passages in which it occurs (Matt. xxiv. 24 ;
Mark xiii, 22) are records of the same discourse. In form it
resembles many others in which yebdos is combined with
almost any other nouns at will. Thus yevdardororos
(2 Cor. xi. 18), yevddderpos (2 Cor. xi. 26), Pevdodiddoraros
(2 Pet. ii. 1), yevdompogiirns (Matt. vii. 16; of. Jer. xxxiii. 7),
yedopdprup (Matt. xxvi. 60 ; of. Plato, Gorg. 472 b). 8o, too,
in ecclesiastical Greek, yevdomoiusfy, Yevdorarpela; and in
classical, Yevddyyelos (Homer, Il. xv. 159), Yevdépavris (Hero-
dotus, iv. 69), and a hundred more. The Yevddxpioros does not
deny the being of a Christ; on the contrary, he builds on the
world’s expectations of such a person; only he appropriates
these to himself, blasphemously affirms that he is the foretold
One, in whom God’s promises and men’s expectations are
fulfilled. Thus Barchochab,—* Son of the Btar,’ as, appro-
priating the prophecy of Num. xxiv. 17, he called himself—
who, in Hadrian's reign, stirred up again the smouldering
embers of Jewish insurrection into a flame so fierce that it
consumed himself with more than a million of his fellow-
countrymen,—was & yevddypioros: and such have been that
long series of blasphemous pretenders and impostors, the
false Messiahs, who, since the rejection of the true, have, in
almost every age, fed and flattered and betrayed the expecta-
tions of the Jews.

The distinction, then, is plain. The dwrixpioros denies
that there is a Christ ; the yevddxpiwrros affirms himsel to be
the Christ. Both alike make war against the Christ of God,
and would set themselves, though under different pretences,
on the throne of his glory. And yet, while the words have
this broad distinction between them, while they represent
two different manifestations of the kingdom of wickedness,
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there is a sense in which the final ¢ Antichrist’ will be a
¢ Pseudochrist ' as well ; even as it will be the very character
of that last revelation of hell to gather up into itself, and to
reconcile for one last assault against the truth, all anterior
and subordinate forms of error. He will not, it is true, call
himself the Christ, for he will be filled with deadliest hate
against the name and offices, as against the whole spirit and
temper, of Jesus of Nazareth, the exalted King of Glory.
But, inasmuch as no one can resist the truth by a mere
negation, he must offer and oppose something positive, in the
room of that faith which he will assail and endeavour utterly
to abolish. And thus we may certainly conclude that the
final Antichrist will reveal himself to the world,—for he too
will have his droxdAwjus (2 Thess. ii. 8, 8), his wapovsia
(ver. 9),—as, in a sense, its Messiah; not, indeed, as the
Messiah of prophecy, the Messiah of God, but still as the
world’s saviour ; as one who will make the blessedness of as
many as obey him, giving to them the full enjoyment of a
present material earth, instead of a distant, shadowy, and
uncertain heaven ; abolishing those troublesome distinctions,
now the fruitful sources of so much disquietude, abridging
men of 80 many enjoyments, between the Church and the
world, between the spirit and the flesh, between holiness and
sin, between good and evil. It will follow, therefore, that
however he will not assume the name of Christ, and so will
not, in the letter, be a yYevddxpioros, yet, usurping to himself
Christ’s offices, presenting himself to the world as the true
. centre of its hopes, as the satisfier of all its needs and
healer of all its hurts, he, ‘the Red Christ,” as his servants
already call him, will in fact take up and absorb into himself
all names and forms of blasphemy, will be the great yevdd-
xpwros and dvrixpurros in one.
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§ xxxi. poddvw, paive,

Wz have translated both these words, as often as they occur
in the N. T. (uoAdvw, at 1 Cor. viii. 7; Rev. iii. 4 ; xiv. 4;
puaive, at John xviii. 28; Tit. i. 15; Heb. xii. 15 ; Jude 8),
by a single word ¢defile,’ which doubtless covers them both.
At the same time they differ in the images on which they
severally repose ;—poldvew being properly to ¢besmear,’ or
¢ besmirch,” as with mud or filth, ¢ to defoul ;’ which, indeed,
is only another form of ¢defile;’ thus Aristotle (Hist. An.
vi. 17. 1) speaks of swine, ¢ mA$ poAdvorres éavrovs, that is,
as the context shows, crusting themselves over with mud
(cf. Plato, Rep. vii. 586 e; Cant. v. 8; Ecclus. xiii. 1) : while
puaivew, in its primary usage, is not ‘to smear’ as with
matter, but ¢ to stain ’ as with colour. The first corresponds
to the Latin ‘inquinare (Horace, Sat. i. 8. 87), ‘spurcare’
(itself probably connected with ¢porcus’), the German
‘besudeln ;’ the second to the Latin ¢ maculare,” and the
German * beflecken.’

It will follow, that while in a derived and ethical sense
both words have an equally dishonorable signification, the
polvouds oapxds (2 Cor. vii. 1) being no other than the
pudopara Tod réopov (2 Pet. ii. 20), both being also used of
the defiling of women (cf. Gen. xxxiv. §; Zech. xiv. 2),—this
will only hold good so long as they are figuratively and
ethically regarded. So taken indeed, puaivew is in classical
Greek the standing word to express the profaning or unhal-
lowing of aught (Plato, Legg. ix. 868 a; Tim. 69 d;
Sophocles, Antig. 1081 ; cf. Lev. v. 8 ; John xviii. 28). Ina
literal sense, on the contrary, maivev may be used in good
part, just as, in English, we speak of the staining of glass,
the staining of ivory (Il.iv. 141; of. Virgil. Zn. xii. 67) ; or
a8, in Latin, the ‘macula’ need not of necessity be also a
‘labes;’ nor yet in English the ¢spot’ be always a ‘blot.’
MoAvvew, on the other hand, as little admits of such nobler
employment in a literal as in a figurative sense.—The verb
omodv, & late word, and found only twice in the N. T. (Jam.
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iii. 6; Jude 28), is in meaning nearer to waivev. On it see
Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 28.

§ xxxii. wadela, vovfeaia.

It Is worth while to attempt a discrimination between these
words, ocourring as they do together at Ephes. vi. 4, and being
often there either not distinguished at all, or distinguished
erroneously.

Hadela is one among the many words, into which re-
vealed religion has put a deeper meaning than it knew of,
till this took possession of it ; the new wine by a wondrous
process making new even the old vessel into which it was
poured. For the Greek, ma:dela was simply ¢ education ; ’ nor,
in all the many definitions of it which Plato gives, is there
the slightest prophetic anticipation of the new force which it
one day should obtain. But the deeper apprehension of those
who had learned that ¢ foolishness is bound in the heart
alike “of a child” and of a man, while yet ¢ the rod of
correction may drive it far from him " (Prov. xxii. 15), led
them, in assuming the word, to bring into it a further
thought. They felt and understood that all effectual instrue-
tion for the sinful children of men, includes and implies
chastening, or, as we are accustomed to say, out of a sense
of the same truth, ¢ correction.” There must be éravdpbuorts,
or ¢ rectification ’ in it; which last word, occurring but once
in the N. T., is there found in closest connexion with wadela
(2 Tim. iii. 16).}

Two definitions of woudein—the one by a distinguished
heathen philosopher, the other by an illustrious Christian
theologian,—may be profitably compared. This is Plato’s

! The Greek, indeed, acknowledged, to a certain extent, the same, in
his secondary use of &xéAacros, which, in its primary, meant simply ¢ the
unchastised.” Menander too has this confession :

8 uh Sapels tvfpawos ob wadeberar,
(Meineke, Fragm. Com. Gr. p. 1055. )

And in other uses of xaidedew in profane Greek there are slight hints of
the same : thus see Xenophon, Mem. i. 8. 5 ; Polybius Hist. ii. 9. 6.
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(Legg. ii. 659 d) : wabela piv iolf % walwv 6Ax) 1€ Kal dywy)
wpds TOv Ymwd Tob vépov Adyov Spfdv elpypévov. And this is that
of Basil the Great (In Prov. 1): &orw % madela dywy) s
Gpéhpos 1 Yuxp, émimdves modkdas TdV drd kaxias kAidwv adriv
éxxabflaipovoa. For as many as-felt and acknowledged all
which St. Basil here asserts, maidela signified, not simply
¢ eruditio,” but, as Augustine expresses it, who has noticed
the changed use of the word (Enarr. in Ps. cxviii. 68), ¢ per
molestias eruditio.” And this is quite the predominant use
of wraidela and radefew in the Beptuagint, in the Apoerypha,
and in the N. T. (Lev. xxvi. 18; Ps. vi. 1; Isai. liii. 5;
Ecclus. iv. 17 ; xxii. 8, pdoriyes xal wadelo : 2 Mace. vi. 12;
Luke xxiii. 16 ; Heb. xii. 5, 7, 8; Rev. iii. 19, and often).
The only ocoasion in the N. T. upon which ra:dejew occurs in
the old Greek sense is Acts vii. 22. Instead of ¢ nurture ' at
Ephes. vi. 4, which is too weak a word, ¢ discipline ’ might be
substituated with advantage—the laws and ordinances of the
Christian household, the transgression of which will induce
correction, being indicated by waidela there.

Novbeola (in Attic Greek vovferia or vovfémous, Lobeck,
Phrynichus, pp. 518, 520) is more successfully rendered,
¢ admonition ; ° which, however, as we must not forget, has
been defined by Cicero thus: ¢ Admonitio est quasi lenior
objurgatio.” And such is vovfecia here ; it is the training by
word—by the word of encouragement, when this is sufficient,
but also by that of remonstrance, of reproof, of blame, where
these may be required; as set over against the training by
act and by discipline, which is madela. Bengel, who so
seldom misses, has yet missed the exact distinction here,
having on & wadeig kai vovfeoia this note: ¢ Harum altera
occurrit ruditati; altera oblivioni et levitati. Utraque et
sermonem et relignam disciplinam includit.” That the dis-
tinctive feature of vovfecia is the training by word of mouth
is evidenced by such combinations as these : wapawéoes xal
vovfeaior (Plutarch, De Coh. Ird, 2); vovferwoi Adyor
(Xenophon, Mem. i. 8. 21) ; 8:daxy xai vovdémors (Plato, Rep.
iii, 899 b) ; vovlereiv xai di8doxew (Protag. 828 d).
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Relatively, then, and by comparison with wadeia, vov-
feoia is the milder term ; while yet its association with wadela
teaches us that this too is & most needful element of Christian
education ; that the wawdeia without it would be very incom-
plete; even as, when years advance, and there is no longer a
child, but a young man, to deal with, it must give place to,
or rather be swallowed up in, the vovfecia altogether. And
yet the vovfeoin itself, where need is, will be earnest and
severe enough; it is much more than a feeble Eli-remon-
strance : * Nay, my sons, for it is no good report that I hear
(1 Bam. ii. 24); indeed, of Eli it is expressly recorded, in
respect of those Bsons, ofx évovOérec abdrovs (iii. 18).
Plutarch unites it with uéuyus (Cong. Pree. 18); with ydyos
(De Virt. Mor. 12; De Adul. et Am. 17); Philo with
owppoviouds (Losner, Obss. ad N. T. e Philone, p. 427);
while vovferetv had continually, if not always, the sense of
admonishing with blame (Plutarch, De Prof. Virt. 11;
Conj. Prec. 22). Jerome, then, has only partial right,
when he desires to get rid, at Ephes. vi. 4, and again at Tit.
iii. 10, of ¢ correptio’ (still retained by the Vulgate), on the
ground that in vovfecia no rebuke or austerity is implied, as
in ‘correptio’ there certainly is: ¢ Quam correptionem nos
legimus, melius in Graco dicitur vovfecia, que admonitionem
magis et eruditionem quam austeritatem sonat.” Undoubtedly,
in vovfeoia such is not of mecessity involved, and therefore
¢ correptio ’ is not its happiest rendering; but it does not
exclude, nay implies this, whenever it may be required : the
derivation, from vois and r{fnu, affirms as much : whatever ig
needed to cause the monition to be taken home, to be laid to
heart, is involved in the word.

In claiming for it, as discriminated from wa:eia, that it is
predominantly what our Translators understand it, namely,
admonition by word, none would deny that both it and
vovfereiv are employed to express correction by deed ; only we
affirm that the other—the appeal to the reasonable faculties
—is the primary and prevailing use of both. It will follow
that in such phrases as these, jdB8ov vovfémois (Plato, Legg.
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iii. 700 ¢), wAyyats vovlereiv (Legg. ix. 879 d; cf. Rep. viii.
560 a), the words are employed in a secondary and improper,
but therefore more emphatic, sense. The same emphasis lieg
in the statement that Gideon “ took thorns of the wilderness
and briers, and with them he faught the men of SBuccoth ”
(Judg. viii. 16). No one on the strength of this language
would assert that the verb ¢ to teach ’ had not for its primary
meaning the oral communicating of knowledge. On the re-
lations between vovfereiv and 8iddoxewv see Bishop Lightfoot,
on Col i. 28,

§ xxxiii, deas, wdpeais.

"Ageas is the standing word by which forgiveness, or remis-
sion of sins, is expressed in the N. T. (see Vitringa, Obss. Sac.
vol. i. pp. 909-988) ; though, remarkably enough, the LXX.
knows nothing of this use of the word, Gen. iv. 18 being the
nearest approach to it. Derived from d¢iévar, the image
which underlies it is that of a releasing, as of & prisoner
(Isai. 1xi. 1), or letting go, as of & debt (Deut. xv. 8).
Probably the year of jubilee, called constantly éros, or &navrds,
Tijs dpéoews, or simply deeors (Lev. xxv. 81, 40; xxvii. 24),
the year in which all debts were forgiven, suggested the
higher application of the word, which is frequent in the N. T.,
though more frequent in St. Luke than in all the other books
of the New Covenant put together. On a single occasion,
however, the term wdpeois 7dv dpapmpudrwv occurs (Rom. iii.
25). Our Translators have noticed in the margin, but have
not marked in their Version, the variation in the Apostle’s
phrase, rendering wdpeors here by ¢remission,” as they have
rendered d¢peois elsewhere; and many have since justified
them in this; while others, as I cannot doubt, more rightly
affirm that St. Paul of intention changed his word, wishing
to say something which mdpeois would express adequately and
accurately, and which d¢peois would not ; and that our Trans-
lators should have reproduced this change which he has made.

It is familiar to many, that Cocceius and those of his
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school found in this text one main support for a favourite
doctrine of theirs, namely, that there was no remission of sins,
in the fullest sense of these words, under the Old Covenant,
no rekeiwors (Heb. x. 1-4), no entire abolition of sin even for
the faithful themselves, but only a present pretermission
(wdpeos), & temporary dissimulation, upon God's part, in con-
sideration of the sacrifice which was one day to be; the
dvdpvnows Tdv dpaprov remaining the meanwhile. On this
matter & violent controversy raged among the theologians of
Holland towards the end of the sixteenth and beginning of the
following century, which was carried on with strange acrimony ;
and for a brief history of which see Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. v.
p- 209 ; Vitringa, Obss. Sac. vol. iv. p. 8; Venema, Diss. Sac.
P. 72; while a full statement of what Coceeius did mean, and
in his own words, may be found in his Commentary on the
Romans, in loc. (Opp. vol. v. p. 62); and the same more
at length defended and justified in his treatise, Utilitas Dis-
tinctionis duorum Vocabulorum Scriptur®, mapéoews et dpéoews
(vol. ix. p. 121, 8q.). Those who at that time opposed the
Cocceian scheme denied that there was any distinetion between
doeors and wdpeors ; thus see Witsius, eon. Fad. Déi. iv.
12. 86. But in this they erred ; for while Cocceius and his
followers were undoubtedly wrong, in saying that for the
Jaithful, so long as the Old Covenant subsisted, there was
only a wdpeois, and no deois dpaprypdrov, in applying to
them what was asserted by the Apostle in respect of the world ;
they were right in maintaining that wdpesis was not entirely
equivalent to &pesis. Beza, indeed, had already drawn
attention to the distinction. Having in his Latin Version,
as first published in 1556, taken no notice of it, he acknow-
ledges at a later period his omission, saying, ‘ Hmc duo
plurimum inter se differunt;’ and now rendering wdpesis by
¢ dissimulatio.’

.In the first place, the words themselves suggest a
difference of meaning. If dgeous is remission, ¢ Loslassung,’
wdpears, from wapipue, will be naturally ¢pretermission,’
¢ Yorbeilassung,'—the wdpeois duapmpdrov, the pratermission
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or passing by of sins for the present, leaving it open in the
future either entirely to remit, or else adequately to punish
them, as may seem good $o Him who has the power and right
to do the one or the other. Fritzsche is not always to my
mind, but here he speaks out plainly and to the point (4d
Rom. vol. i. p. 199) : ‘Conveniunt in hoc [dpeois et wdpeors]
quod sive illa, sive hsmec tibi obtigerit, nulla peccatorum
tuorum ratio habetur; discrepant eo, quod, hic dat4, facinorum
tuorum poenas munquam pendes ; illd concessd, non diutius
nullas peccatorum tuorum pcenas lues, quam ei in iis conni-
vere placuerit, cui in delicta tua animadvertendi-jus sit.’
And the classical usage both of wepiévar and of wdpeois
bears out this distinction. Thus Xenophon (Hipp. 7. 10) :
dpapmipara od xpy wapuévar axéAaocra: while of Herod
Josephus tells us, that being desirous to punish a certain
offence, yet for other considerations he passed it by (4dntt.
xv. 8. 2): wapfike v dpapriav. When the Son of Sirach
(Ecelus. xxiii. 2) prays that God would not “ pass by ™ his sins,
he assuredly does not use ob ) mapjj 88 = od w3 doy, but only
asks that he may not be without & wholesome chastisement
following close on his transgressions. On the other side, and
in proof that wdpecis=dgeors, the following passage from
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (4ntt. Rom. vii. 87), is adduced :
Ty p&v SAooxepi) mipeaw oly elpovro, Tiv 8¢ els xpdvov Soov Héiovw
dvafolyv &afov. Not wdpeais, however; here, but éAooxepys
wdpeas, i8 equal to dpeots, and no doubt the historian added
that epithet, feeling that wdpesis would have insufficiently
expressed his meaning without it.

Having seen, then, that there is a strong primd facie
probability that 8t. Paul intends something different by the
wdpeais dpapmpdrwy, in the only place where he employs this
phrase, from that which he intends in the many where he
employs d¢eats, that passage itself, namely Rom. iii. 25, may
now be considered more closely. It appears in our Version:
“ Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith
in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission
of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” I °
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would venture to render it thus; ¢ Whom God hath set forth
as a propitiation, through faith in his blood, for a manifesta-
tion of his righteousness because of the pretermission [dua Ty
wdpeaw, not & tijs wapéoews], in the forbearance of God, of the
sins done aforetime;’ and his exact meaning I take to be
this—* There needed a signal manifestation or display of the
righteousness of God, on account of the long preetermission
or passing over of sins, in his infinite forbearance, with no
adequate expression of his wrath against them, during all
those long ages which preceded the coming of Christ ; which
manifestation of God’s righteousness found place, when He
set forth no other and no less than his own Son to be the
propitiatory sacrifice for sin’ (Heb. ix. 15, 22). During long
ages God’'s extreme indignation against sin and sinners had
not been pronounced ; during all the time, that is, which
preceded the Incarnation. Of course, this connivance of God,
this his holding of his peace, was only partial; for 8t. Paul
has himself just before declared that the wrath of God was
revealed from heaven against all unrighteousness of men
(Rom. i, 18) ; and has traced in & few fearful lines some ways
in which this revelation of his wrath displayed itself (i. 24-82).
Yet for all this, it was the time during which He suffered the
nations to walk in their own ways (Acts xiv. 16); they were
“the times of ignorance” which * God winked at” (Acts
xvii. 80), in other words, times of the uvoxq 100 @eod, this
dvoxy) being the correlative of wdpeats, a8 xdpis is of depears : 80
that the finding dvoxy; here is & strong confirmation of that
view of the word which has been just maintained.

But this position in regard of sin could, in the very nature
of things, be only transient and provisional. With a man,
the pretermission of offences, or ‘ pramterition,” as Hammond
would render it (deducing the word, but wrongly, from wdperpu,
¢preetereo’), will often be identical with the remission, the
wdpeais will be one with the dgeqis. Man forgets ; he has not
power to bring the long past into judgment, even if he would ;

" or he has not righteous energy enough to undertake it. But
with an absolutely righteous God, the wdpeois can only be
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temporary, and must always find place with a looking on toa
final settlement ; forbearance is no acquittance; every sin
must at last either be absolutely forgiven, or adequately
avenged ; for, as the Russian proverb tells us, * God has no
bad debts.” But in the meanwhile, so long as these are still
uncollected, the wdpeais itself might seem to call in question
the absolute righteousness of Him who was thus content to
pass by and to connive. God held his peace, and it was only
too near to the evil thought of men to think wickedly that He
was such & one as themselves, morally indifferent to good and
to evil. That such with too many was the consequence of
the dvoxy) 70b @eod, the Psalmist himself declares (Ps. 1. 213
of. Job xxii. 18 ; Mal. ii. 17; Ps. Ixxiii. 11). But now (& ¢
viv kapd) God, by the sacrifice of his Son, had rendered such
a perverse misreading of his purpose in the past dissimulation
of sin for ever impossible. Bengel: ¢ Objectum pratermis-
sionis [wapéoews), poccata; tolerantis [dvoxijs], peccatores,
contra quos non est persecutus Deus jus suum. Et hec et
illa quamdiu fuit, non ita apparuit justitia Dei : non enim tam
vehementer visus est irasci peccato, sed peccatorem sibi
relinquere, duelelv, negligere, Heb. viii. 9. At in sanguine
Christi et morte propitiatorid ostensa est Dei justitia, cum
vindictd adversus peccatum ipsum, ubt esset ipse justus,
et cum zelo pro peccatoris liberatione, ut esset ipse justificans.’
Compare Hammond (in loc.), who has seized with aceuracy
and precision the true distinction between the words; and
Godet, Comm. sur I Epitre auxz Rom. iii. 25, 26, who deals
admirably with the whole passage.

He, then, that is partaker of the ddeois, has his sins
forgiven, so that, unless he bring them back upon himself by
new and further disobedience (Matt. xviii. 82, 84; 2 Pet. i. 9;
ii. 20), they shall not be imputed to him, or mentioned
against him any more. The wdpeots, differing from this, is a
benefit, but a very subordinate one ; it is the present passing
by of sin, the suspension of its punishment, the not shutting
up of all ways of mercy against the sinner, the giving to him
of space and helps for repentance, as it is said at Wisd xi.
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28: mapop@s duaprijpare dvfpomwy els ;l.eravow.v cf. Rom, ii
8-6. If such repentance follow, then the wdpeois will lose
itsolf in the dpeois, but if not, then the punishment,
suspended, but not averted, in due time will arrive (Luke
xiii. 9).

§ xxxiv. pwpoloyla, aloypodoyia, ebrpamelia.

Ary these designate sins of the tongue, but with a difference.

Mupoloyia, employed by Aristotle (Hist. Anim. i. 11), but
of rare use till the later Greek, is rendered well in the
YVulgate, on the one occasion of its occurrence (Ephes. v. 4),
by ‘stultiloquium,’ & word which Plautus may have coined
(Ml. Glor. ii. 8. 25) ; although one which did not find more
favour and currency in the after language of Rome, than did
the ¢stultiloquy’ which Jeremy Taylor sought to introduce
among ourselves. Not merely the =dv fjua dpydv of our Lord
(Matt. xii. 86), but in good part also the is Adyos oampds of
his Apostle (Ephes. iv. 29), will be included in it; discourse,
as everything else in the Christian, needing to be seasoned
with the salt of grace, and being in danger of growing first
insipid, and then corrupt, without it. Those who stop short
with the dpyd prjpara, as though pwpoloyia reached no further,
fail to exhaust the fulness of its meaning. Thus Calvin
too weakly : ¢ Sermones inepti ac inanes, nulliusque frugis ; *
and even Jeremy Taylor (On the Good and Evil Tongue,
Serm., xxxii. pt. 2) fails to reproduce the full force of the
word. ¢That,’ he says, ‘ which is here meant by stultiloquy
or foolish speaking is the ** lubricum verbi,” as St. Ambrose
calls it, the *‘slipping with the tongue " which prating people
often suffer, whose discourses betray the vanity of their spirit,
and discover “the hidden man of the heart.””’ In heathen
writings pwpoloyla may very well pass as equivalent o ddo-
Aeaxia, ¢ random talk,’” and pwpoloyeiv to Anpeiv (Plutarch, De
Gasrr. 4) ; but words obtain a new earnestness when assumed
into the ethical terminology of Christ’s school. Nor, in
seeking to enter fully into the meaning of this one, ought we
to leave out of sight the greater emphasis which the words

1
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¢fool,’ ¢ foolish,’ ¢folly,’ obtain in Scripture, than elsewhere
they have, or can have. There is the positive of folly as well
as the negative to be taken account of, when we are weighing
the force of pwpoloyia: it is that ¢talk of fools,’ which is
foolishness and sin together.

Aloxpoloyla, which also is of solitary use in the N. T.
(Col. iii. 8), must not be confounded with airxpérs (Ephes.
v. 4). By it the Greek Fathers (see Suicer, Thes. 8. v.),
whom most expositors follow, have understood obscene dis-
course, ‘turpilogium,’ ¢ filthy communication’ (E.V.), such
as ministers to wantonness, dxnypa mopvelas, as Chrysostom
explaing it. Clement of Alexandria, in a chapter of his
Padagogus, mepi aloxpoloylas (ii. 6), recognizes no other
meaning but this. Now, beyond a doubt, aloxpoloyla has
sometimes this sense predominantly, or even exclusively
(Xenophon, De Rep. Lac. v. 6; Aristotle, Pol. vii. 15;
Epictetus, Man. xxxiii. 16 ; see, too, Becker, Charikles, 1st.
ed. vol. ii. p. 264). But more often it indicates all foul-
mouthed abusiveness of every kind, not excluding this, one
of the most obvious kinds, readiest to hand, and most
offensive, but including, as in the well-known phrase,
aloxpoloyla &’ iepois, other kinds as well. Thus, too,
Polybius (viii. 18. 8; xii. 18. 8; xxxi. 10. 4) : aloxpohoyla xal
Aodopla xard Tod PBaciléws: while the author of a treatise
which passes under Plutarch’s name (De Lib. Ed. 14), de-
nouncing all aloxporoyia as unbecoming to youth ingenuously
brought up, includes therein every license of the ungoverned
tongue employing itself in the abuse of others, all the wicked
condiments of saucy speech (§8dopara wormpa mijs mappnaias) ;
nor can I doubt that St. Paul intends to forbid the same, the
context and company in which the word is used by him going
far to prove as much ; seeing that all other sins against which
he is here warning are outbreaks of a loveless spirit toward
our neighbour.

Eirpaweia, 8 finely selected word of the world’s use,
which, however, St. Paul uses not in the world’s sense, like
its synonyms, occurs only once in the N. T. (Ephes. v. 4).
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Derived from e and rpéreofar (ebrpdmelor, olov elrporor, Ari-
stotle, Ethic. Nic. iv. 8. 8; cf. Pott, Etym. Forsch. vol. v.
p. 186), that which easily turns, and in this way adapts,
itself to the shifting circumstances of the hour, to the moods
and oconditions of those with whom at the instant it may
deal ;! it had very slightly and rarely, in classical use, that
evil signification which, as used by St. Paul and the Greek
Fathers, is the only one which it knows. That St. Paul
could be himself elrpdwedos in the better sense of the word,
he has given illustrious proof (Acts xxvi. 29). Thuecydides,
in that panegyric of the Athenians which he puts into the
mouth of Pericles, employs ebrparérws (ii. 41) a8 = ebxurfros,
to characterize the ¢ versatile ingenium’ of his countrymen ;
while Plato (Bep. viii. 568 a) joins elrpamelia With xapuevriouds,
as does also Plutarch (De Adul. et Am. T) ; Isocrates (Or. xv.
816) with ¢ulodoyin; Philo (Leg. ad Cai. 45) with xdpis.
For Aristotle, also, the elrpdwelos or émdéfios (Ethic. Nic.
JAi. 7. 18; iv. 8. 5; compare Brandis, Aristoteles, p. 1415) is
one who keeps the happy mean between the BwpoAdxos and
the dypros, dypoixos, Or oxAypds. He is no mere yewrowoids or
buffoon ; but, in whatever pleasantry or banter he may allow
himself, still xapleis or refined, always restraining himself
within the limits of becoming mirth (éuuerds maifwv), never
ceasing to be the gentleman. Thus P. Volumnius, the friend
or acquaintance of Cicero and of Atticus, bore the name
¢ Eutrapelus,’ on the score of his festive wit and talent of
society : though certainly there is nothing particularly
pleasant in the story which Horace (Epp. i. 18. 81-86) tells
about him.

With all this there were not wanting, even in classical
usage, anticipations of that more unfavourable signification

! Chrysostom, who, like most great teachers, often turns etymology
into the materials of exhortation, does not fail to do so here. To other
reasons why Christians should renounce ebrparerla he adds this (Hom.
17 in Ephes.): "Opa xal ad7d robvopa * ebrpdweros Aéyerar & wouiMos,
& wavrodaxds, é $oraros, & ebkoros, & wdvra ywduevos - TovTo 5t Woppw TAV
7{i Térpa SovAevévrwv. Taxéws Tpéxeras & TowobTos Kal uebloTaTas.

12
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which 8t. Paul should stamp upon the word, though they
appear most plainly in the adjective elrpdmelos: thus, see
Isocrates, Orat. vii. 49 ; and Pindar, Pyth. i. 92 (Diss., 178
Heyn.) ; iv. 104 (Diss., 186 Heyn.); where Jason, the model
of a noble-hearted gentleman, affirms that during twenty
years of fellowship in toil he has never spoken to his com-
panions é&ros ebrpdmrelov, ¢ verbum fucatum, fallax, simulatum :’
Dissen on this last passage traces well the downward progress
of ebrpdwelos : ‘ Primum est de facilitate in motu, tum ad
mores transfertur, et indicat hominem temporibus inser-
vientem, diciturque tum de sermone urbano, lepido, faceto,
imprimis cum levitatis et assentationis, simulationis notatione.’
Eirparella, thus gradually sinking from a better meaning to
a worse, has a history closely resembling that of ¢urbanitas’
(Quintilian, vi. 8. 17) ; which is its happiest Latin equivalent,
and that by which Erasmus has rendered it, herein
improving much on the ¢jocularitas’ of Jerome, still more
on the *scurrilitas’ of the Vulgate, which last is wholly
wide of the mark. That ¢ urbanitas’ is the proper word, this
quotation from Cicero attests (Pro Cel. 8): ¢ Contumelia,
si petulantius jactatur, convicium; si facetius, urbanitas
nominatur;’ which agrees with the striking phrase of
Aristotle, that ebrpamelia i8 JBpis mweradevpéry : ‘.chastened
insolence ’ is Sir Alexander Grant's happy rendering (Rhet. ii.
12 ; cf. Plutarch, Cic. 50). Already in Cicero’s time (De Fiin.
ii. 81) ¢ urbanitas * was beginning to obtain that quectionable
significance which, in the usage of Tacitus (H#st. ii. 88) and
Seneca (De Ird, i. 28), it far more distinctly acquired. The
history, in our own language, of ‘facetious and ‘facetious-
ness’ would supply a not uninstructive parallel.

But the fineness of the form in which evil might array
itself could not make a Paul more tolerant of the evil itself;
he did not count that sin, by losing all its coarseness, lost
half, or any part of, its malignity. So far from this, in the
finer banter of the world, its °persiflage,’ its ¢badinage,’
there is that which would attract many, who would be in
no danger of lending their tongue to speak, or their ears to
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hear, foul-mouthed and filthy abuse ; whom scurrile buffoonery
would only revolt and repel. A far subtler sin is noted in
this word than in those which went before, as Bengel puts it
well: ‘Hwmo subtilior quam turpitudo aut stultiloquium ;
nam ingenio mititur;’ xdpis dxaps, a8 Chrysostom has
happily called it; and Jerome: ¢De prudenti mente
descendit, et consulto appetit quaedam vel urbansa verba, vel
rustica, vel turpia, vel faceta.” Ishould only object, in this last
citation, to the ¢ turpia,” which belong rather to the other forms
in which men offend with the tongue than to this. The
ebrpdwredos always, according to Chrysostom, dorela Aéye:
keeps ever in mind what Cicero has said (De Orat. ii. 58):
¢ Heeo ridentur vel maxime, qus notant et designant turpitu-
dinem aliquam non turpiter.’ What he deals in are ydpires,
although, in the striking language of the Son of Sirach, xdpires
pwpdv (Ecelus. xx. 18). Polish, refinement, knowledge of the
world, presence of mind, wit, must all be his ;—these, it is
true, enlisted in the service of sin, and not in that of the
truth. The profligate old man in the Miles Gloriosus of
Plautus (iii. 1. 42-52), who prides himself, and not without
reason, on his festive wit, his elegance, and refinement
(‘cavillator facetus,” ¢ conviva commodus’), is exactly the
ebrpdmelos: and, keeping in mind that ebrpawelia, being only
" once expressly and by name forbidden in Seripture, is for-
bidden to Ephesians, it is not a little noticeable to find him
urging that all this was to be expected from him, being as he
was an Ephesian by birth :

“Post Ephesi sum natus; non enim in Apulis, non Animuls !’

See on this word’s- history, and on the changes through
which it has passed, an interesting and instructive article by
Matthew Arnold in the Cornhill Magazine, May, 1879.

While then by all these words are indicated sins of the
tongue, it is yet with this difference,—that in pwpoloyia the
foolishness, in aloxpoloyia the foulness, in elrpamwelia the false
refinement, of discourse not seasoned with the salt of grace,
are severally noted and condemned.
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§ xxxV. Aatpein, AeTovpycw.

Ix both these words the notion of service lies, but of service -

under certain special limitations in the second, as compared
with the first. Aarpejew, allied to Adrpes, ‘& hired servant,’
Adrpov, ‘hire,’ and perhaps to Aela, Ayis (so Curtius), is,
properly, ¢ to serve for hire,’ and therefore not of compulsion,
a8 does a slave, though the line of separation between Adrpis and
Soflos i8 by no means always observed. Already in classical
Greek both it and Aarpela are‘occasionally transferred from
the service of men to the service of the higher powers; as by
Plato, Apol. 28 ¢ : 1) Tod @eot Aarpela: of. Phadr. 244 ¢; and
Euripides, Troad. 450, where Cassandra is % ’AméA\wvos
Adrpes : and & meaning, which in Seripture is the only one,
is anticipated in part. In the Septuagint, Aarpeferv never
expresses any other service but either that of the true God,
or of the false gods of heathenism ; for Deut. xxviii. 48, a
seeming exception, is not such in fact; and Augustine has
perfect right when he says (De Civ. Dei, x. 1, 2): ¢ Aerpeia
recundum consuetudinem qud locuti sunt qui nobis divina
eloquia condiderunt, aut semper, aut tam frequenter ut psne
semper, ea dicitur servitus qus pertinet ad colendum Deum ;’
and again (con. Faust. xx. 21): ‘Cultus qui greece latria
dicitur, latine uno verbo dici non potest, cum sit qusedam
proprie divinitati debita servitus.’

Aerovpyetv boasts & somewhat nobler beginning; from
Aeiros (=8npdaros), and épyov: and thus els 70 Syudoor
épydlecai, to serve the State in a public office or function.
Like Aarpejew, it was occasionally transferred to the highest
ministry of all, the ministry to the gods (Diodorus Siculus,
i. 21). When the Christian Church was forming its termino-
logy, which it did partly by shaping new words, but partly by
elevating old ones to higher than their previous uses, of
the latter kind it more readily adopted those before
employed in civil and political life, than such as had already
played their part in religious matters; and this, even when

—_———
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it was seeking for the adequate expression of religious truth.
The same motives were here at work which induced the
Ohurch more willingly to turn basilicas,—buildings, that is,
which had been used in ecivil life,—than temples, into
churches ; namely, because they were loss haunted with the
clinging associations of heathenism. Of the fact itself we
have a notable example in the words Aerovpyds, Aerovpyla,
Aerovpyety, and in the prominent place in ecclesiastical
language which they assumed. At the same time the way
ior their adoption into a higher use had been prepared by the
Septuagint, in which Aerovpyeiv (=n/) is the constant word
for the performing of priestly or ministerial functions (Exod.
xxviii. 89; Ezek. xl. 46); and by Philo (De Prof. 17).
Neither in the Septuagint, however, nor yet by the Christian
writers who followed, were the words of this group so entirely
alienated from their primary uses as Aarpeia and Aarpedew had
been ; being still occasionally used for the ministry unto men
(2 Sam. xiii, 18 ; 1 Kin. x. §; 2 Kin. iv. 48; Rom. xv. 27;
.Phil. ii. 25, 80).

From the distinction already existing between the words,
before the Church had anything to do with them, namely, that
Aatpelew Was ¢ to serve,” Aerovpyeiv, ¢ to serve in an office and
ministry,’ are to be explained the different uses to which they
are severally turmed in the N. T., as previously in the
Septuagint, To serve God is the duty of all men; Aarpejew,
therefore, and Aarpela, are demanded of the whole people
(Exod. iv. 28 ; Deut. x. 12; Josh. xxiv. 81; Matt. iv. 10;
Luke i. 74 ; Acts vii. 7; Rom. ix. 4; Heb. xii. 28); but to
serve Him in special offices and ministries can be the duty
and privilege only of some, who are specially set apart to the
game; and thus in the O. T. the Aarovpyelv and the
Aerrovpyla are ascribed only to the priests and Levites who
were separated to minister in holy things; they only are
Aerovpyol (Num. iv. 24 ; 1 Sam. ii. 11 ; Nehem. x. 89 ; Ezek.
xliv. 27) ; which language, mutatis mutandis, reappears in
the New, where not merely is that old priesthood and
ministry designated by this language (Luke i. 28 ; Heb. ix.
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21; x. 11), but that of apostles, prophets, and teachers in
the Church (Acts xiii. 2; Rom. xv. 16; Phil. ii. 17), as well
as that of the great High Priest of our profession, v dylwr
Aetovpyds (Heb. viii. 2). In later ecclesiastical use it has
been sometimes attempted to push the special application of
Aerrovpyla still further, and to limit its use to those prayers
and offices which stand in more immediate relation to the
Holy Eucharist: but there is no warrant in the best ages of
the Church for any such limitation ; thus see Suicer, Tkes.
8. v.; Bingham, Christian Antiqq. xiii. 1. 8 ; Deyling, Obss.
Sac. vol. i. p. 286 ; Augusti, Christ. Archdol. vol. ii. p. 687 ;
Scudamore, Notitia Eucharistica, p. 11,

It may be urged againet the distinction here drawn
that Aarpedev and Aarpela are sometimes applied to official
ministries, as at Heb. ix. 1. 6. This is, of course, true;
just as where two circles have the same centre, the greater
will necessarily include the less. The notion of service is
such a centre here ; in Aerovpyetv this service finds a certain
limitation, in that it is service 4n am office: it follows that-
every Aerovpyia will of necessity be & Aerpeia, but not the
reverse, that every Aarpela will be & Aerovpyla. No passage
better brings out the distinction between these two words
than Ecclus. iv. 14: ol Aarpedovres adrj [i.e. T) Sodig)
Aetrovpyfoovow ‘Aylp. *“They that serve her, shall
" manister to the Holy One.”

§ xxxvi., wénys, wruxds.

IN both these words the sense of poverty, and of poverty
in this world’s goods, is involved; and they continually
occur together in the Beptuagint, in the Psalms especially,
with no rigid demarcation of their meanings (as at Pa.
xxxix. 18; Ixxiii. 22; Ixxxi. 4; of. Ezek. xviii. 12; xxii.
29); very much as our “poor and needy;” and whatever
distinction may exist in the Hebrew between {i*3& and Wy
the Alexandrian translators have either considered it not
reproducible by the help of these words, or have not cared
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to reproduce it; for they have no fixed rule, translating the
one and the other by wrwxds and wéms alike. 8till thero are
passages which show that they were perfectly aware of a
distinction between them, and would, where they thought
good, maintain it ; occasions upon which they employ wéms
(as Deut. xxiv. 14, 16; 2 Sam. xii. 1, 8, 4), and where xrwyds
would have been manifestly unfit.

éms occurs but once in the N. T., and on that one
occasion in & quotation from the Old (2 Cor. ix. 9), while
wrwxds between thirty and forty times. Derived from
mévopar, and connected with wdvos, movéopar, and the Latin
‘penuria,’ it properly signifies one so poor that he earns
his daily bread by his labour; Hesychius calls him well
adrodudrovos, one who by his own hands ministers to his
own necessities. The word does not indicate extreme want,
nor a condition verging upon it, any more than does the
‘pauper’ and ‘paupertas’ of the Latin; but only the ‘res
angusta’ of one for whom =Aovows would be an inappro-
priate epithet. What was the popular definition of a wéns
we learn from Xenophon (Mem. iv. 2. 87): rods pdv oluar py)
ikavd. xovras els & St Te\ely, mémras® Tovs 8¢ mAelw TV ikavav,
wAovaiovs. It was an epithet commonly applied to Socrates,
and wevie he claims more than once for himself (Plato, 4pol.
28 ¢; 81 ¢). What his wevia was we know (Xenophon,
con. ii. 8), namely, that all which he had, if sold, would
not bring five Attic minw. 8o, too, the Ilevéorar in Thessaly
(if, indeed, the derivation of the name from wévesfa: is to
stand), were a subject population, but not reduced to abject
want ; on the contrary, retaining secondary rights as serfs or
cultivators of the soil.

But while the wéms is ¢ pauper,’ the mrwyds is ‘men-
dicus ; ’ he is the ¢ beggar,’ and lives not by his own labour
or industry, but on other men’s alms (Luke xvi. 20, 21);
being one therefore whom Plato would not endure in his
ideal State (Legg. xi. 986 c¢). If indeed we fall back on
etymologies, wpogairys (which ought to find place in the
text at John ix. 8), or émairys, would be the more exactly
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equivalent to our ‘beggar;’ while rrwxds is generally taken
for one who in the sense of his abjectness and needs crouches
(4o 70d wrdooeav) in the presence of his superiors ; though it
may be safest to add here the words of Pott (Etym. Forsch.
vol. iii. p. 988), ¢ falls dieser wirklich nach scheum unter-
wiirfigem Wesen benannt worden, und nicht als petax,’ The
derivation of 7rwxds, as though he were one who had fallen
from a better estate (éxwemrwxds &x Tdv dvrov : see Herodotus,
iii. 14), is merely fanciful : see Didymus, #n Ps. xii. b5, in Mai’s
Nov. Pat. Bibl, vol. vii. part ii. p. 165.

The words then are clearly distinct. A far deeper depth
of destitution is implied in wrwyela than in wevia, to keep
which in mind will add vividness to the contrasts drawn
by St. Paul, 2 Cor. vi. 10; viii. 9. The =éms may be so
poor that he earns his bread by daily labour; but the
wroxds i8 80 poor that he only obtains his living by
begging. There is an evident climax intended by Plato,
when he speaks of tyrannies (Rep. x. 618 a), els wevias 7e
xal ¢vyds kai els wroxelas redevrédoas. The wéms has nothing
superfluous, the mrwyds nothing at all (see Ddderlein, Lat.
Synon. vol. iii, p. 117). Tertullian long ago noted the dis-
tinotion (ddv. Mare. iv. 14), for, dealing with our Lord’s
words, paxdpior of wrwyel (Luke vi. 20), he changes the ¢ Beati
pauperes,” which still retains its place in the Vulgate, into
¢ Beati mendici,’ and justifies the change, ¢ S8ic enim exigit
interpretatio vocabuli quod in Grmco est;’ and in another
place (De Idol. 12) he renders it by ¢ egeni.’ The two, weva
(=*paupertas,’ cf. Martial, ii. 82: ‘Non est paupertas,
Nestor, habere nihil’) and wruxela (=°egestas’), may be
sisters, as one in Aristophanes will have them (Plut. 549) ;
but if such, yet the latter far barer of the world’s good than
the former ; and indeed Ievia in that passage seems inclined
wholly to disallow any such near relationship at all. The
words of Aristophanes, in which he discriminates between
them, have been often quoted :

TTwx 00 uiv yap Blos, dv ad Aéyeis, (Tiv Jw;v wundty ¥xovra ¢
Tob 3¢ wévnros, (fiv padlpevor, xal Tois ¥pyois xpocéxorra,
weprylyveofar 8’ abr@ punddv, uh uévrot und’ dxinelxew.
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§ xxxvii. Guuds, Spyj, wapopyouds.

@upds and épyj are found several times together in the
N. T. (as at Rom. ii. 8; Ephes. iv. 81; Col. iii. 8; Rev.
xix. 15); often also in the Septuagint (Ps. lxxvii. 49;
Dan. iii. 18; Miec. v. 15), and often also in other Greek
(Plato, Philebus, 47 e; Polybius, vi. 56. 11; Josephus,
Antt, xx. 6. 8; Plutarch, De Coh. Ird, 2; Lucian, De Cal.
28) ; nor are they found only in .the connexion of juxtaposi-
tion, but one made dependent on the other; thus Guuss rijs
dpyiis (Rev. xvi. 19; cof. Job iii. 17; Josh. vil. 26); while
6py) Gvpod, not occurring in the N. T., is frequent in the Old -
(2 Chron. xxix. 10; Lam. i. 12; Isai. xxx. 27 ; Hos. xi. 9).
On one occasion in the Septuagint all the words of this group
ocour together (Jer. xxi. 5).

When these words, after a considerable anterior his-
tory, came to settle down on the passion of anger, as the
strongest of all passions, impulses, and desires (see Donald-
son, New Cratylus, 8rd ed. pp. 675-679; and Thompson,
Phedrus of Plato, p. 165), the distinguishing of them occu-
pied not a little the grammarians and philologers. These
felt, and rightly, that the existence of a multitude of passages
in which the two were indifferently used (as Plato, Legg. ix.
867), made nothing against the fact of such a distinction;
for, in seeking to diseriminate between them, they assumed
nothing more than that these could not be indifferently used
on every occasion. The general result at which they arrived
is this, that in Guuds, connected with the intransitive 6jw, and
derived, according to Plato (Crat. 419 e), dmo rijs Hoews kal
{érews s Yuxis, ‘ quasi exhalatio vehementior’ (Tittmann),
compare the Latin ¢ fumus,’ is more of the turbulent commo-
tion, the boiling agitation of the feelings,' péty rijs yYuxis.

! It is commonly translated ¢furor’ in the Vulgate. Augustine
(Enarr. in Ps. Ixxxvii. 8) is dissatisfied with the application of this word
to God, ¢ furor’ being commonly attributed to those out of a sound mind,
and proposes ‘ indignatio’ in its room. For another distinction, asorib-
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8t. Basil calls it, either presently to subside and disappear—
like the Latin ¢ excandescentia,” which Cicero defines (ZTusc.
iv. 9), ‘ira nascens et modo desistens '—or else to settle down
into 8pyy, wherein is more of an abiding and settled habit
of mind (‘ira inveterata’) with the purpose of revenge;
‘cupidites doloris reponendi’ (Seneca, De Ird, i. 5); oéppuy
Yuxils, &v peléry kaxdoews kard Tod mapofivavros (Basil, Reg.
Brev. Tract. 68);! the German ¢Zorn,’ ‘der activ sich
gegen Jemand oder etwas richtende Unwille, die Opposition
des unwillig erregten Gemiithes’ (Cremer). Thus Plato
(Euthyph. T) joins éxfpd, and Plutarch Svouévea (Pericles,
89), with épyrj. Compare Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p.
99 8qq.

This,” the more passionate, and at the same time more
temporary, character of Guuds (Gupol, according to Jeremy
Taylor, are ¢ great but transient angers;’?2 cf. Luke iv. 28 ;
Dan. iii, 19) may explain a distinction of Xenophon, namely -
that Gupds in & horse is what dpyy is in & man (De Re Eques.
ix. 2; of. Wisd. vii. 20, Gupol Oyplwv: Plutarch, Gryll. 4,in
fine; and Pyrrh. 16, mveipatos peards xai Gvuod, full of ani-
mogity and rage). Thus the Btoics, who dealt much in
definitions and distinctions, defined Guuds as dpyy dpxomém
(Diogenes Laértius, vii. 1. 68. 114); and Ammonius: Guuds
pév éoTi mpbokaspos © Spyi) 8¢ wolvxpdvios pvnowaxia. Aristotle,
too, in his wonderful comparison of old age and youth, thus
characterizes the angers of old men (Rhet ii. 18): xal of
Oupol, 8fels pév elow, doldevels Sé—like fire in straw, quickly

ing ‘ira’ and ‘furor’ alike to God, see Bernard, Serm. in Cant. 69,
§ 8; a noticeable passage.

! In &yavdrrnos St. Basil finds the further thought that this eager-
ness to punish has the amendment of the offender for its scope. Cer-
tainly the one passage in the N.T. where &yavdxrnois occurs (2 Cor.
vii. 11) does not refuse this meaning.

" 2 Hampole in his great poem, The Pricke of Conscience, does not
agree. In his vigorous, but most unlovely picture of an old man, this
is one trait :—

‘ He es lyghtly wrath, and waxes fraward,
Bot to turne hym fra wrethe, it es hard.’




§ Xxxvil SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 125

blazing up, and as quickly extinguished (cf. Euripides,
Androm. 728, 729). Origen (in Ps. ii. 5, Opp. vol. ii. p. 541)
has a discussion on the words, and arrives at the same
results: dwpéper 8¢ Guuds Spyfis, ¢ Oupdv pdv elvar Spyiv
dvabupopéry xal & éxxaopérmy © Spyiy 8t Spefw dvrirpopi-
cews: of. in Ep. ad Rom. ii. 8, which only exists in the
Latin: ‘ut si, verbi gratid, vulnus aliquod pessimum wram
ponamus, hujus autem tumor et distentio indignatio vulneris
appelletur :’ so too Jerome (in Ephes. iv. 81): * Furor [fvuds]
incipiens ira est, et fervescens in animo indignatio. Ira [4py]]
autem est, qum furore extincto desiderat ultionem, et eum
quem nocuisse putat vult ledere.’ This agrees with the
Stoic definition of Spy4, that it is ryuwplas érbupia 70 Soxotv-
Tos Hdukévar od mpoanxdvruws (Diogenes Laértius, vii. 118).
So Gregory Nazianzene (Carm. ii. 84. 48, 44):

Ouuds uév oty &pdos (éous Pppevds,
pyh 3¢ Guuds dupévewy.

And so too Theodoret, 4n Ps. 1xviii. 25 (Ixix. 24, E. V.), where
the words occur together: 8id 7ob Gupod 10 Taxd Sedflwxe, dia
8¢ rijs 8pyfis T émipovov. Josephus in like manner (B. J. ii. 8.
6) describes the Essenes a8 dpyfjs Tapia ikaror, Gupod kabexrixol.
8o, too, Dion Cassius notes as one of the characteristic traits
of Tiberius, dpyllero & ols fxora Eupoiro (Vita Tib.).

Miwns (Isai. xvi. 6; Ecclus. xxviii, §; ¢‘ira perdurans,’
Damm’s Lex. Hom.) and «éros, being successively ‘ira in-
veterata’and ‘ira inveteratissima ' (John of Damascus, De
Fid. Orthod. 11. 16), nowhere occur in the N. T.

Tapopywpds, & word not found in classical Greek, but
several times'in the Septuagint (as at 1 Kin. xv. 80; 2 Kin.
xix. 8), is not = épyy, though we have translated it ¢ wrath.’
This it cannot be; for the mapopyiouds (Ephes. iv. 26, whore
only in the N. T. the word occurs; but wapopyilew, Rom. x.
19 ; Ephes. vi. 4) is absolutely forbidden ; the sun shall not
go down upon it; whereas under certain conditions épyrj is a
righteous passion fo entertain. The Beripture has nothing in
common with the Stoics’ absolute condemnation of anger.
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It inculeates no dwdfeia, but only a perpiordfen, a moderation,
not an absolute suppression, of the passions, which were
given to man as winds to fill the sails of his soul, as Plutarch
excellently puts it (De Virt. Mor. 12). It takes no such love-
less view of other men's sins as his who said, oeavrov pj
Tdpacoe* duaprdve s ; éavr@ dpaprdves (Marcus Antoninus, iv.
46). But even as Aristotle, in agreement with all deeper
ethical writers of antiquity (thus see Plato, Liegg. v. 781 b}
Qupoedij pov xpi wdvra dvdpa elvay, x. 7. A ; Thompson’r
Phadrus of Plato, p. 166 ; and Cicero, Tusc. Quest. iv. 19),
had affirmed (Eth. Nic. iv. 5. 8) that, when guided by reason,
anger i8 a right affection, so the Scripture permits, and not
only permits, but on fit occasions demands, it. This all the
profounder teachers of the Church have allowed; thus
Gregory of Nyssa : dyafov xrijvés éorwv & Gupds, Srav Tob Aoyio-
pot dmolvywv yémras: and Angustine (De Civ. Dei, ix. 5):
¢ In disciplind nostri non tam quaritur wirum pius animus
iragcatur, sed quare irascatur.’ There is a ¢ wrath of God’
(Madt. iii. 7; Rom. xii. 19, and often), who would not love
good, unless He hated evil, the two being so inseparable, that
either He must do both or neither;! a wratk also of the
merciful Son of Man (Mark iii. 6); and a wrath which
righteous men not merely may, but, as they are righteous,
must feel ; nor can there be a surer and sadder token of an
utterly prostrate moral condition than the not being able to
he angry with sin—and sinners. ¢ Anger,’ says ¥uller (Holy
State, iii. 8), ‘is one of the sinews of the soul ; be that wants
it hath & maimed mind, and with Jacob sinew-ghrunk in the
hollow of his thigh, must needs halt. Nor is it good to con-
verse with such as cannot be angry.’ ¢The affections,’ as
another English divine has said, ‘are not, like poisonous
pleats, to be eradicated ; but as wild, to be cultivated.’ St.

! Bee on this anger of God, as the necessary complement of his love,
the excellent words of Lactantius (De Ird Dei, o. 4) : ‘ Na1a si Deus non
irascitur impiis et injustis, nec pios utique justosque diligit. In rebus
enim diversis aut in utramque partem moveri necesse est, aut in
uullam.
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Paul is not therefore, as 80 many understand him, condescend-
ing here to human infirmity, and swying, ¢ Your anger shall
not be imputed to you as a sin, if you put it away before
nightfall ’ (see Buicer, Thes. 8. v. épy); but rather, ¢ Be ye
angry, yet in this anger of yours suffer no sinful element to
mingle ; there is that which may cleave even to a righteous
anger, the wapopywopds, the irritation, the exasperation, the
embitterment (‘exacerbatio’), which must be dismissed at
once ; that so, being defeated of this impurer element which
mingled with it, that only may remain which has a right to
remain.’

§ xxxviii. aawv, pipov (xplo, dhelpw).

Somn have denied that the O. T. knows of any distinetion
between ‘oil’ and ‘ointment;’ and this on the very in-
sufficient grounds that the Sepiuagint renders j¥ some-
times by pidpov (Prov. xxvii. 9; Cant. i. 8; Isai. xxxix. 2;
Am.vi. 6); though more frequently, indeed times out of
number, by &awv. But how often in a single word of one
language are latent two of another; especially when that
other abounds, as does Greek compared with Hebrew, in
finer distinctions, in a more subtle notation of meanings ;
wapopia and wapaBolij furnish a well-known example of
this, both lying in the Hebrew ‘Y% ; and this duplicity
of meaning it is the part of a well-skilled translator to evoke.
Nay the thing itself, the pipov (=*unguentum ’), so naturally
grew out of the dawy (=¢oleum '), having oil for its base,
with only the addition of spice or seent or other aromatic
ingredients,—Clement of Alexandria (Pedag. ii. 8) calls it
¢ adulterated oil * (8edoAwpévov E\arov!),—that it would be long
in any language before the necessity of differencing names
would be felt. Thus in the Greek itself upov first appears in
the writings of Archilochus (Athensus, xv. 87). Doubtless

! Compare what Plutarch says of Lycurgus (dpoph. Lac. 16; 7d uér
plpoy énaoev, bs rot éAalov PBopdy xal SAeBpor. Compare too Virgil
{Geory. ii. 466) : ‘ Nec casid liquidi corrumpitur usus olivi.’
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there were ointments in Homer’s time; he is satisfied, how-
ever, with ¢ sweet-smelling oil * (cbddes Satov, Od. ii. 889),
‘roseate oil’ (poddev Oawov, Il. xxiii. 186), wherewith to
express them.

In later times there was a clear distinction between the
two, and one which uttered itself in language. A passage
in Xenophon (Conv. ii. 8, 4) turns altogether on the greater
suitableness of A\a:ov for men, of wipov for women ; these last
consequently being better pleased that the men should savour
of the manly “oil * than of the effeminate ¢ ointment’ (&\alov
R 10 & yvpvaciors dopi) xai wapoioa dlwv ) plpov ywvadi,
xal dmodoa woleworépa). And on any other supposition our
Lord’s rebuke to the discourteous Pharisee, “ My head with
otl thou didst not anoint, but this woman hath anointed my
feet with ointment ”’ (Luke vii. 46), would lose all, or nearly
all, its point. ¢ Thou withheldest from Me,” He would say,
‘cheap and ordinary courtesies ; while she bestowed upon Me
costly and rare homages ; * while Grotius remarks well: ¢ Est
enim perpetua dvrwroixla. Mulier illa lacrimas impendit
pedibus Christo proluendis: Simon ne aquam quidem. Illa
assidua est in pedibus Christi osculandis: Simon ne uno
quidem oris osculo Christum accepit. Illa pretioso un-
guento non caput tantum sed et pedes perfundit : ille ne caput
quidem mero oleo: quod perfunctorise amicitim fuerat.’

Some have drawn a distinetion between the verbs d\eipew
and xplew, which, as they have made it depend on this
between pipov and d\aiov, may deserve to be mentioned here.
The d\elpew, they say, is commonly the luxurious, or at any
rate the superfluous, anointing with ointment, yplew the
sanitary anointing with oil. Thus Casaubon (4nim. in
Atheneum, xv. 89) : ¢ dAeldeofa, proprium voluptuariorum et
mollium: xplecfor etiam sobriis interdum, et ex virtute
viventibus convenit : ’ and Valcknaer : ¢ d\elperfa: dicebantur
potissimum homines voluptatibus dediti, qui pretiosis un-
guentis caput et manus illinebant: xplecfar de hominibus
ponebatur oleo corpus, sanitatis causd, inunguentibus.’ No
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traces of such a distinction appear in the N. T.; thus com-
pare Mark vi. 18; Jam. v. 14, with Mark xvi. 1; John xi. 2;
nor yet of that of Salmasius (Exzerc. p. 880), ¢ Spissiora linunt,
Xxplovoe: liquida perfundunt, éeidpovos.’

A distinction s maintained there, but different from both
of these ; namely, that d\e/pewv is the mundane and profane,
xplew the sacred and religious, word. ‘Alelpew is used in-
diseriminately of all actual anointings, whether with oil or
ointment ; while xplew, no doubt in its connexion with xpeords,
is absolutely restricted to the anointing of the Son, by the
Father, with the Holy Ghost, for the accomplishment of his
great office, being wholly separated from all profane and
common uses: thus see Luke iv. 18; Acts iv. 27; x. 88;
2 Cor. i. 21 ; Heb. i. 9; the only places where it occurs. The
same holds good in the Septuagint, where xpiots, xpiopa (cf.
1 John ii. 20, 27), and xpiev, are the constant and ever-
recurring words for all religious and symbolical anointings ;
d\eldpewv hardly occurring in this sense, not oftener, I believe,
than twice in all (Exod. xl. 18 ; Num. iii. 8).

§ xxxix. ‘EpBpalos, Tovdaios, 'Topan\iryse

Arr these names are used to designate members of the elect
family and chosen race ; but they are very capable, as they are
very well worthy, of being discriminated.

‘Efpaios claims to be first considered. It brings us back
to a period earlier than any when one, and very much earlier
than any when the other, of the titles we compare with it,
were, or could have been, in existence (Josephus, 4ntt. i. 6. 4).
Tt is best derived from 93y, the same word as Jwép, ¢ super ; '—
this title containing allusion to the passing over of Abraham,
from the other side of Euphrates; who was, therefore, in the
language of the Phenician tribes among whom he came
¢Abram the Hebrew,’ or & mwepdrys, a8 it is well given in the
Septuagint (Gen. xiv. 18), being from beyond (wépav) the river:
thus rightly Origen (in Matt. tom. xi. 5): ‘EBpalot, olrwes
éppneiovrar meparikol. The name, as thus explained, is not

K
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one by which the chosen people know themselves, but by which
others know them ; not one which they have taken, but which
others have imposed on them ; and we find the use of ‘EfSpaios
through all the O. T. entirely consistent with this explanation
of its origin. In every case it is either a title by which
foreigners designate the chosen race (Gen. xxxix. 14, 17;
xli. 12; Exod. 1. 16, 19; 1 Sam. iv. 6; xiii. 19; xxix. 8;
Judith xii. 11); or by which they designate themselves to
foreigners (Gen. x1. 15; Exod. il. 7; iii. 18; v. 8; ix. 1;
Jon. i. 9); or by which they speak of themselves in tacit
opposition to other nations (Gen. xliii. 82; Deut. xv. 12;
1 Sam. xiii. 8; Jer. xxxiv. 9, 14) ; never, that is, without such
national antagonism, either latent or expressed.

When, however, the name "Iovdaios arose, as it did in the
later periods of Jewish history (the precise epoch will be
presently considered), ‘EfBpaios modified its meaning. Nothing
is more frequent with words than to retire into narrower limits,
occupying & part only of some domain whereof once they -
occupied the whole; when, through the coming up of some
new term, they are no longer needed in all their former extent ;
and when at the same time, through the unfolding of some
new relation, they may profitably lend themselves to the ex-
pressing of this new. It was exactly thus with EBpaios. In
the N. T., that point of view external to the nation, which it
once always implied, exists no longer ; neither is every member
of the chosen family an ‘Efpaios now, but only those who,
whether dwelling in Palestine or elsewhere, have retained the
sacred Hebrew tongue as their native language ; the true com-
plement and antithesis to ‘EBpaios being ‘EAAypioris, 8 word
first appearing in the N. T. (see Salmasius, De Hellenisticd,
1648, p. 12), and there employed to designate a Jew. of the
Dispersion who has unlearned his proper language, and now
speaks (Greek, and reads or hears read in the synagogue the
Scriptares in the Septuagint Version.

This distinction first appears in Aects vi. 1, and is probably
intended in the two other passages, where ‘Efpafos occurs
(2 Cor. xi. 22; Phil. iii, 5) ; as well as in the superscription,
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on whosesoever authority it rests, of the Epistle to the
Hebrews. It is important to keep in mind that in language,
not in place of habitation, lay the point of difference between
the ‘ Hebrew’ and the ‘Hellenist.” He was a ¢ Hebrew,’
wherever domiciled, who retained the wuse of the lan-
guage of his fathers, Thus St. Paul, though seftled in
Tarsus, & Greek city in Asia Minor, describes himself as a
‘Hebrew,’ and of ¢ Hebrew ’ parents, “ a Hebrew of Hebrews "
(Phil. iii. 5; of. Acts xxiii. 6); though it is certainly possible
that by all this he may mean no more than in a general way
to set an emphasis on his Judaism. Doubtless, the greater
number of ¢ Hebrews * were resident in Palestine ; yet not this
fact, but the language they spoke, constituted them such.

It will be well however to keep in mind that this distine-
tion and opposition of ‘EBpaios to “EAAyroris, as a distinction
within the nation, and not between it and other nations, is
exclusively a Seriptnral one, being hardly recognized by later
Christian writers, not at all by Jewish and heathen. Thus
Eusebius can speak of Philo, an Alexandrian Jew, who only
once in his life visited Jerusalem, for so much I think we
may gather from his own words (vol. ii. p. 646, Mangey’s Ed.),
and who wrote exclusively in Greek (Hist. Eccl. ii. 4): 16 pév
olv yévos dvéxabev “Efpatos 7v: of. iv. 16; Prep. Evang. vii.
18. 21; while Clement of Alexandria, as quoted by Eusebius
(H. E. vi. 14), makes continually the antithesis to ‘EfBpaior,
not ‘EM\nvioral, but “EX\qves and &wy. Theodoret (Opp.
vol. ii. p. 1246) styles the Greek-writing historian, Josephus,
avyypadeds ‘Efpatos: of. Origen, Ep. ad Afric. 5. Neither in
Josephus himself, nor yet in Philo, do any traces of the N. T.
distinction between ‘Efpaios and ‘EAAqvioris exist ; in heathen
writers as little (Plutarch, Symp. iv. 6; Pausanias, v. 7. 8;
x. 12. 5). Only this much of it is recognized, that “EfSpatos,
though otherwise & much rarer word than “Iovdatos, is always
employed when it is intended to designate the people on the
side of their language. This rule Jewish, heathen, and
Christian writers alike observe, and we speak to the present
day of the Jewish nation, but of the Hebrew tongue.

x2
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This name "Tovdalos is of much later origin. It does not
carry us back to the very birth and cradle of the chosen people,
to the day when the Father of the faithful passed over the
river, and entered on the land of inheritance ; but keeps rather
a lasting record of the period of national disruption and decline.
It arose, and could only have arisen, with the separation of the
tribes into the two rival kingdoms of Israel and Judah. Then,
inasmuch as the ten tribes, though with worst right (see Ewald,
Gesch. des Volkes Israel, vol. iii. part i. p. 188), assumed Israel
as a title to themselves, the two drew their designation from
the more important of them, and of Judah came the name
D", or ‘lavdaZor. Josephus, so far asI have observed, never
employs it in telling the earlier history of his people ; but for
the first time in reference to Daniel and his young companions
(4ntt. x. 10.1). Here, however, by anticipation ; that is, if
his own account of the upcoming of the name is correct;
namely, that it first arose after the return from Babylon, and
out of the fact that the earliest colony of those who returned
was of that tribe (Anet. xi. 6. 7): &Ajbypoav 8¢ 75 Svopa
¢ Bs Huépas dvéBnoav éx BaPBuvldvos, dmo Tiis Tovda Pulis, Jgs
mpirys E\ovays els éxeivovs Tods Témovs, adrol Te kal ) xdpa Ths
wpooyyoplas adrijs peréhaBov. But in this Josephus is clearly
in error. We meet “Tovdatot, or rather its Hebrew equivalent
in books of the sacred canon composed anterior to, or during,
the Captivity, as a designation of those who pertained to the
smaller section of the tribes, to the kingdom of Judah (2 Kin.
xvi. 6; Jer. xxxii. 12; xxxiv. 9; xxxviii. 19) ; and not first in
Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther ; however in these, and especially
in Esther, it may be of far more frequent occurrence.

It is easy to see how the name extended to the whole
nation. When the ten tribes were carried into Assyria, and
were absorbed and lost among the nations, that smaller sec-
tion of the people which remained henceforth represented the
whole; and thus it was only natural that *lovdaios should
express, a8 it now came to do, nct one of the kingdom of
Judah as distinguished from that of Israel, but any member
of the nation, & ‘ Jew ’ in this wider sense, as opposed to a



§XXXIX SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 133

Gentile. In fact, the word underwent a process exactly the
oconverse of that which ‘EBpatos had undergone. For ‘EpBpaos,
belonging first to the whole nation, came afterwards to belong
to a part only; while ‘Touvdaios, designating at first only the
member of a part, ended by designating the whole. It now,
in its later, like ‘EfBpatoes in its earlier, stage of meaning, was
a title by which the descendant of Abraham called himself,
when he would bring out the national distinetion between
himself and other peoples (Rom. ii. 9, 10); thus ‘Jew and
Qentile ;’ never ¢ Israelite and Gentile:’ or which others
used about him, when they had in view this same fact ; thus
the Eastern Wise Men inquire, * Where is He that is born
King of the Jews ? * (Matt. ii. 2)—testifying by the form of this
question that they were themselves (fentiles, for they would
certainly have asked for the King of Israel, had they meant to
claim any nearer share in Him. 8o, too, the Roman soldiers
and the Roman governor give to Jesus the mocking title,
“King of the Jews'' (Matt. xxvii. 29, 87), while his own country-
men, the high priests, challenge Him to prove by coming down
from the cross that He is ¢ King of Israel” (Matt. xxvii. 42).

For indeed the absolute name, that which expressed the
whole dignity and glory of a member of the theocratic
nation, of the people in peculiar covenant with God, was
TopayAirys. It rarely occurs in the Septuagint, but is often
used by Josephus in his earlier history, as convertible with
‘EBpaios (Antt. ii. 9. 1,2); in the middle period of his
history to designate a member of one of the ten tribes (viii.
8. 8; ix. 14. 1); and toward the end as equivalent fo
"Tovdatos (xi. 5. 4). It is only in its relations of likeness and
difference to this last that we have to consider it here. This
name was for the Jew his especial badge and title of honour,
To be descendants of Abraham, this honour they must share
with the Ishmaelites (Gen. xvi. 16); of Abraham and Isaac
with the Edomites (Gen. xxv. 25) ; but none except themselves
were the seed of Jacob, such as in this name of Israelite they
were declared to be. Nor was this all, but more gloriously
still, their descent was herein traced up to him, not as he was
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Jacob, but as he was Israel, who as a Prince had power with
God and with men, and prevailed (Gen. xxxii. 28). That this
title was accounted the noblest, we have ample proof. Thus,
as we have seen, when the ten tribes threw off their allegiance
to the house of David, they claimed in their pride and pre-
tension the name of the “ kingdom of Israel’ for the new
kingdom which they set up—the kingdom, as the name was
intended to imply, in which the line of the promises, the true
succession of the early patriarchs, ran. 8o, too, there is no
nobler title with which the Lord can adorn Nathanael than that
of “ an Israelite indeed ** (John i. 47), one in whom all which
that name involved might indeed be found. And when St.
Peter, and again when St. Paul, would obtain a hearing from
the men of their own nation, when therefore they address them
with the name most welcome to their ears, dvdpes TopanAirae
(Acts ii. 22; iii. 12; xiii. 16; ¢f. Rom. ix. 4; Phil. iii. 5;
2 Cor. xi. 22) is still the language with which they seek to
secure their good-will.

When, then, we restrict ourselves to the employment in
the N. T. of these three words, and to the distinctions proper
to them there, we may say that ‘Efpaios is & Hebrew-speaking,
as contrasted with a Greek-speaking, or Hellenizing, Jew
(which last in our Version we have well called a ¢ Grecian,’ as
differenced from "EAMyv, & veritable ¢ Greek ’ or other Gentile) ;
Tovdatos is & Jew in his national distinetion from a Gentile;
while "IopanAirys, the augustest title of all, is & Jew as he is
a member of the theocracy, and thus an heir of the promises.
In the first is predominantly noted his language; in the
second his nationality ('Iovdaiopds, Josephus, De Macc. 4 ;
Gal. i. 18 : 'Tovdatfew, Gal. ii. 14) ; in the third his theocratic
privileges and glorious vocation.

§ x1. alrén, épordw.

TrESE words are often rendered by our Translators as though
they covered the same spaces of meaning, the one as the other ;
nor can we object to their rendering, in numerous instanees,
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aireiv and épwrdy alike by our English ¢ to ask.’ Yet some-
times they have a little marred the perspicuity of their trans-
lation by not varying their word, where the original has shown
them the way. For example, the obliteration at John xvi. 28
of the distinction between airetv and épwrdv might easily sug-
gest a wrong interpretation of the verse,—as though its two
clauses were in near connexion, and direct antithesis,—being
indeed in none. In our Version we read : ¢ In that day ye
shall ask Me nothing [ oix épwrioere oddéy]. Verily,
verily, I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall ask [doa &v airi-
o77e] the Father in my name, He will give it you.” Now
every one competent to judge is agreed, that “ye shall ask”
of the first half of the verse has nothing to do with * ye shall
ask " of the second; that in the first Christ is referring back
to the 7felov adriv épwrav of ver. 19; to the questions which
the disciples would fain have asked of Him, the perplexities
which they would gladly have had resolved by Him, if only
they dared to set these before Him. ¢ Inthat day,’ He would
say, ‘in the day of my seeing you again, I will by the Spirit
so teach you all things, that ye shall be no longer perplexed,
no longer wishing to ask Me questions (cf. John xxi. 12), if
only you might venture to do so.’” Thus Lampe well : ¢ Nova
est promissio de plenissimé cognitionis luce, qué convenienter
aconomis Novi Testamenti collustrandi essent. Nam sicut
queestio supponit inscitiam, ita qui nihil amplius queerit abunde
se edoctum existimat, et in doctrind plene expositd ac intel-
lectd acquiescit.” There is not in this verse a contrast drawn
between asking the Som, which shall cease, and asking the
Father, which shall begin; but the first half of the verse
closes the declaration of one blessing, namely, that hereafter
they shall be so taught by the Spirit as to have nothing fur-
ther to inquire; the second half of the verse begins the decla-
ration of a new blessing, that whatever they shall seek from
the Father in the Son’s name, He will give it them. Yet
none will say that this is the impression which the English
text conveys to his mind.

The distinction between the words is this. Airéw, the
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Latin ¢peto,” is more submissive and suppliant, indeed the
oonstant word for the seeking of the inferior from the superior
(Acts xii. 20) ; of the beggar from him that should give alms
(Acts iii. 2) ; of the child from the parent (Matt. vii. 9 ; Luke
xi. 11; Lam. iv. 4) ; of the subject from the ruler (Ezra viii.
22); of man from God (1 Kin. iii. 11; Matt. vii. 7; Jam.
i. 5; 1 John iii. 22; cf. Plato, Euthyph. 14: elxeoba
[éorw] alreiv Tods Oeovs). 'Eperdw, on the other hand, is the
Latin ‘rogo;’ or sometimes (as John xvi. 28; cf. Gen. xliv.19)
¢‘interrogo,’ its only meaning in classical Greek, where it
never signifies ¢ to ask,” but only ¢ to interrogate,” or ‘to in-
quire.’ Like ¢ rogare,’! it implies that he who asks stands on
a certain footing of equality with him from whom the boon is
asked, as king with king (Luke xiv. 42), or, if not of equality,
on such a footing of familiarity as lends authority to the
request.

Thus it is very noteworthy, and witnesses for the singular
accuracy in the employment of words, and in the record of
‘that employment, which prevails throughout the N. T., that
our Lord never uses alrelv or alretofa of Himself, in respect
of that which He seeks on behalf of his disciples from God;
for his is not the petition of the creature to the Creator, but
the request of the Son to the Father. The consciousness of
his equal dignity, of his potent and prevailing intercession,
speaks out in this, that often as He asks, or declares that He
will ask, anything of the Father, it is always &uwrd, épwmjcw,
an asking, that is, as upon equal terms (John xiv. 16; xvi.
26; xvii. 9, 15, 20), never airéw or aimjow. Martha, on the
contrary, plainly reveals her poor unworthy conception of his
person, that she recognizes in Him no more than a prophet;
when she ascribes that aireiofa to Him, which He never
ascribes to Himself : doa &v alriop Tov @edv, ddoer oo &
@®eds (John xi. 22): on which verse Bengel observes : ¢ Jesus,
de se rogante loquens &ejéyv dicit (Luec. xxii. 82), et ¢pwrjow,
at nunquam airotpua.. Non Grmce locuta est Martha, sed

! Thus Cicero (Planc. x. 25): ‘Neque enim ego sic rogabam, ut
petere viderer, qui a familiaris esset meus.’
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tamen Johannes exprimit improprium ejus sermonem, quem
Dominus benigne tulit: nam airetofas videtur verbum esse
minus dignum ;’ compare his note on 1 Joha v. 16.

It will follow that the épwrdv, being thus proper for Christ,
inasmuch as it has authority in it, is not proper for us; and
in no single instance is it used in the N. T. to express the
prayer of man to God, of the creature to the Creator. The
only passage seeming to contradict this assertion is 1 John
v. 16. The verse is difficult, but whichever of the various
ways of overcoming its difficulty may find favour, it will be
found to constitute no true exception to the rule, and perhaps,
in the substitution of épwmjop for the aimjoes of the earlier
clause of the verse, will rather confirm it,

: s 7 »
§ xli. dvdmavais, dvess.

Our VERsION renders both these words by ¢ rest’; dvdmwaveis
at Matt. xi. 29; xii. 48; and dveows at 2 Cor. ii. 18; vii. 5;
2 Thess. i. 7. No one can object to this; while yet, on a
closer scrutiny, we perceive that they repose on different
images, and contemplate this ‘rest’ from different points of
view. ‘Avdmavois, from dvamradw, implies the pause or cessa-
tion from labour (Rev. iv. 8); it is the constant word in the
Septuagint for the rest of the Sabbath ; thus Exod. xvi. 28 ;
xxxi, 16 ; xxxv. 2, and often. *Aveoes, from dvipue, implies
the relaxing or letting down of chords or-strings, which have
before been strained or drawn tight, its exact and literal
antithesis being éréracis (from émrelvw): thus Plato (Rep. i.
849 ¢): & 7 émrdoe xal dvése TdV xopdav: and Plutarch
(De Lib. Ed. 18) : 7 réfa xal Tas Avpas dviepev, va émireivar
Sumbaper: and again (Lyc. 29) : odx dvess v, dAN ériracis
s wolwrelas: of. Philo, De Incorr. Mun.18. Moses in the
year of jubilee gave, according to Josephus (4ntt. iii. 12. 8),
dveow T y]) éwd Te dpétpov kai Pureias. Butb no passage illus-
- trates dveots 8o well as one from the treatise just quoted which
goes by Plutarch’s name (De Lsb. Ed. 18): Soréov odv Tots

Tagly dvamvoly Tév cuvexdv wovey, dvbvpovpévovs, dru was & Blos
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Hudv s dveow xal omovdyy dujpyrar xal &ux Todro ob pivov
Eypipyoparts, dAAL Kal Virvos eDpéln* olde wélepos, dAAL Kal elpivy
odd¢ xeyudv, dA\d xal ebdla odd dvepyol mpdfers, AL kal
éopral . . . xal6lov 8¢ dilerar, ohpa pév, &lelg xal wAnpdoe*
Yuxy 8¢ dvése. xal wévyp. Plato has the same opposition
between dveos and owovdy (Legg. iv. 724 a) ; while Plutarch
(Symp. v. 8) sets dveats over against orevoxwpia, a8 & dwelling
at large, instead of in & narrow and straight room; and St.
Paul over against OAtyss (2 Cor. viii. 18), not being willing
that there should be ‘ease’ (dveois) to other Churches, and
¢ affliction > (0A%yrs), that is from an excessive contribution,
to the Corinthian. Used figuratively, it expresses what we,
employing the same image, call the relazation of morals
(thus Athensus, xiv. 18: dxolacia kai dvess, setting it over
against cwdpooivy: Philo, De Cherub. 27; De Ebriet. 6;
dveats, pebupla, Tpvg i De Merc. Meret. 2).

It will at once be perceived how excellently chosen &ew
dveaw at Aots xxiv. 28 is, to express what St. Luke has in
hand to record. Felix, taking now a more favourable view of
Paul’s case, commands the centurion who had him in charge,
to relax the strictness of his imprisonment, to keep him rather
under honorable arrest than in actual confinement; which
partial relazation of his bonds is exactly what this phrase
implies ; cf. Ecclus. xxvi. 10; Josephus, Antt. xviii. 6. 10,
where dveots is used in a perfectly similar case.

The distinection, then, is obvious. When our Lord pro-
mises dvdravais to the weary and heavy laden who come to
Him (Matt. xi. 28, 29), his promise is, that they shall cease
from their toils; shall no longer spend their labour for that
which satisfieth not. 'When St. Paul expresses his confidence
that the Thessalonians, troubled now, should yet find dveots
in the day of Christ (2 Thess. i. 7), he anticipates for them,
not so much cessation from labour as relazation of the chords
of affliction, now so tightly drawn, strained and stretched to
the uttermost. It is true that this promise and that at the
heart are not two, but one ; yet for all this they present the
blessedness which Christ will impart to his own under different

—— e
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aspects, and by help of different images; and each word has
its own fitness in the place where it is employed.

§ xlii. ramewodposinm, rpaéf';]s.

TrE work for which Christ’s Gospel came into the world was
no less than to put down the mighty from their seat, and to
exalt the humble and meek. It was then only in accordance
~ with this its mission that it should dethrone the heathen

virtue peyaloyvxia, and set up the despised Christian grace
Tawewodpoovyy in its room, stripping that of the honour it
had unjustly assumed, delivering this from the dishonour
which as unjustly had clung to it hitherto ; and in this direc-
tion advancing so far that a Christian writer has called this
last not merely a grace, but the casket or treasure-house in
which all other graces are contained (yafopuAdxiov dperdv,
Basil, Const. Mon. 16). And indeed not the grace only, but
the very word ramewoppooivy is itself a fruit of the Gospel ;
no Greek writer employed it before the Christian sra, nor,
apart from the influence of Christian writers, after. In the
Septuagint ramrewddpwr occurs but once (Prov. xxix. 28), and
Tamrewoppovelv a8 often (Ps. cxxx. 2); both words being used
in honour. Plutarch too has advanced as far as rarewdppwv
(De Alez. Virt. ii. 4), but employs it in an ill sense ; and the
use by heathen writers of ramwewds, rarewdérs, and other words
of this family, shows plainly how they would have employed
rarewodpocvvy, had they thought good to allow it. The
instances are few and exceptional in which rarewds signifies
anything for them which is not grovelling, slavish, and mean-
spirited. It keeps company with dvelesfepos (Plato, Legg. vi.
774 c) ; with d&v8pamodddys (Eth. Eudem. iii. 8) ; with dyeis
(Lucian, De Calum. 24); with xam¢js (Plutarch, Fab.
Max. 18); with ddofos (De Vit. Pud. 14); with SovAwds
(Demosthenes, p. 1818) ; with dovAompemis (Philo, Quod Omn.
Prob. Lib. 4) ; with xapailylos (De Leg. Spec. iii. 1), and the
like : just as the German ¢ Demuth,’ born as it was in the
heathen period of the language, is properly and originally
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¢ servilis animus,’—‘deo’ (=servus) constituting the first
syllable of it (Grimm, Worterbuch, s. v.)—and only under
the influences of Christianity attained to its present position
of honour. :
Still those exceptional cases are more numerous than some
will allow. Thus Plato in a very noticeable passage (Legg.
iv. 716 a) links rawewds with xexoounuévos, as in Demosthenes
we have Adyo uérpio kai ramrewol; while Xenophon more than
oncesets the rarewdsover against the dwepijpavos ; of. Aschylus,
Prom. Vinct. 828 ; Luke i. 51, 52 ; and see for its worthier
use a noble passage in Plutarch, De Prof. Virt. 10; and an-
other, De Serd Num. Vind. 8, where the purpose of the
divine punishments is set forth as being that the soul may
-become avvvous xal Tawewn), kai xardpofos wpds Tov @edv. Com-
bined with these prophetic intimations of the honour which
should one day be rendered even to the very words expressive
of humility, it is very interesting to note that Aristotle him-
self has a vindication, and it only needs to receive its due
extension to be a complete one, of the Christian rarewodposiim
(Ethic. Nic. iv. 8. 8; of. Brandis, Aristoteles, p. 1408; and
Nigelsbach, Homer. Theologie, p. 886). Having confessed
how hard it is for a man m d\nfeig peyaldyvxov elvar—for he
will allow no peyaloyyia, or great-souledness, which does not
rest on corresponding realities of goodness and moral great-
ness, and his peyaAdyvyos i8 one peydhwv atrdv déidv, dfios dv
—he goes on to observe, though merely by the way and little
conscious how far his words reached, that to think humbly of
oneself, where that humble estimate is the true one, cannot be
imputed to any as a culpable meanness of spirit; it is rather
the true cwppooivy (6 yap ppidv déwos, kal Tovrwv dEidv éavrdy,
gogpwv). But if this be so (and who will deny it ?), then,
seeing that for every man the humble estimate of himself is
the true one, Aristotle has herein unconsciously vindicated
Tawewodpoavin a8 a grace in which every man ought to abound ;
for that which he, even according to the standard which he
set up, confessed to be a xalewdv, namely rjj dAyfelg peyadi-
yuxov elvay, the Christian, convinced by the Spirit of God, and
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having in his Lord a standard of perfect righteousness before
his eyes, knows to be not merely & xa\emwdv, but an ddivvaror.
Such is the Christian rawewoppooivy, no mere modesty or
absence of pretension, which is all that the heathen would at
the very best have found in it ; nor yet a self-made grace;
and Chrysostom is in fact bringing in pride again under the
disguise of humility, when he characterizes it as & making
of ourselves small, when we are great (ramwewodpoaivy Toird
dorw, Grav Tis péyas dv, éavrdv Tawewot : and he repeats this
often ; see Suicer, Thes. s. v.). Far truer and deeper is
St. Bernard’s definition : ¢ Est virtus qué quis ez verissimd sui
cogmitione sibi ipsi vilesciti;* the esteeming of ourselves small,
inasmuch as we are so; the thinking truly, and because
truly, therefore lowlily, of ourselves.

But it may be objected, how does this account of Christian
Tamewoppooivy, a8 springing out of and resting on the sense
of unworthiness, agree with the fact that the sinless Lord laid
olaim to this grace, and said, “I am meek and lowly in heart”
(ramewds T xapdig, Matt. xi.29) ? The answer is, that for the
sinner Tarewogppoavvy involves the confession of sin, inasmuch
as it involves the confession of his true condition; while yet
for the unfallen creature the grace itself as truly exists, in-
volving for such the acknowledgment not of sinfulness, which
would be untrue, but of creatureliness, of absolute dependence,
of having nothing, but receiving all things of God. And
thus the grace of humility belongs to the highest angel before
the throne, being as he is & creature, yea, even to the Lord of
Glory Himself. In his human nature He must be the pattern
of all humility, of all creaturely dependence ; and it is only
as a man that Christ thus claims to be ramewds : his human
life was & constant living on the fulness of his Father’s love;
He evermore, as man, took the place which beseemed the
creature in the presence of its Creator.

The Gospel of Christ did not rehabilitate wpadrs so
entirely as it had done rawewoppooivy, but this, because
the word did not need rehabilitation to the same extent.
Hpadémys did not require to be transformed from a bad sense



142 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT § xLit

to a good, but only to be lifted up from a lower level of good
to a higher. This indeed it did need ; for no one can read
Aristotle’s portraiture of the mpdos and of wpadrys (Ethic.
Nic. iv. 5), mentally comparing the heathen virtue with the
Christian grace, and not feel that Revelation has given to
these words a depth, & richness, a fulness of significance
which they were very far from possessing before. The great
moralist of Greece set mpadrns as the pesdrys mwepl dpyis,
between the two extremes, épy\érs and dopynoia, with, how-
ever, so much leaning to the latter that it might very easily
run into this defect ; and he finds it worthy of praise, more
because by it & man retains his own equanimity and com-
posure (the word is associated by Plutarch with perpiomrdfeca,
De Frat. Am. 18; with dxoAia, Cons. ad Uzor. 2; with
dvefikaxia, De Cap. ex In. Util. 9; with peyadrordfea, De
Ser. Num. Vind. 5; with ebwelfea Comp. Num. et Lyc. 8;
with edxola, De Virt. et Vit. 1), than for any nobler reason.
Neither does Plutarch’s own graceful little essay, ITepi
dopynoias, rise anywhere to a loftier pitch than this, though
we might have looked for something higher from him.
Mpaérs is opposed by Plato to dypudrys (Symp. 197 d) ; by
Aristotle to xa\erdms (Hist. Anim. ix. 1; of. Plato, Rep. vi.
472 f); by Plutarch or some other under his name, to
dmoropia (De Lib. Ed. 18); all indications of a somewhat
superficial meaning by them attached to the word.

Those modern expositors who will not allow for the new
forces at work in sacred Greek, who would fain restrict, for
instance, the mpadrs of the N. T. to that sense which the
word, as employed by the best classical writers, would have
borne, deprive themselves and as many as accept their inter-
pretation of much of the deeper teaching in Secripture:! on

! They will do this, even though they stop short of lengths to which
Fritsche, & very learned but unconsecrated modern expositor of the
Romans, has reached ; who, on Rom. i. 7, writes: ‘Deinde conside-
randum est formulf xdpis Suiv kal elpfiyn in N. T. nihil aliud diei nisi
quod Gremei illo suo xafpew 8. €l wpdrrew enuntiare consueverint, h. e. ut

aliquis fortunatus sit, sive, ut cum Horatio loquar, Ep. i. 8. 1, ut gaudeat
et bene rem gerat.’




§ XLl SYNONVYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 143

which subject, and with reference to this very word, there
are some excellent observations by F. Spanheim, Dubia
Evangelica, vol. iii. p. 898; by Rambach, Inst. Herm. Sac.
p. 169;! of. also, passim, the lecture or little treatise by
Zezschwitz, Profangrdcitdt und Biblischer Sprachgeist, from
which I have already given (p. 1) an interesting extract ;
and the article, Hellenistisches Idiom, by Reuss in Herzog's
Real-Encyclopddie. The Scriptural mpadrys is not in a man’s
outward behaviour only; nor yet in his- relations to his
fellow-men ; as little in his mere natural disposition.
Rather is it an inwrought grace of the soul; and the
exercises of it are first and chiefly towards God (Matt. xi.
29; Jam. i. 21). It is that temper of spirit in which we
accept his dealings with us as good, and therefore without
disputing or resisting; and it is closely linked with the
Tawewodpoaivy, and follows directly upon it (Ephes. iv. 2;
Col. iii. 12 ; cf. Zeph. iii. 12); because it is only the humble
heart which is also the meek ; and which, as such, does not
fight against God, and more or less struggle and contend
with Him,

This meekness, however, being first of all a meekness
before God, is also such in the face of men, even of evil men,
out of & sense that these, with the insults and injuries which
they may inflict, are permitted and employed by Him for the
chastening and purifying of his elect. This was the root of
David’s mpadrys, when Shimei cursed and flung stones at him
—the consideration, namely, that the Lord had bidden him
(2 Sam. xvi. 11), that it was just for him to suffer these
things, however unjustly the other might inflict them ; and
out of like convictions all true Christian mpadmys must spring.
He that is meek indeed will know himself a sinner among
sinners ;—or, if there was One who could not know Himself
such, yet He too bore a sinner’s doom, and endured therefore
the contradiction of sinners (Luke xxiii. 85, 86; John xviii.

! He concludes, ¢ Unde dignus esset reprehensione qui graciles illas

et exiles notiones quas pagani de virtutibus habuerunt Christianarum
virtutum nominibus subjiceret.’
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22, 28) ;—and this knowledge of his own sin will teach him
to endure meekly the provocations with which they may pro-
voke him, and not to withdraw himself from the burdens
which their sin may impose upon him (Gal. vi. 1; 2 Tim., ii.
26; Tit. iii. ).

Mpadrys, then, or meekness, if more than mere gentleness
of manner, if indeed the Christian grace of meekness of
spirit, must rest on deeper foundations than its own, on those
namely which rawewopposiy has laid for it, and can only
subsist while it continues to rest on these. It is a grace in
advance of Tamewvoppootvy, not as more precious than it, but
as presupposing it, and as being unable to exist without it.

§ xliii. wpadrys, émelkea.

Tamwewvodpooivy and émeixewr, though joined together by
Clement of Rome (Cor. 56), are in their meanings too far
apart to be fit subjects of synonymous discrimination; but
wpadrys, which stands between, holds on to both. The
attempt has just been made to seize its points of contact
with rarewoppooivy. Without going over this ground anew,
we may consider the relations to émeikea in which it stands.
The mere existence of such & word as émeikea is itself a
signal evidence of the high development of ethics among the
Groeks.! It expresses exactly that moderation which recog-
nizes the impossibility cleaving to all formal law, of anticipat-
ing and providing for all cases that will emerge, and present
themselves to it for decision; which, with this, recognizes
the danger that ever waits upon the assertion of legal rights,
lest they should be pushed into moral wrongs, lest the
‘summum jus’ should in practice prove the ¢summa
injuria ’ ; which, therefore, urges not its own rights to the

. 1 No Latin word exactly and adequately renders it; ¢ clementia ’ sets
forth one side of it, ¢ eequitas’ another, and perhaps ¢ modestia’ (by
which the Vulgate translates it, 2 Cor. x. 1) a. third; but the word is
wanting which should set forth all these excellencies reconciled in &
single and a higher one.
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uttermost, but, going back in part or in the whole from these,
rectifies and redresses the injustices of justice.! It is thus
more truly just than striot justice would have been ; being
Sixkawov, xai Bé\Tdv Twos dixaiov, a8 Aristotle expresses it
(Ethic. Nic. v. 10. 6); ©es ist namlich nicht das gesetzlich
gerechte, sondern das dasselbe berichtigende’ (Brandis) ;
being indeed, again to use Aristotle’s words, éravépOuwpa vépov,
7 éNefmre 8 70 kafédov : 2 and he sets the dxpy3odixaos, the
man who stands up for the last tittle of his legal rights, over
against the émexis. In the Definitions which go under
Plato’s name (412 b) it is dwaiwv xai ovppepdvrov drrwots :
it is joined by Lucian (Vit. Auct. 10) to aidbs and ‘uerpidrys,
and in a fragment of Sophocles is opposed to % dwrAds 8iky.
Correctio ejus, Grotius defines i, in quo lex propter univer-
salitatem deficit. Edyvwposvyn in its meaning approaches
very closely to émelkea, but has not as compietely been
taken up into the scientific language of ethics. This aspect
of émelxera, namely that it is & going back from the letter of
right for the better preserving of the spirit, must never be
lost sight of. Seneca (De Clem. ii. 7) well brings it out:
¢ Nihil ex his facit, tanquam justo minus fecerit, sed tanquam
id quod constituit, justissimum sit; ° and Aquinas : ¢ Diminu-
tiva est pecenarum, secundum rationem rectem; quando
seilicet oportet, et in quibus oportet.” Gdschel, who has
written so much and so profoundly on the relations between
theology and jurisprudence, has much on this matter which

! In the words of Persius (iv. 11),

‘rectum discernit ubi inter
Curva subit, vel cum fallit pede regula varo.’

2 Daniel, & considerable poet, but a far more illustrious thinker, in &
poem addressed to Lord Chancellor Egerton very nobly expands these
words, or the thought in these words ; indeed, the whole poem is written
in honour of émieixewa or ¢ equity,’ as being

¢ the soul of law,
The life of justice, and the spirit of right.’
8o too in Spenser’s Fairy Queen the legend of Artegal is devoted to the
glorifying of the Christian grace of ¢mieixesa.
5L
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is excellent (Zur Philos. und Theol. des Rechts und der
Rechtsgeschichte, 1885, pp. 428-488).

The archetype and pattern of this grace is found in God.
All his goings back from the strictness of his rights as against
men ; all his allowance of their imperfect righteousness, and
giving of a value to that which, rigorously estimated, would
have none ; all his refusals to exact extreme penalties (Wisd.
xii. 18; Song of Three Children, 18; 2 Maco. x. 4; Ps.
Ixxxv. 6: o7 oY, Kipie, xpnoros xal émewiys xai mwolvédeos: cf.
Clement of Rome, Cor. 29: émewys xal elomAayxvos Harip:
Plutarch, Coriol. 24 ; Peric. 89 ; Ces. 57); all his keeping in
mind whereof we are made, and measuring his dealings with
us thereby ; all of these we may contemplate as érieikera upon
his part ; even as they demand in return the same, one to-
ward another, upon ours. Peter, when himself restored, must
strengthen his brethren (Luke xxii. 82). The greatly forgiven
gervant in the parable (Matt. xviii. 28), having known the
émueixera of his lord and king, is justly expected to show the
same t0 his fellow servant. The word is often joined with
¢avfpwria (Polybius, v. 10. 1; Philo, De Vit. Mos.i. 86;
2 Mace. ix. 27) ; with juepdms (Philo, De Car. 18 ; Plutarch,
De Vit. Pud. 2); with paxpofupia (Clement of Rome, Cor.
18) ; with dvefwaxia (Wisd. ii. 19); often too with wpadmys:
thus, besides the passagein the N. T. (2 Cor. x. 1), by Plutarch
(Peric. 89; Ces. 67 ; cf. Pyrrh. 28; De Prof. Virt. 9). It
will be called dvavdpia by as many as seek to degrade a virtue
through the calling it the name of the vice which is indeed
only its caricature (Aristides, De Concord. i. p. 529).

The distinction between wpadrs and émeikea Estius (on
2 Cor. x. 1) sets forth in part, although incompletely :
¢ Mansuetudo [mpadrs] magis ad animum, éreikewa vero magis
ad exteriorem conversationem pertinet;’ compare Bengel :
¢ wpadmys virtus magis absoluta, émelkea magis refertur ad
alios.” Aquinas too has a fine and subtle discussion on the
relations of likeness and difference between the graces which
these words severally denote (Summ. Theol. 2* 8=, qu. 157 :
¢ Utrum Clementia et Mansuetudo sint penitus idem.” Among
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other marks of difference he especially presses these two:
the first that in ¢clementia’ (=émeikea) there is always
the condescension of a superior to en inferior, while in
‘mansuetudo’ (mwpadrys) nothing of the kind is necessarily
implied : ¢Clementia est lenitas superioris adversus in-
feriorem : mansuetudo non solum est superioris ad inferiorem,
sed cujuslibet ad quemlibet ;’ and the second, that which has
been already urged, that the one grace is more passive, the
other more active, or at least that the seat of the rpadrys isin
the inner spirit, while the érelxewa must needs embody itself in
outward acts : ¢ Differunt ab invicem in quantum clementia
est moderativa exterioris punitionis, mansuetudo proprie
diminuit passionem irs.’

It is instructive to note how little of one mind our various
Translators from Wiclif downward have been as to the words
which should best reproduce émelker and émewcjs for the
English reader. The occasions on which érielkeia occur are
two, or reckoning 70 émewés a8 an equivalent substantive,
are three (Acts xxiv. 4; 2 Cor. x. 1; Phil. iv. 5). It has
been rendered in all these ways: ¢ meekness,’” ¢courtesy,’
¢ clemency,’ ‘softness,’ ¢ modesty,” ’ gentleness,” °patience,’
‘patient mind,’ ‘moderation.” ’‘Emwewcis, not counting the
one occasion already named; occurs four times (1 Tim. iii. 8 ;
Tit. iii, 2; Jam, iii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 18), and appears in the
several Versions of our Hexapla as ¢temperate,” ¢soft,’
¢ gentle,” ‘modest,’” ¢ patient,’ ¢ mild,” ¢ courteous.” ¢ Gentle’
and ° gentleness,” on the whole, commend themselves as the
best ; but the fact remains, which also in & great measure
excuses 8o much vacillation here, namely, that we have no
words in English which are full equivalents of the Greek.
The sense of equity and fairness which is in them so strong is
more or less wanting in all which we offer in exchange.

b
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§ xliv. «Aérrys, Agorys.

TresE words occur together John x. 1, 8; but do not con-
stitute there! or elsewhere a tautology, or mere rhetorical
amplification (cf. Obad. 5 ; Plato, Rep. i. 851 ¢). The xAérms -
and the Ayoris alike appropriate what is not theirs, but the
xAérms by fraud and in secret (Matt. xxiv. 48; Jolin xii. 6;
of. Exod. xxii. 2; Jer. ii. 26); the Ayomjs by violence and
openly (2 Cor. xi. 26 ; cf. Hos. vii. 1; -Jer. vii. 11; Plutarch,
De Superst. 8: ob ¢poPeirar Ayoras & olkovpdv) ; the one is the
¢ thief’ and steals; the other is the ¢ robber’ and plunders,
as his name, from Ayis or Aela (as our own ‘robber,’” from
‘ Raub,’ booty), sufficiently declares. They are severally the
‘fur’ and ‘latro;’ °fures insidiantur et occultd fraude
decipiunt ; latrones audacter aliena diripiunt’ (Jerome, In
Osee, vii. 1), ¢Larron,’ however, in French, ¢voleur qui
dérobe furtivement et par adresse,’ notwithstanding its con-
nexion with ¢latro,” has slipt into the meaning of *fur.’
Wiclif, who renders the words, * night-thief * and ¢ day-thief,’
has not very happily distinguished them.

Our Translators have always rendered xAérms by ¢ thief ; *

they ought with a like consistency to have rendered Apomjs *

by ¢ robber;’ but it also they have oftener rendered ¢ thief,’
effacing thus the distinction between the two. We cannot
charge them with that carelessness here, of which those would
be guilty who should now do the same. Passages out of
number in our Elizabethan literature attest that in their day
¢ thief’ and ‘robber’ had not those distinct meanings which
they since have acquired. Thus Falstaff and his company,
who with open violence rob the king’s treasure on the king’s
highway, are ¢thieves’ throughout Shakspeare’s Henry IV.
8till one must regret that on several occasions in our Version
we do not find ‘robbers’ rather than ¢thieves.’” Thus at
Matt. xxi. 18 we read: “ My house shall be called the house

! Grotius: ‘Fur [kAéwrys] quia venit ut rapiat alienum; latro
[Aperhs] quia ut occidat, ver. 10.
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of prayer, but ye have made it a den of thieves;’ but it is
¢ robbers,’ and not ¢ thieves ’ that have dens or caves; and it
is rightly ¢ den of robbers ” at Jer. vii. 11, whence this quota-
tion is drawn. Again, Matt. xxvi. 55: *“ Are ye come out as
against a thief with swords and staves for to take Me?”’;
but it would be against some bold and violent robber that &
party armed with swords and clubs would issue forth, not
against a lurking thief. The poor traveller in the parable
(Liuke x. 80) fell, not among ¢ thieves,” but among ¢ robbers ;’
violent and bloody men, as their treatment of him plainly
declared.

No passage has suffered so seriously from this confounding
of ‘thief’ and ‘robber’ as Luke xxiii. 89-48, taken with
Matt. xxvii. 88 and Mark xv. 27. The whole anterior moral
condition of him whom we call ‘the penitent thief’ is ob-
seured for many by the associations which almost inevitably
cling to his name. The two malefactors crucified with Jesus,
the one obdurate, the other penitent, in all likelihood had
belonged both to the band of Barabbas, who for murder and
insurrection had been ocast with his fellow insurgents into
prison (Mark xv. 7). He too was himself a Apomjs (John xviii.
40), and yet no common malefactor, on the contrary ‘a
notable prisoner’ (déopios émriomuos, Matt. xxvii. 16). Now
considering the fierce enthusiasm of the Jewish populace on
his behalf, and combining this with the fact that he was in
prison for an unsuccessful insurrection ; keeping in mind too
the moral estate of the Jews at this period, with false Christs,
false deliverers, every day starting up, we can hardly doubt
that Barabbas was one of those wild and stormy zealots,
who were evermore raising anew the standard of resistance
against the Roman domination ; flattering and feeding the
insane hopes of their countrymen, that they should yet break
the Roman yoke from off their necks. These men, when hard
pressed, would betake themselves to the mountains, and from
thence wage a petty war against their oppressors, living by
plunder,—if possible, by that of their enemies, if not, by that
of any within reach. The history of Dolcino’s ¢ Apostolicals,’
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as that of the Camisards in the Cevennes, illustrates only too
well the downward progress by which such would not merely
presently obtain, but deserve, the name of * robbers.” By the
Romans they would be called and dealt with as such (see
" Josephus, Antt. xx. 8. 6, in fine) ; just as in the great French
Revolution the Vendean royalists were styled ¢the brigands
of the Loire;’ nay, in that great perversion of all moral
sentiment which would mark such a period as this was, the
name of robber, like ‘klept’ among the modern Greeks,
would probably have ceased to be dishonorable, would not
have been refused by themselves.

And yet of stamp and character how different would many
of these men, these maintainers of a last protest against a
foreign domination, probably be from the mean and cowardly
purloiner, whom we call the ¢thief.” The bands of these
Aygoraei, numbering in their ranks some of the worst, would
probably include also some that were originally among the
noblest, spirits of the nation—even though these had miserably
mistaken the task which their time demanded, and had sought
by the wrath of man to work out the righteousness of God.
Such a one we may well imagine this penitent Ayorijs to have
been. Should there be any truth in this view of his former
condition,—and certainly it would go far to explain his
sudden conversion,—it is altogether obscured by the name
* thief * which we have given him ; nor can it under any ecir-
cumstances be doubtful that he would be more fitly called
‘the penitent robber.” Bee my Studies in the Gospels, 4th
edit. pp. 802 sqq. ; Dean Stanley, The Jewish Church, vol. iii.
p. 466.

§ xlv. wAdvo, virre, Aodw.

THERE is & certain poverty in English, which has one only
word, ‘to wash,” with which to render these three Greek;
seeing that the three have each a propriety of its own, and ons
which the inspired writers always observe. Thus mAvvew is
always to wash inanimate ¢things, as distinguished from living
objects or persons ; oftenest garments (eluara, Homer, Il xxii.
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155; iudriov, Plato, Charm. 161 e; and in the Septuagint
continually ; 8o orolds, Rev. vii. 14); but mot exclusively
garments, as some affirm, for see Luke v. 2, where it ex-
presses the washing or cleansing of nets (8{xrva: of. Polybius
ix. 6, 8). When David exclaims IIA\ivév pe dmd Tijs dvopias
Ps. 1. 8 [li. 2, A. V.]), this is no exception to the rule; for-
the mention of hyssop, which follows, shows plainly that the
royal penitent had the ceremonial aspersions of the Le-
vitical law primarily in his eye, aspersions therefore upon the
garments of the unclean person (Lev, xiv. 9 ; Num. xix. 6, 7),
however he may have looked through these to another and
better sprinkling beyond.!

Nérrav and Aodeaw, on the other hand, express the washing
of living persons ; although with this difference, that virrew
(which displaced in the later period of the language the Attic
vi{ew), and viyacfar, almost always express the washing of a
part of the body—the hands (Mark vii. 8 ; Exod. xxx. 19),
the feet (John xiii. 5 ; Pluturch, Thes. 10), the face (Matt. vi.
17), the eyes (John ix. 7), the back and shoulders (Homer,
0d. vi. 224) ; while Aovew, which is not so much ¢ to wash ’ as
‘to bathe,’ and Aovérfa, to bathe oneself,” implies always, not
the washing of a part of the body, but of the whole (thus
Adovpévor 70 odpa, Heb. x. 22; of. Exod. xxix. 4; Acts ix.
87; 2 Pet. ii. 22; Rev. i. 5; Plato, Phedo, 115 a). This
limitation of virrew to persons as contradistinguished from
things, which is always observed in the N. T., is not without
exceptions, although they are very unfrequent elsewhere;
thus, 8éras (Homer, Il. xvi. 229); rpawéfas (Od. i. 112);
oxedos (Lev. xv. 12). A single verse in the Septuagint
(Lev. xv. 11) gives us all the three words, and all used in their
exact propriety of meaning : xal dowv &w dymrac 6 yovoppurs,
kol 7ds xelpas adrod ob véviwTalUdery, wAvv el T4 ipdna,
xal AovoeTar 10 cdpa Vdare.

The passage where it is most important to mark the dis-
tinction between virrew, to wash a part, and Aodew or Aovéobay,

r Ezek. xvi. 9, however, should perhaps be quoted as an exception,
where ¥xAvva is used of the person of a new-born infant.},
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to wash the whole, of the body, and where certainly our
English Version loses something in clearness from the
absence of words which should note the passing from one
word to the other in the original, is John xiii. 10: *“ He that
18 washed [6 Aehovpévos] needeth not save to wash [vijaoOa]
his feet, but is clean every whit.””! The foot-washing was a
symbolic act. 8St. Peter had not understood this at the first,
and, not understanding, had exclaimed, *“ Thou shalt never
wash my feet.”” But so soon as ever the true meaning of
what his Lord was doing flashed upon him, he who had
before refused to suffer his Lord to wash even his feet, now
prayed to be washed altogether : ¢ Lord, not my feet only, but
_ also my hands and my head.” Christ replies, that it needed

not this : Peter had been already made partaker of the great
washing, of that forgiveness which included the whole man:
he was Aelovpévos, and this great absolving, cleansing act did
not need to be repeated, was indeed incapable of repetition:
‘Now ye are clean through the word which I have spoken
unto you’ (John xv. 8). But while it fared thus with him in
respect of the all-inclusive forgiveness, he did need to wash
his feet (viyaofar Tods wédas), evermore to cleanse himself,
which could only be through suffering his Lord to cleanse
him, from the defilements which even he, a justified and in
part also a sanctified man, should gather as he moved
through a sinful world. One might almost suppose, as it has
been suggested, that there was allusion here to the Levitical
ordinance, according to which Aaron and his successors in the
priesthood were to be washed once for all from head to foot at
their consecration to their office (Exod. xxix, 4; x1.12); but
were to wash their hands and thetr feet in the brazen laver as
often as they afterwards ministered before the Lord (Exod.
xxx. 19, 21; xl. 81). Yet this would commend itself more, if
we did not find hands and feet in the same category there,

! The Latin labours under the same defect; thus in the Vulgate it
stands: ‘ Qui lotus est, non indiget nisi ut pedes lavet.’ De Wette has
sought to preserve the variation of word: ¢ Wer gebadet ist, der braucht
sich nicht als an den Fiissen zu waschen.!
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while here they are not merely disjoined, but set over against
one another (John xiii. 9, 10). This much however to me is
plain, that the whole mystery of our justification, which is
once for all, reaching to every need, embracing our whole
being, and of ‘our sanctification. which must daily go forward,
is wrapped up in the antithesis between the two words. This
Augustine has expressed clearly and well (In Ev. Joh. xiii.
10): ¢ Homo in sancto quidem baptismo totus abluitur, non
preter pedes, sed totus omnino: veruntamen cum in rebus
humanis postea vivitur, utique terra calcatur. Ipsi igitur
humani affectus, sine quibus in héc mortalitate non vivitur,
quasi pedes sunt, ubi ex humanis rebus afficimur. Quotidie
ergo pedes lavat nobis, qui interpellat pro nobis : et quotidie
nos opus habere ut pedes laverhus in ipsf Oratione Dominic4
confitemur, cum dicimus, Dimitte nobis debita nostra.’

§ xlvi.  ¢ds, péyyos, pwomip, A¥xvos, Aapmds.

Arn these words are rendered, some occasionally, some
always, in our Version, by ‘light’; thus, ¢is at Matt. iv. 16 ;
Rom. xiii. 12, and often; ¢éyyos at Matt. xxiv. 29; Mark
xiii, 24 ; Luke xi. 88 (it does not oceur again); ¢worip at
Phil. ii. 16; Rev. xxi. 11 (where only it ocours); Adyvos at
Madtt. vi. 22; John v. 85; 2 Pet. i. 19, and elsewhere ; though
this often by ‘candle’ (Matt. v. 15; Rev. xxii. 5); and
lapmas at Acts xx. 8, though elsewhere rendered ¢lamp’
{Matt. xxv. 1; Rev. viii. 10), and torch ’ (John xviii. 8).

The old grammarians distinguish between ¢ds and ¢péyyos
(which are but different forms of one and the same word),
that ¢&s is the light of the sun or of the day, ¢éyyos the light
or lustre of the moon. The Attic writers, to whom this dis-
tinction must belong, if to any, themselves only imperfectly
observe it. Thus, in Sophocles ¢éyyos is three or four times
ascribed to the sun (4Antig. 800; Ajax, 654, 840; Trachin.
597) ; while in Plato we meet ¢ & s ocehjins (Rep. vii. 516 b;
cf. Isai. xiii. 10; Ezek. xxxii. 7). This much right the
grammarians have, that ¢éyyos is oftenest the light of the
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moon or other luminaries of the night, ¢as that of the sun or
of the day ; thus Plato (Rep. vi. 508 c) sets over against one
another juepwov pids and vurepws péyyn. This, like so many
other finer distinctions of the Greek language, is so far
observed in the N. T., that the hght of the moon, on the only
ocoasions that it is mentioned, is ¢éyyos (Matt xxiv. 29;
Mark xiii. 24 ; of. Joel ii. 10; iii. 15), as ¢ds is that of the
sun (Rev. xxii. 5). Itwill follow that ¢as, rather than ¢éyyos,
is the true antithesis to oxdros (Plato, Rep. vii. 518 a ; Matt.
vi. 23 ; 1 Pet. ii. 9) ; and generally that the former will be the
more absolute designation of light; thus Hab. iii. 4: xai
Péyyos atrod [rod @eod] ds ‘¢pds éorar: compare Euripides,
Helen. 580 : ¢notl &' & pdet wéow tov dpdv Lbvra dpéyyos eloopav,
See Doderlein, Lat. Synon. vol. ii. p. 69.

Pworijp is rendered ¢ light’ in our Version; thus, at Phil.
ii. 156: “ Among whom ye shine as lights in the world " (és
¢woTipes & xéopy). Ii would be difficult to improve on
this, which yet fails to mark with entire precision what
8t. Paulintends. The ¢worijpes here are the heavenly bodies,
‘luminaria’ (Vulg.), ‘Himmelslichter’ (De Wette), and
mainly the sun and moon, the ¢ lights,’ or ¢ great lights’ (=
¢luces,” Cicero, poet.), of which Moses speaks, Gen.i. 14, 16;
where N1y is rendered quampss in the Septuagint. Compa.re
Ecclus. xliii. 7, where the moon is ¢wonrjp: and Wisd. xiii. 2,
where pworiipes odpavo?d is exactly equivalent to puwarijpes
& xda po here, the xdopos of this place being the material
world, the orepéwpa or firmament, not the ethical world,
which has been already designated by the yevea oxolid rai
Swearpappém. Nor would it be easy to improve on our version
of Rev. xxi. 11: ¢ Her light [6 ¢pwomip adris] was like unto a
stone most precious.” Our Translators did well in going back
to this, Wiclif's rendering, and in displacing ¢ her shinming,’
which had been admitted into the intermediate Versions, and
which must have conveyed a wrong impression to the English
reader. Not that the present rendering is altogether satis-
factory, being itself not wholly unambiguous. Some may
still be tempted to understand ¢ her light ’ as the light which
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the Heavenly City diffused; when, indeed, ¢womjp means,
that which diffused light to the Heavenly City, her luminary
or light-giver; ‘lumen ejus,” as in the Vulgate. .What this
light-giver was, we learn from ver. 28: ¢ the Lambis the
light thereof ; *’ 8 Aixvos atrijs there being =6 pworip alrijs
here.

In rendering Avxvos and Aauwds our Translators have
scarcely made the most of the words at their command. Had
they rendered Aapwds by ‘torch, not once only (John xviii.
8), but always, this would have left ¢lamp,” now wrongly
appropriated by Aapwds, disengaged. Altogether dismissing
‘candle,’ they might then have rendered Avyvos by ¢lamp’
wherever it ocours. At present there are so many occasions
where ¢ candle ’ would manifestly be inappropriate, and where,
therefore, they are obliged to fall back on ¢light,’ that the
distinction between ¢as and Avxvos nearly, if not quite, dis-
appears in our Version.

The advantages of such a re-distribution of the words
would be many. In the first place, it would be more acourate.
Avxvos is not & ‘candle’ (‘ candela,’” from ¢candeo,’ the white
wax light, and then any kind of taper), but a hand-lamp, fed
with oil. Neither is Aapwds a ¢ lamp,’ but a *torch,’ and this
not only in the Attie, but in the later Hellenistic Greek as
well (Polybius, iii. 98. 4; Herodian, iv. 2; Plutarch, T¥mol.
8; Alex. 88; Judg. vii. 16 ; xv. 4) ; and so, I believe, always
in the N. T. In proof that at Rev. viii. 10, Aapwds should
be translated ¢ torch’ (¢ Fackel,” De Wette), see Aristotle, De
Mund. 4. Our early translators, who rendered it ‘brand’ or
¢ firebrand * (John xviii. 8), showed that they understood the
force of the word. It may be urged that in the parable of
the Ten Virgins the Aapmddes are nourished with oil, and must
needs therefore be lamps. But this does not follow. In the
East the torch, as well as the lamp, is fed in this manner:
¢The true Hindu way of lighting up is by torches held by
men, who feed the flame with oil from a sort of bottle [the
dyyetov of Matt. xxv. 4], constructed for the purpose’ (Elphin-
stone, Hist. of India, vol. i. p. 888).
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More passages than one would gain in perspicuity by such
a re-arrangement ; and mainly through the clear distinction
between ¢as and Avxros, which would then be apparent. One
of these is John v. 85: ‘ He was a burning and a shining
light,’—so our Translation; but in the original, éxetvos v &
Adxvos 6 kadpevos kel ¢palvwv; or, as the Vulgate has it:
¢ Ille erat lucerna ardens et lucens;’ not obliterating, as we
have done, the whole antithesis between Christ, the ¢as
dAypfwév (John i. 9), ¢pds & ¢urds, that Eternal Light, which,
as it was never kindled, so shall never be quenched, and the
Baptist, & lamp kindled by the hands of Another, in whose
brightness men might for a season rejoice, and which must
then be extinguished again. In the use of Avxvos here and at
2 Pet. i. 19, tacitly contrasted here with ¢as, and there
avowedly with ¢wopdpos, the same opposition is intended,
only now transferred to the highest sphere of the spiritual
world, which our poet had in his mind when he wrote those
glorious lines:

¢ Night’s candles are burnt out, and joound Day
Stands tiptoe on the misty mountain-tops.’

§ xlvii. xdpis, Deos

TeHERE has often been occasion to observe the manner in
which Greek words taken up into Christian use are glorified
and transformed, seeming to have waited for this adoption of
them, to come to their full rights, and to reveal all the depth
and the riches of meaning which they contained, or might be
made to contain. Xdpis is one of these. It is hardly too
much to say that the Greek mind has in no word uttered
itself and all that was at its heart more distinctly than in this ;
so that it will abundantly repay our pains to trace briefly the
steps by which it came to its highest honours. Xdps, con-
nected with xafpew, is first of all that property in a thing
which causes it to give joy to the hearers or beholders of it,
as Plutarch (Phil. cum Princ. 8) has rightly explained it,
Xapds yap oddey orws yowpdv éorw ds xdpis (cf. Pott. Etym.
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Forsch. vol. ii, part 1, p. 217); and then, seeing that to a
Greek there was nothing so joy-inspiring as grace or beauty,
it implied the presence of this, the German ¢Anmuth’;
thus Homer, Od. ii. 12; vi. 287; Euripides, Troad. 1108,
waplévov xdpires ; Liucian, Zeuw. 2, xdpis ’Arrucy. It has often
this use in the Septuagint (Ps. xliv. 8; Prov. x. 82), the
Hebrew jn being commonly rendered by it ; yet not invariably ;
being translated by dpéoxeia (Prov. xxxi. 80) ; by &eos (Gen.
xix. 19) ; by érixapis (Nah. iii. 4). Xdpis has the same use in
the Apocrypha (Ecclus. xxiv. 16; xl. 22, xdpis xal kdA)os):
nor is this altogether strange to the N. T.; thus see Luke iv.
22, and perhaps Ephes. iv. 29.

But xdpis after a while came to signify not necessarily the
grace or beauty of a thing, as a quality appertaining to it;
but the gracious or beautiful thing, act, thought, speech, or
person it might be, itself—the grace embodying and uttering
itself, where there was room or call for this, in gracious out-
comings toward such as might be its objects ; not any longer
¢favour’ in the sense of beauty, but ¢the favour’; for our
word here a little helps us to trace the history of the Greek.
So continually in eclassical Greek we have xdpw dmaireiy,
AapfSdvew, Sotvas : S0 in the Septuagint (Esth. vi. 8); and so
also xdpis as & merely human grace and favour in the N. T.
(thus Acts ii. 47; xxv. 8; 2Cor. viii. 19). Thereis a further
sense which the word obtained, namely the thankfulness
which the favour ealls outin return ; this also frequent in the
N. T. (Luke xvii. 9; Rom. vi. 17; 2 Cor. viii. 16) ; though
with it, as we are only treating the word in its relations to
éeos, we have nothing to do. It is at that earlier point
which we have just been fixing that xdpis waited for and ob-
tained its highest consecration ; not indeed to have its mean-
ing changed, but to have that meaning ennobled, glorified,
lifted up from the setting forth of an earthly to the setting
forth of a heavenly benefit, from signifying the favour and
grace and goodness of man to man, to setting forth the favour,
grace and goodness of God to man, and thus, of necessity, of
the worthy to the unworthy, of the holy to the sinful, being
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now not merely the German ¢ Gunst’ or ¢ Huld,’ to which the
word had corresponded hitherto, but ¢ Gnade ’ as well. Such
was a meaning to which it had never raised itself before, and
this not even in the Greek Seriptures of the elder Covenant ;
for the Hebrew word which most nearly approaches in mean-
ing to the xdpis of the N. T., namely pn, is not translated by
xdpts, one occasion only excepted (Esth. ii. 9), but usually by
éeos (Gen. xxiv. 12; Job vi. 14; Dan. i. 9; and often).
Already, it is true, if not there, yet in another quarter
there were preparations for this glorification of meaning to
which xdpes was destined. These lay in the fact that already
in the ethical terminology of the Greek schools xdpts implied
ever a favour freely done, without claim or expectation of
return—the word being thus predisposed to receive its new
emphasis, its religious, I may say its dogmatic, significance ;
to set forth the entire and absolute freeness of the loving-
kindness of God to men. Thus Aristotle, defining xdpts,
lays the whole stress on this very point, that it is conferred
freely, with no expectation of return, and finding its only
motive in the bounty and free-heartedness of the giver (Rhet.
ii. 7) : &oro &) xdpts, kaf Gy 6 éxwy Aéyerar xdpwv Vmovpyetv 7§
Seopévy, pi) dvri Twis, pnd’ Iva T alrd 1§ Ymovpyotvry, AN Iva
ixelvp T.  Agreeing with this we have xdpis xal Swped, Poly-
bius, i. 81. 6 (cf. Rom. iii. 24, 8wpeav ) adrod xdpire; v. 15,17
xii. 8, 6; xv. 15; Ephes. ii. 8; iv. 7); so too xdpis joined
with elvoa (Plato, Legg. xi. 981 a; Plutarch, Quom. Adul.
ab Amic. 84) ; with o (Lyc. 4) ; with wpadrys (Adw. Colot.2);
opposed to pwrbés (Lyc. 15) ; and compare Rom. xi. 6, where
St. Paul sets xdpis and &ya over against one another in
directest antithesis, showing that they mutually exclude one
another, it being of the essence of whatever is owed to xdpts
that it is unearned and unmerited,—as Augustine urges so
often, ¢gratia, nisi gratis sit, non est gratia;’—or indeed
demerited, as the faithful man will most freely acknowledge.
But while xdpis has thus reference to the sins of men, and
is that glorious attribute of God which these sins call out and
display, his free gift in their forgiveness, é\eos has special and
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iminediate regard to the misery which is the consequence of
these sins, being the tender sense of this misery displaying
itself in the effort, which only the continued perverseness of
man can hinder or defeat, to assuage and entirely remove it ;
so Bengel well : ¢ Gratia tollit culpam, misericordia miseriam.’
But here, as in other cases, it may be worth our while to con-
sider the anterior uses of this word, before it was assumed
into this its highest use as the mercy of Him, whose mercy is
over all his works. Of &eos we have this definition in
Aristotle (BRhet. ii. 8): &oro &) eos, Avmy Tis émi Ppawopévy
xax@ Plapricd xal Avrmpd, Tod dvafiov Tvyxdvew, & xlv adrds
mwpoodoxijoeey &v wabely, §) Tov airod Twa. It will be at once
perceived that much will have here to be modified, and
something removed, when we come to speak of the &\eos of
God. Grief does not and cannot touch Him, in whose pre-
gence is fulness of joy ; He does not demand unworthy suffer-
ing (Amy ds émi dvafiws xaxomabodvre, which is the Stoic defi-
nition of &eos, Diogenes Laértius, vii. 1. 68),! to move
Him, seeing that absolutely unworthy suffering there is none
in a world of sinners ; neither can He, who is lifted up above
all chance and change, contemplate, in beholding misery, the
possibility of being Himself involved in the same. It is
nothing wonderful that the Manicheans and others who
desired a God as unlike man as possible, cried out against the
attribution of é\eos to Him, and found here a weapon of their
warfare against that Old Testament, whose God was not
ashamed to proclaim Himself a God of pity and compassion
(Ps. Ixxviii. 88; Ixxxvi. 15; and often). They were favoured
here in the Latin by the word ¢ misericordia,’ and did not fail
to appeal to its etymology, and to demand whether the
‘miserum cor’ could tind place in Him; compare Virgil,
Georg. ii. 498, 499. Beneca too they had here for a fore-
runner, who observes in respect of this ¢ vitium pusilli animi,’
as he calls it (De Clemen. ii. 6), ¢ Misericordia vicina est

1 Bo Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8. 18): * Misericordia est smgritudo ex miserid

alterius injurid laborantis. Nemo enim parricides aut proditoris sup-
plicio misericordi4 commovetur.’
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miseriss; habet enim aliquid trahitque ex ed.’ Augusfine
answered rightly that thisand all other words used to express
human affections did require certain modifications, & clearing
away from them of the infirmities of human passions, before
they could be ascribed to the most High ; but that such for
all this were only their accidents, the essentials remaining
unchanged. Thus De Div. Queest. ii. 2: ‘Item de miseri-
cordid, si auferas compassionem cum eo, quem miseraris, par-
ticipatee miserism, ut remaneat tranquilla bonitas subveniends
et a miserid liberandi, insinuatur divins misericordis qualis-
cunque cognitio:’ of. De Cw. Dei, ix. 5; Anselm, Pros-
logium, 8 ; and Suicer, Thes. 8. v. In man’s pity there will
always be an element of grief, so that by John of Damascus
é\eos is enumerated as one of the four forms of Avxy, the other
three being dxos, dxfos, and ¢0dvos (De Fid. Orthod. ii. 14) ;
but not so in God’s. 'We may say then that the xdpws of God,
his free grace and gift, displayed in the forgiveness of sins, is
extended to men, as they are guilty, his &\eos, as they are
maserable. The lower creation may be, and 1is, the object of
God’s \eos, inasmuch as the burden of man’s curse has
redounded also upon it (Job xxxviii. 41; Ps. oxlvii. 9; Jon.
iv. 11; Rom. viii. 20-28), but of his xdpis man alone ; he only
needs, he only is capable of receiving it.

In the Divine mind, and in the order of our salvation as
conceived therein, the \eos precedes the xdpis. God soloved the
world with a pitying love (herein was the é\eos), that He gave
his only begotten Son (herein the xdpis), that the world through
Him might be saved (¢f. Ephes. ii. 4; Luke i. 78, 79). But
in the order of the manifestation of Grod’s purposes of salva-
tion the grace must go before the mercy, the xdpis must go
before and make way for the \eos. It is true that the same
persons are the subjects of both, being at once the guilty and
the miserable ; yet the righteousness of God, which it is quite
as necessary should be maintained as his love, demands that
the guilt should be done away, before the misery can be
assuaged ; only the forgiven may be blessed. He must pardon,
before He can heal; men must be justified before they can be
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sanctified. And as the righteousness of God absolutely and
in itself requires this, so no less that righteousness as it has
expressed itself in the moral constitution of man, linking as it
there has done misery with guilt, and making the first the in-
separable companion of the second. From this it follows that
in each of the apostolic salutations where these words occur,
xdpis precedes eos (1 Tim. i. 2; 2 Tim. i. 2; Tit. i. 4;
2 John 8; Zech. xii. 10; of. Wisd, iii. 9) ; nor could this order
have been reversed. Xdpis on the same grounds in the more
usual Pauline salutations precedes elpsjy (1 Cor. i. 8; 2 Cor.
i. 2; and often). On the distinction between the words of
this §, see some excellent words in Delitzsch, An die Ebrder,
p. 168.

§ xlvill. Oeooefis, edaePis, ebAaBis, Opfioros, deioidaluwy.

@coaefijs, an epithet three times applied to Job. i. 1, 8; ii. 8),
oceurs only once in the N. T. (John ix. 81) ; and feooéBeia no
oftener (1 Tim. ii. 10; Gen. xx. 11; of. Job xxviii. 28).
EdoeBis, rare in the Septuagint (Isai. xxiv. 16; xxvi. 7;
xxxii. 8), but common in the Apocrypha (Ecclus. xi. 22;
xii, 2, 4), with the words dependent on it, is of more frequent
occurrence (1 Tim. ii. 2; Acts x. 2; 2 Pet. ii. 9, and often).
Before we proceed to consider the relation of these to the
other words in this group, a subordinate distinction between
themselves may fitly be noted ; this, namely, that in feooefijs
is implied, by its very derivation, piety toward God, or toward
the gods; while eboefBis, often as it means this, may also
mean piety in the fulfilment of human relations, as toward
parents or others (Euripides, Elect. 258, 254), the word
according to its etymology only implying ¢ worship ’ (that is
‘ worthship ’) and reverence, well and rightly directed. It
has in fact the same double meaning as the Latin ¢ pietas,’
which is not merely ¢justitia adversum Deos,’ or ‘scientia
colendorum Deorum’ (Cicero, Nat. Deor. i. 41) ; but a double
meaning, which, deeply instructive as it is, yet proves occa-
sionally embarrassing ; so that on several occasions Augustine,
M
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when he has need of accuracy and precision in his language,
pauses to observe that by ¢ pietas’ he means what eloéBea
may mean, but OeocéBea alone must mean, namely, piety
toward Qod (‘Dei pietatem, quam Grmei vel edoéBeay, vel
expressius ot plenius feooéBeav, vocant,” Ep. clxvii. 8; De
Trin. xiv. 1; Cw. Dei, x. 1; Enchir.1). At the same time
eboéBewa, explained in the Platonic Definitions (412 c¢) as
Sicaroovvn wepl Oeovs, by the Stoics as émwomiun Oedv Oepareias
(Diogenes Laértius, vii. 1. 64, 119), and not therefore every
reverencing of the gods, but a reverencing of them aright (eb),
is the standing word to express this piety, both in itself
(Xenophon, Ages. iii. 5; xi. 1), and as it is the right mean
between dfeérs and Sewoidarpovia (Plutarch, De Super. 14);
doéBea and Sewridaspovia (Philo, Quod Deus Imm. 84);
Josephus in like manner opposes it to eldwAoAarpela. The
edoefijs is set over against the dvdows (Xenophon, Apol.
Soc. 19) ; he is himself ¢rdfeos (Lucian, De Calum. 14);
adPpwv wepl Tovs Geovs (Xenophon, Mem. iv. 8. 2). For some
further beautiful remarks on eboéBewa in the Greek sense of
the word see Niigelsbach, Nachhomerische Theologie, p. 191.
Christian eboéBewa is well described by Eusebius (Prep. Evang.
i. p. 8) a8 % wpds TOv &a kal pdvov bs dAnbds Spoloyolperdy Te
xal dvra edv dvdvevots, kal 1) katd Tovrov {wr).

What would have needed to be said on e’Aafs has been
for the most part anticipated (see § x.); yet something further
may be added here. I observed thiere how edAdBeia passed
over from signifying caution and carefulness in the handling
of human things to the same in respect of divine; the
German ¢ Andacht ’ had much the same history (see Grimm,
Worterbuch, s. v.). The only places in the N. T. where
ebAafis occurs are Luukeii. 25 ; Actsii. 5 ; viii. 2 ; of. Miec. vii. 2.
Our E. V. has uniformly translated it ¢ devout’ ; nor could this
translation be bettered. It is the Latin ¢religiosus,” but not
our ‘religious.” On all these occasions it expresses Jewish,
and as one might say, Old Testament piety. On the first it
is applied to Simeon ; on the second, to those Jews who came
from distant parts to keep the commanded feasts at Jerusalem ;
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and, on the third, the dv8pes e?AaBeis who carry Stephen to his
burial, are in all likelihood not Christian brethren, but devout
Jews, who avowed by this courageous act of theirs, as by their
great lamentation over the slaughtered saint, that they
separated themselves in spirit from this deed of blood, and
thus, if it might be, from all the judgments which it would
bring down on the city of those murderers. Whether it was
further given them to believe on the Crucified, who had such
witnesses as Stephen, we are not told ; we may well presume
that it was. )

If we keep in mind that, in that mingled fear and love
which combined constitute the piety of man toward God, the
0Old Testament placed its emphasis on the fear, the New places
it on the love (though there was love in the fear of God’s
saints then, as there must be fear in their love now), it will
at once be evident how fitly edAafrs was chosen to set forth
their piety under the Old Covenant, who, like Zacharias
and Elizabeth, ¢ were righteous before God, walking in all
the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless’
(Luke i. 6), and leaving nothing willingly undone which
pertained to the circle of their prescribed duties. For this
sénse of accurately and scrupulously performing that which is
prescribed, with the consciousness of the danger of slipping

_into a careless negligent performance of God’s service, and
of the need therefore of anxiously watching against the
adding to-or diminishing from, or in any other way altering,
that which has been by Him commanded, lies ever in the
words e?Aafs, ebAdBea, when used in their religious significa-
tion.! Compare Pott, Etym. Forsch. vol. v. p. 869.

Plutarch on more occasions than one exalts the e?AdBea
of the Romans in the handling of divine things, as contrasted
with the comparative carelessness of the Greeks. Thus, after
other instances in proof (Coriol. 25), he goes on: ¢ Of late

! Cicero’s well-known words deducing ¢ religio ’ from * relegere ’ may
be here fitly quoted (De Nat. Deor. ii. 28) : ¢ Qui omnia que ad cultum
deorum pertinerent, diligenter retractarent, et tanquam relegerent, sunt
dicti religiosi.’

M2



164 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT § XLVIlII

times also they did renew and begin & sacrifice thirty times
one after another; because they thought still there fell out
one fault or other in the same ; so holy and devout were they
to the gods’ (rowadry pdv edAdBew mpds 70 Ociov Popaiwy).
Elsewhere, he pourtrays Amilius Paulus (c. 8) as eminent for
his e’AdBeia. The passage is long, and I only quote a portion
of it, availing myself dgain of Sir Thomas North’s hearty
translation, which, though somewhat loose, is in essentials
correct: ‘ When he did anything belonging to his office of
priesthood, he did it with great experience, judgment, and
diligence ; leaving all other thoughts, and without omitting
any ancient ceremony, or adding to any new; contending
oftentimes with his companions in things which seemed light
and of small moment; declaring to them that though we
do presume the gods are easy to be pacified, and that thoy
readily pardon all faults and serapes committed by negligence,
yeot if it were no more but for respect of the commonwealth’s
sake they should not slightly or carelessly dissemble or pass
over faults committed in those matters’ (p. 206). Compare
Aulus Gellius, ii. 28: ¢ Veteres Romani in constituendis
religionibus atque in diis immortalibus animadvertendis
castissimt cautissimique.’” Euripides in one passage con-
templates edbAdfBea as a person and a divine one, xpnoypwrdry
beiv (Pheen. 794).

But if in edAaBs we have the anxious and scrupulous
worshipper, who makes a conscience of changing anything,
of omitting anything, being above all things fearful to offend,
we have in Opijoxos (Jam. i. 26), which still more nearly
corresponds to the Latin  religiosus,’ the zealous and diligent
performer of the divine offices, of the outward service of God.
The word indeed nowhere else occurs in the whole circle of
the profane literature of Greece; but working back from
Opnokela, we are in no difficulty about its exact meaning.
@pyoxele. (=*cultus,’ or perhaps more strictly, ¢cultus
exterior’) is predominantly the ceremonial service of religion
of her whom Lord Brooke has so grandly named ¢ mother of
form and fear,’—the external framework or body, of which
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eboéfea is the informing soul. The suggestion of Plutarch
(Alez. 2), deriving fpfioxos from Orpheus the Thracian, who
brought in the celebration of religious mysteries, is etymo-
logically worthless; but points, and no doubt truly, to the
celebration of divine offices as the fundamental notion of the
word. ’

How delicate and fine then is 8t. James’s choice of
Oprioxos and Opnoxeia (i. 26, 27). ‘If any man,’ the Apostle
would say, ‘ seem to himself to be fpfioxos, a diligent observer
of the offices of religion, if any man would render a pure and
undefiled Gpnoxela to God, let him know that this consists
not in outward lustrations or ceremonial observances; nay,
that there is & better fpyoxela than thousands of rams and
rivers of oil, namely, to do justly and to love mercy and to
walk humbly with his God ’ (Mic. vi. 7, 8); or, according to
his own words, ‘to visit the widows and orphans in their
affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world ' (of.
Matt. xxiii. 23). 8t. James is not herein affirming, as we
sometimes hear, these offices to be the sum total, nor yet the
great essentials, of true religion, but declares them to be the
body, the fpnoxeia, of which godliness, or the love of God, is
the informing soul. His intention is somewhat obscured to
the English reader from the fact that ‘religious’ and
¢ religion,” by which we have rendered fpsjoxos and fpnoxeia,
possessed a meaning once which they now possess no longer,
and in that meaning are here employed. The Apostle claims
for the new dispensation a superiority over the old, in that
its very Gpnoxeia consists in acts of meray, of love, of holiness,
in that it has lUght for its garment, its very robe being
righteousness ; herein how much nobler than that old,
whose Gpnoxela was- at best merely ceremonial and formal,
whatever inner truth it might embody. These observations
are made by Coleridge (4ids to Reflection, 1825, p. 15), who
at the same time complains of our rendering of 6pfoxos and
Opnoxeia as erroneous. But it is not so much erroneous as
obsolete ; an explanation indeed which he has himself
suggested, though he was not aware of any such use of
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‘religion ’ at the time when our Version was made as would
bear our Translators out. Milton offers more than one.
Some heathen idolatries he characterizes as being

¢ adorned

With gay religions full of pomp and gold.’
Paradise Lost, b. 1.

And our Homilies will supply many more: thus, in that
Against Peril of Idolatry : * Images used for no religion or
superstition rather, we mean of none worshipped, nor in
danger to be worshipped by any, may be suffered.’” A very
instructive passage on the merely external character of
Opnoxeia, which same external character I am confident our
Translators saw in ¢ religion,” occurs in Philo (Quod Det. Pot.
Ins. 7). Having repelled such as would fain be counted
among the edoeBeis on the score of divers washings, or costly
offerings to the temple, he proceeds: wewAdiyras ydp xai odros
iis wpds eboéBeav 630D, Bpnoxelay dvrl doidTyTos Tyolpevos.
The readiness with which fpnoxeia declined into the meaning
of superstition, service of false gods (Wisd. xiv. 18, 27 ; Col. ii.
18), of itself indicates that it had more to do with the form,
than with the essence, of piety. Thus Gregory Nazianzene
(Carm. ii. 84. 150, 151):

Gpnoxelay olla xal 5 dawdvoy oéPas,
‘H ¥ e g éBeia xpoorivnous Tpuddos.

Aeaoidalpwr, the concluding word of this group, and
SewriBarpovia a8 well, had at first an honorable use; was
=0eoaeijs (Xenophon, Cyrop. iii. 8. 58). It is quite possible
that ¢ superstitio’ and ¢ superstitiosus * had the same. There
seem traces of sach & use of ¢superstitiosus’ by Plautus
(Curcul. iii. 27 ; Amphat. i. 1. 169) ; altheugh, as no one has
yet solved the riddle of this word,! it is impossible absolutely
to say whether this be so or not. In Cicero’s time it had
certainly left its better meauning behind (De Nat. Deor. ii.

' Pott (Etym. Forsch. vol. ii. 921) resumes the latest investiga-

tions on the derivation of *superstitio.” For the German ‘ Aberglaube ’
(=*Ueberglaube ’) see Herzog, Real-Encyc. 8. v.
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28 ; Divin. ii. 72) ; and compare Seneca : ¢ Religio Deos colit,
superstitio violat.’” The philosophers firdt gave an unfavour-
able significance to Sewoidarpovia. Ast indeed affirms that it
first oocurs in an ill sense in a passage of Polybius (vi. 56. 7) ;
but Jebb (Characters of Theophrastus, p. 264) quotes &
passage from Aristotle (Pol. v. 11), showing that this meaning
was not unknown to him. 8o soon as ever the philosophers
began to account fear not as a right, but as a disturbing
element in piety, one therefore to be carefully eliminated
from the true idea of it (see Plutarch, De Aud. Poét. 12;
and Wyttenbach, Antmadd. in Plutarchum, vol. i. p. 997), it
was almost inevitable that they should lay hold of the word
which by its very etymology implied and involved fear
(8esaidaspovia, from deldw), and should employ it to denote that
which they disallowed and condemned, namely, the ¢timor
inanis Deorum ' (Cicero, Nat. Deor. i. 41): in which phrase
the emphasis must not be laid on ¢inanis,” but on ¢ timor’;
of. Augustine (De Cw. Dei, vi. 9): ¢ Varro religiosum a
superstitioso e distinctione discernit, ut a superstitioso dicat
timeri Deos ; a religioso autem verer: ut parentes; non ut
hostes timeri.' Baxter does not place the emphasis exactly
where these have done; but his definition of superstition is
also & good one (Cathol. Theol. Preface): ‘A conceit that
God is well pleased by overdoing in external things and
observances and laws of men’s own making.’

But even after they had just turned Sewrdapovia to
ignobler uses, defined it, as does Theophrastus Seia wepl
70 dapdviov, and Plutarch (De Superst. 6), more vaguely,
wolvwifeia xaxov 6 dyalov vmovoovoa, it did not at once and
altogether forfeit its higher signification. It remained indeed
a middle term to the last, receiving its inclination to good or
bad from the intention of the user. Thus we not only find
dewrdalpwy (Xenophon, Ages. xi. 8; Cyr. iii. 8. 58) and
deridapovia (Polybius, vi. 56. 7; Josephus, Antt. x. 8. 2)
in a good sense; but St. Paul himself employed it in no ill
meaning in his ever memorable discourse upon Mars’ Hill.
He there addresses the Athenians, ‘I perceive that in all
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things ye are &s Sewridapovearépovs” (Acts xvii. 22), which
is searcely “too superstitious,” as we have rendered it, or
‘allzu aberglidubisch,” as Luther; but rather ‘religiosiores,’
as Beza, ‘sehr gottesfiirchtig,’ as De Wette, has given it.
For indeed it was not St. Paul’s habit to affront, and by
affronting to alienate his hearers, least of all at the outset of
a discourse intended to win them to the truth. Deeper
reasons, too, than those of a mere calculating prudence,
would have hindered him from expressing himself thus; none
was less disposed than he to overlook or deny the religious
element in heathenism, however overlaid or obscured by
falsehood or error this might be. Led by such considerations
as these, some interpreters, Chrysostom for instance, make
Secidarpovearépovs=eblaBeorépovs, taking it altogether as
praise. Yet neither must we run into an extreme on this
side. St. Paul selects with finest tact and skill, and at the
same time with most perfect truth, a8 word which almost
imperceptibly shaded off from praise to blame. Bengel (in
loc.) : ¢ dewridalpwy, verbum per se péoov, ideoque ambiguitatem
habet clementem, et exordio huic aptissimam.’ In it he gave
to his Athenian hearers the honour which was confessedly
their due as zealous worshippers of the superior powers, so far
as their knowledge reached, being feooeBéoraror, as Sophocles
(&Edip. Col. 256), calls them, and eloeBéoraro wdvrwv mov
‘EM\jvov, a8 Josephus (c. Apion. ii. 12) says they were
styled by all men; their land Ocodpirecrdr), as Aschylus
(Eumen. 867) names it ; compare the beautiful chorus in The
Clouds of Aristophanes, 299-818. But for all this, the
Apostle does not squander on them the words of very highest
honour of all, reserving these for the true worshippers of the
true God. And as it is thus in the one passage where eiialpwy,
80 also in the one where 8ewowdawipovia, occurs (Acts xxv. 19).
Festus may speak there with a certain covert slight of the
8eiridaipovia, or overstrained way of worshipping God
(‘ Gottesverehrung * De Wette translates it), which, as he
conceived, was common to St. Paul and his Jewish accusers ;
but he would scarcely have called it & °superstition’ in
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Agrippa’s face, for it was the same to which Agrippa himself
was addicted (Acts xxvi. 8, 27), whom certainly he was very
far from intending to insult.

§ xlix. «evds, pdracos.

TeeEsE words nowhere in the N.T. occur together; but on
several occasions in the Septuagint, as for instance at Job xx.
18 ; Isai. xxx. 7; cf. lix. 4; Hos. xii. 1; in Clement of
Rome, Cor. 6; and not unfrequently in classical Greek; as
in Sophocles (Elec. 824); in Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. i. 2. 1);
and in Plutarch (4dv. Colot. 17). We deal with them here
solely in their ethical use; for seeing that pdraws knows, at
least in Beripture, no other use, it is only as ethically
- employed that xevds can be brought into comparison with it,
or the words made the subject of discrimination.

The first, xevds, is ¢ empty,’ ¢ leer,’ ¢ gehaltlos,’ ¢ inanis’;
the second, pdraos, ¢ vain,’ ¢ eitel ’ (“ idle *), ¢ erfolglos,’ ¢ vanus.’
In the first is characterized the hollowness, in the second the
aimlessness, or, if we may use the word, the resultlessness,
connected as it is with udmw, of that to which this epithet is
given. Thus kevai éxwides (Aschylus, Pers. 104 ; cf. Job. vii.
6; Ecclus. xxxiv. 1, where they are joined with yevdeis) are
empty hopes, such as are built on no solid foundation; and
in the N. T. «evol Adyo (Ephes. v. 6; cf. Deut. xxxii. 47;
Exod. v. 9) are words which have no inner substance and
kernel of truth, hollow sophistries and apologies for sin;
xémwos kevds, labour which yields no return (1 Cor. xv. 58);
80 xevodwviar (1 Tim, vi. 20; 2 Tim. ii. 16); cf. xevoloyia
(Plutarch, Adv. Stoic. 22), and xevodoéla (Phil. ii. 8), by Suidas
explained paraia Tis wepl éavrod olyors.  St. Paul reminds the
Thessalonians (1 Thess. ii. 1) that his entrance to them was
not ke, not unaccompanied with the demonstration of Spirit
and of power. When used not of things but of persons, xevds
predicates not merely an absence and emptiness of good, but
since the moral nature of man endures no vacuum, the pre-
sence of evil. It is thus employed only once in the N. T.,
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namely at Jam. ii. 20, where the dvfpuwros xevss is one.in
whom the higher wisdom has found no entrance, but who is
puffed up with a vain conceit of his own spiritual insight,
‘aufgeblasen,’ as Luther (on Coloss. ii. 18) has it. Compare
the dvdpes xevol of Judg. ix. 4; Plutarch De seips. Laud. 5):
ToUs & 7§ wepumarely émrawpopévovs xal UWavxevolvras dvorjrovs
iryovpeda xai kevovs: and compare further the Greek proverb,
xevol kevi dpovri{ovar (Gaisford, Parem. Graci, p. 146).

But if xevds thus expresses the emptiness of all which is
not filled with God, pdraios, as observed already, will express
the aimlessness, the leading to no object or end, the vanity,
of all which has not Him, who is the only true object and end
of any intelligent creature, for its scope. In things natural
it is pdraov, a8 Gregory of Nyssa, in his first Homily on
Ecclesiastes explains it, to build houses of sand on the sea-
shore, to chase the wind, to shoot at the stars, to hunt one’s
_ own shadow. Pindar (Pyth. iii. 87 Diss., 40-1 Heyn.) exactly
describes the pdrasos a8 one perapsvia Gppedwy dxpdvrows wriow.
That toil is pdracos which can issue in nothing (Plato, Legg.
v. 785 b); that grief is pdrawos for which no ground exists
(Axioch. 869 c) ; that is a udrawos elyr) which in the very nature
of things cannot obtain its fulfilment (Euripides, Iphig. in
Taur. 688) ; the prophecies of the false prophet, which God
will not bring to pass, are pavreias pdrare (Ezek. xiii. 6, 7, 8;
of. Ecclus. xxxiv. §); s0 in the N. T. pdrawoe xal dvwpelets
Ormjoas (Tit. iii. 9) are idle and unprofitable questions whose
discussion can lead to no advancement in true godliness; of.
pat ia (1 Tim. i. 6 ; Plutarch, De Lib. Educ. 9), paraco-
Adyou (Tit. i. 10), vain talkers, the talk of whose lips can tend
only to poverty, or to worse (Isai. xxxii. 6: LXX.); paraso-
wovia (Clement of Rome, Cor. 9), labour which in its very
nature is in vain.

Marawémys is a word altogether strange to profane Greek ;
one too to which the old heathen world, had it possessed if,
could never have imparted that depth of meaning which in
Scripture it has obtained. For indeed that heathen world
was itself too deeply and hopelessly sunken in ¢ vanity ' to be
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fully alive to the fact that it was sunken in it at all; was
committed so far as to have lost all power to pronounce that
judgment upon itself which in this word is pronounced upon
it. One must, in part at least, have been delivered from the
parawdrys, to be in a condition at all to esteem it for what it
truly is. When the Preacher exclaimed ¢All is vanity’
(Eccles. i. 2), it is clear that something in him was not
vanity, else he could never have arrived at this conclusion.
Hugh of 8. Vietor: ¢ Aliquid ergo in ipso fuit quod vanitas
non fuit, et id contra vanitatem non vane loqui potuit.’
Saying this I would not for an instant deny that some echoes
of this cry of his reach us from the moral waste of the old
heathen world. From none perhaps are they heard so often
and so distinctly as from Lucretius. How many of the most
pathetic passages in his poem do but draw out at greater
length that confession which he has more briefly summed up
in two lines, themselves of an infinite sadness :

¢ Ergo hominum genus incassum frustraque laborat
Semper, et in curis consumit inanibus svom.’

But if these confessions are comparatively rare elsewhere,
they are frequent in Beripture. It is not too much to say
that of one book in Secripture, I mean of course the book of
The Preacher, it is the key-word. In that book parawdrys, or
its Hebrew equivalent 5;;!, occurs nearly forty times; and
this ¢ vanity,’ after the preacher has counted and cast up the
total good of man’s life and labours apart from God, con-
stitutes the zero at which the sum of all is rated by him. The
false gods of heathendom are eminently & pdrawa (Acts xiv.
15; of. 2 Chron. xi. 16; Jer. x. 16; Jon. ii. 8); the
paraodofas i ascribed to as many as become followers of
these (Rom. i. 21 ; 2 Kin. xvii. 15 ; Jer. ii. 5 ; xxviii. 17,18) ;
inasmuch as they, following after vain things, become them-
selves paraidppoves (8 Mace. vi. 11), like the vain things which
they follow (Wisd. xiii. 1 ; xiv. 21-81) ; their whole conversa-
tion vain (1 Pet. i. 18), the paraidrys having reached to the
very centre and citadel of their moral being to the vods itself
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(Ephes. iv. 17). Nor is this all ; this parawérys, or Soviela ijs
¢bopas (Rom. viii. 21), for the phrases are convertible, of which
the end is death, reaches to that entire creation which was
made dependent on man; and which with a certain blind
consciousness of this is ever reaching out after a deliverance,
such as it is never able to grasp, seeing that the restitution of
all other things can only follow on the previous restitution of
man. On this matter Olshausen (on Rom. viii. 20, 21) has
some beautiful remarks, of which I can quote but a fragment :
¢ Jeder natiirliche Mensch, ja jedes Thier, jede Pflanze ringt
iiber sich hinaus zu kommen, eine Idee zu verwirklichen, in
deren Verwirklichung sie ihre é\evfepia hat, d. h. das der
gottlichen Stimmung volkommen entsprechende Seyn; aber
die ihr Wesen durchziehende Nichtigkeit (Ps. xxxix. 6;
Pred. i. 2, 14), d. h. die mangelnde Lebensfiille, die darin
begriindete Vergiinglichkeit und deren Ende, der Tod, lisst
kein geschaffenes Ding sein Ziel erreichen ; jedes Individuum
der Gattung fingt vielmehr den Kreislauf wieder von neuem
an, und ringt trostlos wider die Unméglichkeit, sich zu
vollenden.’” There is much, too, excellently said on this
¢ vanity of the creature’ in an article in the Zeitschrift fiir
Luther. Theol. 1872, p. 50 sqq.; and in another by Koster in
the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 755 sqq.

§ 1. ludrov, xirdw, ipariopds, xAapds, orols, wodijpys.

TEE reader need not be alarmed here in prospect of a treatise
de Re Vestiarid ; although such, with the abundant materials
ready to hand in the works of Ferrarius, Braun, and others,
might very easily be written, and need cost little more trouble
than that of transcription. I do not propose more than a
brief discrimination of a few of the words by which garments
are most frequently designated in the N.T.

‘Ipdriov, properly a diminutive of Iua (=elna), although
like so many words of our own, as ¢ pocket,” ¢latchet,’ it has
quite lost the force of a diminutive, is the word of commonest

N
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use, when there is no intention to designate one manner of
garment more particularly than another (Matt. xi. 8; xxvi.
65). Bub iudrov is used also in a more restricted sense,
of the large upper garment, so large that a man would some-
times sleep in it (Exod. xxii. 26), the cloke as distinguished
from the yurdv or close-fitting inner vest; and thus wept-
BdAXewv indrov (it is itself called repiBoAatov, Exod. xxii. 9;
weptSolsj, Plutarch, Conj. Prac. 12), but évdvetv xurdva (Dio
Chrysostom, Orat. vii. 111). “Ipdrwov and xerdv, as the upper
and the under garment, occur constantly together (Acts
ix. 89; Matt. v. 40; Luke vi. 29; John xix. 28). Thus at
Matt. v. 40 our Lord instructs his disciples: “If any man
will sue thee at the law, and take away thy coat (xiréva), let
him have thy cloke (indriov) also.’” Here the spoiler is pre-
sumed to begin with the less costly, the under garment,
which we have rendered, not very happily, the ‘coat’ (Dic-
tionary of the Bible, art. Dress), from which he proceeds to
the more costly, or upper ; and the process of spoliation, being
a legal one, there is nothing unnatural in such a sequence ;
but at Luke vi. 29 the order is reversed: ¢ Him that taketh
away thy cloke (ipdrwov) forbid not to take thy coat (xerdva)
also.” As the whole context plainly shows, the Lord is here
contemplating an act of violent outrage; and therefore the
cloke or upper garment, as that which would be the first
seized, is also the first named. In the Asopic fable (Plutarch,
Prec. Conj. 12), the wind with all its violence only makes the
traveller to wrap his iudriov more closely round him, while,
when the sun begins to shine in its strength, he puts off first
his ipdriov, and then his xirdv.  One was styled yvuvds, who
had laid aside his iudrwov, and was only in his xurdv; not
‘naked,” as our Translators have it (John xxi. 7), which
suggests an unseemliness that certainly did not find place;
but stripped for toil (cf. Isai. xx. 2; lviii. 7; Job xxii. 6;
Jam. ii. 15; and in the Latin, ‘sere nudus,’ Geory. i. 299).
It is naturally his ipdriov which Joseph leaves in the hands of
his temptress (Gen. xxxix. 12; while at Jude 28 xirév has its
fitness.
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‘Iparwopds, & word of comparatively late appearance, and
belonging to the xowy Suddexros, is seldom, if ever, used
except of garments more or less stately and costly. It is the
¢ vesture '—this word expressing it very well—of kings ; thus
of Solomon in all his glory (1 Kin. x. §; cf. xxii. 80); is
associated with gold and silver, as part of a precious spoil
(Exod. iii. 22; xii. 85; cf. Acts xx. 88); is found linked with
such epithets as &dofos (Liuke vii. 25 ; of. Isai. iii. 18, 84fa To%
ipariopod), wouilos (Ezek. xvi. 18), duixpvoos (Ps. xliv. 10),
mwolvredis (1 Tim. ii. 9 ; cf. Plutarch, Apoph. Lac. Archid. 7) ;
is a name given (Matt. xxvii. 85; John xix. 24) to our
Lord’s yurdv, which was woven all of a piece (dppagpos, John
xix, 28), and had that of cost and beauty about it which
made even the rude Roman soldiers unwilling to rend, and
so to destroy it. .

The purple robe with which our Lord was arrayed in scorn
by the mockers in Pilate’s judgment-hall is & yAapds (Matt.
xxvii. 28-81). Nor can we doubt that the word has its striotest
fitness here. XM\auvds so constantly signifies a garment of
dignity and office, that xAauva wepirifévar was a technical
phrase for assuming a magistracy (Plutarch, An Sen. Ger.
Resp. 26). This might be a civil magistracy ; but yAapds, like
¢ paludamentum ’ (which, and not ¢sagum,’ is the nearest
Latin equivalent), far more commonly expresses the robe with
which military officers, captains, commanders or imperators,
would be clothed (2 Mace. xii. 85) ; and the employment of
XAapvs in the record of the Passion leaves little doubt that
these profane mockers obtained, as it would have been so easy
for them in the prstorium to obtain, the cast-off cloke of
some high Roman officer, and with this arrayed the sacred
person of the Lord. We recognise a certain confirmation of
this supposition in the epithet xéxxwos which St. Matthew
gives it. It was ¢scarlet,’ the colour worn by Roman officers
of rank; so ‘chlamys coccinea’ (Lampridius, 4 lex. Severus, 40);
xAapds wepurdpgupos (Plutarch, Prec. Ger. Reip. 20). That
the other Evangelists describe it as ¢ purple’ (Mark xv. 17;
John xix. 2) does not affect this statement; for the ¢ purple’
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of antiquity was a colour almost or altogether indefinite (Braun,
De Vest, Sac. Heb. vol. i p. 220; Gladstone, Studies on
Homer, vol. iii. p. 4567).

SToMsj, from oré\w, our English ¢ stole,’ is any stately robe ;
and as long sweeping garments would have eminently this
stateliness about them, always, or almost always, a garment
reaching to the feet, or trainlike sweeping the ground. The
fact that such were oftenest worn by women (the Trojan women
are é\xesimerAo: in Homer) explains the use which ¢ stola ’ in
Latin bhas predominantly acquired. The Emperor Marcus
Antoninus tells us in his Meditations, that among the things
which he learned from his tutor, the famous Stoic philosopher
Rusticus, was, not to stalk about the house in a grodsj (uy &
orolyj xat olkov mepurarety, i. 7). It was, on the contrary, the
custom and pleasure of the Seribes to * walk in long clothing
(Mark xii. 88; of. Luke xx. 46), making this solemn ostenta-
tion of themselves in the eyes of men. Srols is in constant
use for the holy garments of Aaron and his descendants
(Exod. xxviii. 2; xxix. 21; oroAy 8ééys they are called, Ec-
clus. 1. 11); or, indeed, for any garment of special solemnity,
richness, or beauty ; thus oroAy) Aerovpyua (Exod. xxxi. 10);
and compare Mark xvi. 5 ; Luke xv. 22; Rev. vi. 11 ; vii. 9;
Esth. vi. 8, 11 ; Jon. iii. 6.

Mod1pns, naturalised in ecclesiastical Latin as ¢ poddris’
(of which the second syllable is short), is properly an adjective,
=*talaris;’ thus doxis modiypns, Xenophon, Cyrop. vi. 2. 10
(=0vpeds, Ephes. vi. 16); modijpes &dvpa, Wisd. xviii. 24;
wodnpys wdrywv, Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul. 7; being sever-
ally a shield, a garment, a beard, reaching down to the feet.
It differs very little from orolyj. Indeed the same Hebrew
word which is rendered wodjpys at Ezek. ix. 2, 8, is rendered
oro\y, ibid. x. 2, and oroly) dyla, tbid. 6, 7. At the same
time, in the enumeration of the high-priestly garments, this
oroMj, Or oroly) dyla, signifies the whole array of the high
priest ; while the wod7pys (xirdv wodijpys Plutarch calls it in
his curious and strangely inaccurate chapter about the Jewish
festivals, Symp. iv. 6. 6) is distinguished from it, and signifies



176 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT §11

one portion only, namely, the robe or chetoneth (Fixod. xxviii.
2, 4 ; Ecclus. xlv. 7, 8).

" There are other words which might be included in this
group, as éobhys (Luke xxiii. 11), &ofhpors (Liuke xxiv. 4), &dvua
{Madtt. xxii. 12) ; but it would not be very easy to assign sever-
ally to each of these a domain of meaning peculiarly its own.
‘On the whole subject see Marriott, Vestiarium Christianum,

Pp. Vii. seq.

§ i. ey, mpooevyr], dénas, &revéis, edxapiotia,
almpa, ikerppla.
Four of these words ocour together at 1 Tim. ii.1 ; on which
Flacius Illyricus (Clavis, 8. v. Oratio) justly observes: ¢ Quem
vocum acervum procul dubio Paulus non temere congessit.’
I propose to consider not these only, but the larger group of
‘which they form a portion.

Eixy is found only once in the N. T. in the sense ot a
prayer (Jam. v. 15); twice besides in that of a vow (Acts
xviii. 18; xxi. 28); compare Plato (Legg. vii. 801 a), eixai
wapd Oedv aimjoeas elol. On the distinction between it and
wpocevyy, between elxecfa: and mpocevxesfar, there is a long
-discussion in Origen (De Orat. § 2, 8, 4), but of no great
value, and not bringing out more than the obvious fact that
in ey} and eUxeafow the notion of the vow, of the dedicated
thing, is more commonly found than that of prayer. A more
1interesting treatment of the words, and the difference between
them, may be found in Gregory of Nyssa, De Orat. Dom.
Orat. 2, ad nit.

Mpocevy: and dénows often in the N. T. oceur together
(Phil. iv. 6; Ephes. vi. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 1; v. 5), and not un-
frequently in the Septuagint (Ps. vi. 10; Dan. ix. 21, 28;
cf. 1 Mace. vii. 87). There have been many, but for the most
part not very successful, attempts to distinguish between them.
Grotius, for instance, affirms that they are severally ¢ precatio’
and ‘¢ deprecatio’ ; that the first seeks to obtain good, the
second to avert evil. Augustine, let me note by the way, in
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his treatment of the more important in this group of words
. (Ep. 149, § 12-16; cof. Bishop Taylor, Pref. to Apology for
Set Forms of Liturgy, § 81), which, though interesting,
yields few definite results of value, observes that in his time
this distinction between ¢ precatio ’ and ¢ deprecatio * had prac-
tically quite disappeared. Theodoret, who had anticipated
Grotius here, explains wpooevx a8 almois dyafiov, and dénos
a8 dmép dmalayijs Tvdv Avmpdv ixerelo mpodepopévy. He has
here in this last definition the words of Aristotle (Rhet. ii. 7)
before him : Sejoes elolv ai dpéfes, kol Tovrwy pdhiora ai perd
Mmys Tod 3 yryvopévov: compare Gregory of Nazianzus:
dénow olov Ty almow é&dedv. Bub this distinction is alto-
gother arbitrary; it neither lies in the words, nor is it borne
out by usage.. Better Calvin, who makes mpocevy (=*pre-
catio’), prayer in general, 8éois (=‘rogatio’), prayer for
particular benefits: ¢ wpooevx; omne genus orationis, déyos
ubi certum aliquid petitur; genus et species.’” Bengel’s dis-
tinction amounts very nearly to the same thing : ‘8épots (a d¢)
est imploratio gratis in necessitate quidam speciali ; mpoaevyj,
oratio, exercetur quélibet oblatione voluntatum et desideriorum
erga Deum.’

But Calvin and Bengel, bringing out one important point
of distinction, have yet failed to bring out another—namely,
that mpocevyi} is ‘res sacra,’ the word being restricted to
sacred uses ; it is always prayer o God ; 8éjous has no such
restriction. Fritzsche (on Rom. x. 1) has not failed to urge
this : ¢ 5 mpooevyi et 5 dénous differunt ut precatio et rogatio.
T pooeixeabar ot % mporevxy verba sacra sunb; precamur enim
Deum: detofar, 70 dénpa (Aristophanes, Acharn. 1059) et 4
8épois tum in sacrd tum in profand re usurpantur, nam et
‘Deum rogare possumus et homines.” It is the same distine-
tion as in our ‘prayer’ (though that has been too much
brought down to mundane uses) and °petition,” in the
German ‘ Gebet * and ¢ Bitte.’ '

“Evrevéis oceurs in the N.T. only at 1 Tim. ii. 1; iv. 5 (but
&rvyxdvew four or five times), and once in the Apocrypha
(2 Mace. iv. 8). ¢Intercession,’ by which the A. V. translates

N
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it, is not, a8 we now understand ¢ intercession,’ a satisfactory
rendering. For &revfis does not necessarily mean what inter-
cession at present commonly does mean—namely, prayer in
relation to others (at 1 Tim. iv. 5§ such meaning is impos-
gible) ; a pleading either for them or against them.! Least of
all does it mean exclusively the latter, a pleading against our
enemies, as Theodoret, on Rom., xi. 2, missing the fact that
the ¢ against’ lay there in the xard, would imply, when he
says: &revfls dor xampyopla Tdv &dwotvrav: of. Hesychius:
dénas els édipow Ymép Twos (Rom. viii. 84), xard rwos (Rom.
xi, 2) ; but, as its connexion with &rvyxdvew, to fall in witha
person, to draw close to him so as to enter into familiar
speech and communion with him (Plutarch, Conj. Prec. 18),
implies, it is free familiar prayer, such as boldly draws near to
God (Gen. xviii. 28 ; Wisd. viii. 21 ; of. Philo, Quod Det. Pot.
25 ; &reifes xai éBonoes; Plutarch, Phoc. 17). In justice,
however, to our Translators, it must be observed that ¢ inter-
cession ’ had not in their time that limited meaning of prayer
Jfor others which we now ascribe toit ; see Jer. xxvii. 18 ; xxxvi.
25. The Vulgate has ¢ postulationes’; but Augustine, in a
discussion on this group of words referred to already (Ep. 149,
§ 12-16), prefers ¢ interpellationes,’ a8 better bringing out the
wmappmola, the freedom and boldness of access, which is
‘involved in, and constitutes the fundamental idea of, the
&revfis—* interpellare,’ to interrupt another in speaking, ever
implying forwardness and freedom. Origen (De Orat. 14) in
like manner makes the boldness of approach to God, asking,
it may be, some great thing (he instances Josh. x. 12), the
fundamental notion of the &revfis. It might mean indeed
more than this, Plato using it of a possible encounter with
pirates (Politic. 298 d).

Eixapworia, which our Translators have rendered ¢ thank-
fulness * (Acts xxiv. 8) ; ¢ giving of thanks’ (1 Cor. xiv. 16);
‘thanks’ (Rev. iv. 9) ; ¢ thanksgiving’ (Phil. iv. 6), a some-

! The rendering of 3’ évretiews, 2 Maco. iv. 8, ¢ by intercession,’ can

scarcely be correct. It expresses more probably the fact of a confidential
interview face to face between Jason and Antiochus.
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what rare word elsewhere, is frequent in sacred Greek. It
would be out of place to dwell here on the special meaning
which elxapworia and ¢ eucharist ’ have acquired from the fact
that in the Holy Communion the Church -embodies her
highest act of thanksgiving for the highest benefits which she
has received of God. Regarded as one manner of prayer, it
expresses that which ought never to be absent from any of
our devotions (Phil. iv. 6; Ephes. v. 20; 1 Thess. v. 18;
1 Tim. ii. 1) ; namely, the grateful acknowledgment of past
mercies, as distinguished from the earnest seeking of future.
As such it may, and will, subsist in heaven (Rev. iv. 9; vii.
12) ; will indeed be larger, deeper, fuller there than here: for
only there will the redeemed know how much they owe to
their Lord ; and this it will do, while all other forms of
prayer, in the very nature of things, will have ceased in the
entire possession and present fruition of the things prayed for.
Alrpa occurs twice in the N. T. in the sense of a petition
of men o God, both times in the plural (Phil. iv. 6; 1 John
v. 15); it is, however, by no means restricted to this meaning
(Luke xxiii. 24; Esth. v. 7; Dan. vi. 7). In a mpocevxs} of
any length there will probably be many aimjpare, these being
indeed the several requests of which the mpooevys} is composed.
For instance, in the Lord’s Prayer it is generally reckoned
that there are seven airjpara, though some have regarded the
first three as edxa/, and only the last four as almjpara. Wit-
gius (De Orat. Dom.): ¢ Petitio pars orationis; ut si totam
Orationem Dominicam voces orationem aut precationem,
singulas vero illius partes aut septem postulata petitiones.’
‘Ixernpla, with pdfBdos or é\afa, or some such word under-
stood, like aomijpiov, Guowaamipiov, Suxacrijpov, and other
words of the same termination (see Lobeck, Pathol. Serm.
Grec. p. 281), was originally an adjective, but little by little
obtained substantival power, and learned to go alone. It is
explained by Plutarch (Thes. 18): x\ddos dwd Tis iepds eAalas
éplp Aevk§ kareareppévos (of. Wyttenbach, Animadd in Plut-
arch. vol. xiii. p. 89; and Wunder on Sophocles, Hdip,
Rez, 8), the olive-branch bound round with white wool, held
N2
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forth by the suppliant in token of the character which he
bore (Zschylus, Eumen. 48, 44 ; compare Virgil, Fin. viii.
116: ¢ Pacifereque manu ramum pretendit olive’; and
again ver. 128: ‘Et vittd comtos voluit pratendere ramos’;
and once more xi. 101). A deprecatory letter, which Antio-
chus Epiphanes is said on his death-bed to have written to
the Jews, is described (2 Mace. ix. 18) as ikerpias rdéw & ovoa,
and Agrippa designates one addressed to Caligula: ypa¢y v
vl ixerqplas wporeivo (Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 86). It is easy to
trace the steps by which this, the symbol of supplication,
came to signify the supplication itself. It does so on the only
occasion when it occurs in the N. T. (Heb. v. 7), being there
joined to déjous, as it often is elsewhere (Job xli. 8 [xl. 22
LXX.]; Polybius, iii. 112. 8).

Thus much on the distinction between these words;
although, when all has been said, it will still to a great extent
remain true that they will often set forth, not different kinds
of prayer, but prayer contemplated from different sides and
under different aspects. Witsius (De Orat. Dom. § 4):
¢Mihi sic videtur, unam eandemque rem diversis nominibus
designari pro diversis quos habet aspectibus. Preces nostrs
Sejoes vocantur, quatenus iis nostram apud Deum testamur
egestatem, nam déecfar indigere est ; mpooevyai, quatenus vota
nostra continent; almjuara, quatenus exponunt petitiones et
desideria ; é&reifes, quatenus non timide et diffidenter, sed
Jfamiliariter, Deus se & nobis adiri patitur; &wevfis enim est
colloquium et comgressus familiaris: ebxapioriav gratiarum
actionem esse pro acceptis jam beneficiis, notius est quam ut
moneri oporteat.”—On the Hebrew correlatives to the several
words of this group, see Vitringa, De Synagogd, iii. 2. 18.

§ lii. dovwberos, domovdos.

Acgvvleros occurs only once in the N. T., namely at Rom. i.
81; cf. Jer. iii. 8-11, where it is found several times, but not
elsewhere in the Septuagint. There is the same solitary use
of dorovdos (2 Tim. iii. 8) ; for its right to a place in the text
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at Rom. i. 81 is with good reason contested, and the best
critical editions omit it there. It is nowhere found in the
Septuagint. '

The distinction between the two words, as used in Serip-
ture, is not hard to draw ;—I have said, as used in Secripture ;
because there may be a question whether dovvferos has’ any-
where else exactly the meaning which it challenges there,
Elsewhere often united with dwAods, with dxparos (Plutarch,
Adv. Stoic. 48), it has the passive sense of ‘ not put together’
or ‘ not made up of several parts ’; and in this sense evidently
the Vulgate, which renders it ¢incompositus,” has taken it;
we have here the explanation of the ¢ dissolute ’ of the Rheims
Version. But the doviferoi of St. Paul—the word with him
has an active sense—are they who, being in covenant and
treaty with others, refuse to abide by these covenants and
treaties : py éuuévovres Tals auvbijrais (Hesychius); ¢ pactorum
haudquaquam tenaces’ (Erasmus); ¢bundbriichig’ (not
‘ unvertréiglich,’ as Tittmann maintains) ; ¢ covenant-breakers’
(A. V.. The word is associated with dordOuyros, Demo-
sthenes, De Fals. Leg. 888. '

‘Worse than the dvodidAvroe (Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. iv. b.
10), who are only hard to be reconciled, the dorovdor are the
absolutely irreconcileable (dowov8or xal dxardAlaxro, Philo,
Quis Rer. Div. Her. 50); those who will not be atoned, or
set at one, who being at war refuse to lay aside their enmity,
or to listen to terms of accommodation; ¢ implacabiles, qui
semel offensi reconciliationem non admittunt’ (Estius);
¢ unverséhnlich,’ ¢ implacable’ (A. V.) ; the word is by Philo
(De Merc. Mer. 4) joined to dovpBaros and dxowdwyros,
opposed to ebdudiAaxros by Plutarch (De Alex. Virt. 4). The
phrase, domwovdos xal dxijpuxros mwolepos is frequent, indeed
proverbial, in Greek (Demosthenes, De Coron. 79; Philo, De
Prem. et Pen. 15; Lucian, Pisc. 86); in this connexion
éxrjpuxros wodepos does not mean a war not duly announced
by the fecial ; but rather one in which what Virgil calls the
¢ belli commercia’ are wholly suspended: no herald, no flag
of truce, as we should now say, being allowed to pass
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between the parties, no terms of reconcilement listened to ;
such a war, for example, as that which the Carthaginians in
the interval between the first and second Punic Wars waged
with their revolted mercenaries. In the same sense we have
elsewhere domwovdos pdxm xai ddudMaxros éps (Aristenetus, 2,
14) ; ‘of. dowewros xéros (Nicander, Ther. 867; quoted by
Blomfield, Agamemnon, p. 285); dowovios &bpa (Plutarch,
Pericles, 80) ; doxovdos @eds (Euripides, Alcestis, 481).

’Acvvferos then presumes & state of peace, which they
who are such unrighteously interrupt; while domovdos
presumes a state of war, which the dowovdo. refuse to bring
to an equitable close. It will follow that Calvin, who renders
domovdo ¢ feedifragi,” and dovvferoc ¢ insociabiles,” has exactly
missed the force of both ; Theodoret has done the same ; who
on Rom. i. 81 writes: dovvférovs, Tois dxowavyrov xal woynpdv
PBlov domalopévovs® domévBovs Tods ddeds T ovyxeipeva wapa-
Baivovras. Only by ascribing to each word that meaning which
these interpreters bhave ascribed to the other, will the right
equivalents be obtained.

In agreement with what has been just said, and in
confirmation of it, is the distinction which Ammonius draws
between ovwbhjxy and owovdy). Suvbijxy assumes peace ; being
a further agreement, it may be a treaty of alliance, between
those already on general terms of amity. Thus there was &
ovwbhixn between the several States which owned the leader-
ship of Sparta in the Peloponnesian War, that, with whatever
territory any one of these began the war, with the same it
should close it (Thucydides, v. 81). But owovds), oftener in
the plural, assumes war, of which the owovd is the cessation ;
& merely temporal cessation, an armistice it may be (Homer,
© Il.ii. 841)., Itis true that a ovwbijxy may be attached to &
owovd, terms of alliance consequent on terms of peace ; thus
arovdi) and owvbixy ocour together in Thucydides, iv. 18 : but
they are different things ; in the owovd) there is a cessation
of the state of war, there is peace, or at all events truce; in
the ovwvbijxy there is, superinduced on this, a further agreement
or alliance.—Edovvferos, I may observe, which would be the

>
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exact opposite of dotvferos, finds no place in our lexicons;
and we may presume is not found in any Greek author; but
eiowlbeoia in Philo (De Merc. Mer. 8); a8 dowleola in the
Septuagint (Jer. iii. 7), and dfecia in the same sense often in
Polybius (ii. 82).

§ liii. paxpobupla, Jmopory, dvox.

BETWEEN paxpofuuila and dmopovi), which occur together at
Col.1i.11, and in the same context 2 Cor. vi. 4, 6 ; 2 Tim.iii. 10;
Jam. v. 10, 11 (cf. Clement of Rome, 64 ; Ignatius, Ephes. 8),
Chrysostom draws the following distinction ; that a man paxpo-
Oupei, who having power to revenge himself, yet refrains from
the exercise of this power ; while he Jrouéve, who having no
choice but to bear, and only the alternative of a patient or
impatient bearing, has grace to chooge the former. Thus the
faithful, he concludes, would commonly be called to exercise
the former grace among themselves (1 Cor. vi. 7), the latter
in their commerce with those that were without: paxpobupiay
apos dANjAovs, Smopoviy wpds Tovs Efw " paxpobupet ydp Tis wpos
éxelvovs ods Suvardv xal dpdvacbar, tmopéves 8¢ obs ob Sivara
apdvacfar. This distinction, however, will not endure a
closer examination ; for see decisively against it Heb. xii. 2,
8. He to whom $wopon) is there ascribed, bore, not certainly
because He could not avoid bearing; for He might have
- summoned to his aid twelve legions of angels, if so He had
willed (Matt. xxvi. 58). It may be well then to consider
whether some more satisfactory distinction between these
words cannot be drawn.

MaxpoBupia belongs to a later stage of the Greek
language. It ocours in the Septuagint, though neither there
nor elsewhere exactly in the sense which in the N. T. it
bears ; thus at Isai. lvii. 15 it is rather a patient holding out
under trial than long-suffering under provocation, more, that
is, the vwoporsj with which we have presently to do; and
compare Jer. xv. 15, 1 Maco. viii. 4; in neither of which
places is its use that of the N. T.; and as little is it that of
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Plutarch (LZucull. 82) ; the long-suffering of men he prefers
to express by dvefwaxia (De Cap. ex Imnim. Util. 9; of.
Epictetus, Enchir. 10), while for the grand long-suffering
of God he has a noble word, one probably of his own coining,
peyadordfea (De Ser. Num. Vind. 5). The Church-Latin
rendered it by ‘longanimitas,” which the Rheims Version
sought to introduce into English in the shape of ‘longani-
mity.’ There is no reason why ¢longanimity’ should not
have had the same success as ‘ magnanimity’; but there is a
fortune about words, as well as about books, and this failed,
notwithstanding that Jeremy Taylor and Bishop Hall
allowed and employedit. We have preferred ¢ long-suffering,’
and understand by it a long holding out of the mind before it
gives room to action or passion—generally to passion ;
dvexdpevor EAMAwy é&v dydmy, as St. Paul (Ephes. iv. 2) beauti-
fully expounds the meaning which he attaches to the word.
Anger usually, but not universally, is the passion thus long
held aloof ; the paxpdfupos being one Bpadis eis dpyrijv, and the
word exchanged for xpardv dpyijs (Prov. xvi. 82); and set over
against Gupddys (xv. 18). Btil it is not necessarily anger
which is thus excluded or set at a distance; for when the
historian of the Maccabees describes how the Romans had
won the world ¢ by their policy and their patience’ (1 Mace.
viii. 4), paxpobupia expresses there that Roman persistency
which would never make peace under defeat. The true
antithesis to paxpofvule in that sense is éévbupla, & word
belonging to the best times of the language, and employed by
Euripides (Androm. 789), as 6&i6upos by Aristotle (Rhet. ii.
12; cf. 8&dxoros, Solon).

But Ymopovi,—Bacihis év dperdv Chrysostom calls it,—is
that virtue which in heathen ethics would be called more
often by the name of «aprepia! (the words are joined together,
Plutarch, Apoph. Lac. Ages. 2), or xaprépmots, and which
Clement of Alexandria, following in the track of some heathen

! If, however, we may accept the Definitions ascribed to Plato, there
is a slight distinction: xaprepia dwoporvh Abmns, Evexa Tob Karob * Swouorvh
wdvwy, &vexa Tod KaAob,
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moralists, describes as the knowledge of what things are to be
borne and what are not (émworijun éupeveréwv xai odx éupeve-
réwv, Strom. ii. 18 ; of. Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. iv. 28), being
the Latin ‘perseverantia’ and ¢ patientia '! both in one, or,
more accurately still, ‘tolerantia.’” ¢‘In this noble word
dmopovi} there always appears (in the N. T.) a background of
avdpeia (cf. Plato, Theat. 177 b, where avdpuds vropeivar is
opposed to dvdvdpws ¢pedyew); it does not mark merely the
endwrance, the ‘ sustinentia ’ (Vulg.), or even the ¢ patientia’
(Clarom.), but the ¢ perseverantia,’ the brave patience with
which the Christian contends against the various hindrances,
persecutions, and temptations that befal him in his conflict
with the inward and outward world "’ (Ellicott, on 1 Thess. i.
8). It is, only springing from & nobler root, the xparepa
TAnpooivy of Archilochus, Fragm. 1. (Gaisf. Poett. Min. Gr.).
Cocceius (on Jam. i. 12) deseribes it well : ¢ “Ywopowj versatur
in contemtu bonorum hujus mundi, et in forti susceptione
afflictionum cum gratiarum actione; imprimis autem in
constantid fidei et caritatis, ut neutro modo quassari aut
labefactari se patiatur, aut impediri quominus opus suum
efficiat.” For some other definitions see the article ¢ Geduld ’
in Herzog's Real-Encyclopddie.

‘We may proceed now to distinguish between these; and
this distinetion, I believe, will hold good wherever the words
ocour ; namely, that paxpofupla will be found to express
patience in respect of persons, iwopors) in respect of things.
The man paxpofuuet, who, having to do with injurious persons,
does not suffer himself easily to be provoked by them, or to
blaze up into anger (2 Tim. iv. 2). The man mopéves, who,
under & great siege of trials, bears up, and does not lose heart
or courage (Rom. v. 8; 2 Cor. i. 6; cf. Clement of Rome,

! These two Cicero (De Inven. ii. 54) thus defines and distinguishes :
¢ Patientia est honestatis aut utilitatis causi rerum arduarum ac diffi-
cilium voluntaria ac diuturna perpessio; perseveranmtia est in ratione
bene consideratd stabilis et perpetua permansio;’ compare Tusc. Disp.
iv. 24, where he deals with ¢ fortitudo ’; and Augustine, Quest. 1xxxiii.
qu. 81.
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Cor. 5). We should speak, therefore, of the puaxpofuuia of
David (2 Sam. xvi. 10-18), the Swopory of Job (Jam. v. 11).
Thus, while both graces are ascribed to the saints, only
paxpobupia is an attribute of God ; and there is a beautiful
account of his paxpofupia at Wisd. xii. 20, however the word
itself does not there appear. Men may tempt and provoke
Him, and He may and does display an infinite uaxpofupia in
regard of them (Exod. xxxiv. 6; Rom. ii. 4; 1 Pet. ii. 20);
there may be a resistance to God in men, because He respects
the wills which He has given them, even when those wills
are fighting against Him. But there can be no resistance to
God, nor burden upon Him, the Almighty, from things;
therefore dmomowj can find no place in Him, nor is it, as
Chrysostom rightly observes, properly ascribed to Him (yet
see Augustine, De Patientid, § 1), for it need hardly be
observed that when God is called ®@eds s Swoporijs (Rom. xv-
5), this does not mean, God whose own attribute mouoryj is,
but God who gives Ymoporj to his servants and saints (Titt-
mann, p. 194 : ¢ @eds 1ijs tmoporijs, Deus qui largitur Sroporijy:®
cf. Ps. Ixx. §, LXX.); in the same way a8 ®eds xdptros 1 Pet.
v. 10) is God who is.the author of grace; ®eds Tis elpivys
(Heb. xiii. 20), God who is the author of peace ; and compare
@eos This EAridos (Rom. xv. 18), ¢ the God of hope.’

’Avoxyj, used commonly in the plural in classical Greek,
gignifies, for the most part, a truce or suspension of arms, the
Latin ¢ induti®.” It is excellently rendered ¢ forbearance * on
the two occasions of its occurrence in the N. T. (Rom. ii. 4;
iii. 26). Between it and paxpofupia Origen draws the follow-
ing distinction in his Commentary on the Romans (ii. 4)—the
Greek original is lost : —¢ Sustentatio [dvoxj] a patientia [paxpo-
Ovpia] hoc videtur differre, quod qui infirmitate magis quam
proposito delinquunt sustentar: dicuntur; qui vero pertinaci
mente velut exsultant in delictis suis, ferri patienter dicendi
sunt.’ This does not seize very successfully the distinetion,
which is not one merely of degree. Rather the dvox:} is tem-
porary, transient : we may say that, like our ¢ truce,’ it asserts
its own temporary, transient character; that after a certain
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lapse of time, and unless other conditions intervene, it will
pass away. This, it may be urged, is true of paxpofuuia no
less; above all, of the divine paxpofuula (Luke xiii. 9). But
a8 much does not lie in the word ; we may conceive of a
paxpobuuia, though it would be worthy of little honour,
which should never be exhausted; while dvoxy) implies its
own merely provisional character. Fritzsche (on Rom. ii. 4)
distinguishes the words: ‘7 dvoxy indulgentiam notat qua
jus tuum non continuo exequutus, ei qui te lmserit spatium
des ad resipiscendum ; % paxpofupia clementiam significat qui
irm temperans delictum non statim vindices, sed ei qui pecca-
verit peenitendi locum relinquas;’ elsewhere (Rom. iii. 26) he
draws the matter still better to a point : ¢ Indulgentia [ dvoxi]
eo valet, ut in aliorum peccatis conniveas, non ut alicui pec-
cata condones, quod clementie est.” It is therefore most fitly
used at Rom. iii. 26 in relation to the wdpesis duapriwv which
found place before the atoning death of Christ, as contrasted
with the dgeois dpapriwv, which was the result of that death
(see back, p. 108). It is that forbearance or suspense of
wrath, that truce with the sinner, which by no means implies
that the wrath will not be executed at the last ; nay, involves
that it certainly will, unless he be found under new conditions
of repentance and obedience (Luke xiii. 9; Rom. ii. 8-8).
The words are distinguished, but the difference between them
not very sharply defined, by Jeremy Taylor, in his first
Sermon ¢ On the Mercy of the Divine Judgments,’ in init.

§ liv. orpyprido, Tpvpde, oraraldo.

Ix all these words lies the notion of excess, of wanton, dis-
solute, self-indulgent, prodigal living, but in each case with a
difference.

Srppvidw occurs only twice in the N. T. (Rev. xviii. 7, 9),
orpijvos once (Rev. xviii. 8; ef. 2 Kin. xix. 28), and the com-
pound xaracrppvido a8 often (1 Tim. v.11). It is a word of
the New or Middle Comedy, and is used by Lycophron, as
quoted in Athenmus (x. 420 b); by Sophilus (¢b. iii. 100 a) ;
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and Autiphanes (zb. iii. 127 d); but rejected by the Greek
purists—Phrynichus, indeed, affirming that none but & mad-
man would employ it, having rpvpar at his command (Lobeck,
Phrynichus, p. 881). This last, which is thus so greatly
preferred, is & word of solitary occurrence in the N. T. (Jam.
v. b) ; &rpvpav (2 Pet. ii. 18) of the same ; but belongs with
Tpugpj (Liuke vii. 25 ; 2 Pet. ii. 18) to the best age and most
classical writers in the language. It will be found on closer
inspection that the words do different work, but that often-
times one could not be employed in room of the other.

In orpypriéy (=draxrety, Suidas; dud 7ov wAodrov $Bpilew,
Hesychius), is properly the insolence of wealth, the wanton-
ness and petulance springing from fulness of bread; some-
thing of the Latin ‘lascivire.” There is nothing of sybaritic
effeminacy in it ; so far from this that Pape connects orpijvos
with ‘strenuus’; see too Pott, Etymol. Forsch. ii. 2. 857;
and there is ever the notion of strength, vigour, the German
¢Uebermuth,’ such as that displayed by the inhabitants of
Sodom (Gen. xix, 4-9), implied in the word. On the other
hand, effeminacy, brokenness of spirit through self-indulgence,
is exactly the point from which 7pv¢s and rpvav (connected
with Opdrrev and Opiyes), start ; thus rpugs is linked with
xM&) (Philo, De Merc. Mer. 2); with moAvrédew (Plutarch,
Marcell. 8) ; with palaxia (De Aud. Poét. 4); with pafvpla
(Marcellus, 21) ; of. Suicer, Thes. s. v.; and note the company
which it keeps elsewhere (Plato, 1 Alcsb. 122 b); and the

description of it which Clement of Alexandria gives (Strom.

ii. 20) : 7 yap Erepov 3 Tpuehj, 1) pLhr}dovos Aixvela, kal wAeovaouds
weplepyos, mpds Hdvmrdfeav dveyuévov ; It only runs into the
notion of the insolent as a secondary and rarer meaning ; being
then united with 38p:s (Aristophanes, Rane, 21; Strabo, vi.1);
Tpvdiv with Bpilew (Plutarch, Prec. Ger. Reip. 8) ; and com-
pare the line of Menander (Meineke, Fragm. Com. Gr. p. 984) :
Umrepiipavdy wov yived i) AMav rpugj. It occasionally from thence
passes forward into a good sense, and expresses the triumph
and exultation of the saints of God (Chrysostom, in Matt.
Hom. 67, 668 ; Isai. lxvi. 11; Ezek. xxxiv. 18 ; Ps. xxxv. 9);
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80, t00, évrpugparv (Isai. lv. 2); while the garden of Eden is
wapddeigos s Tpuijs (Gen. ii. 15 ; Joel ii. 8).

SmaraAdv (ocourring only 1 Tim. v. 6; Jam. v. 5 ; cf.
Ecclus. xxi. 17; Ezek. xvi. 49 ; Amos vi. 4 ; the last two
being instructive passages) is more nearly allied to rpveay,
with which at Jam. v. 5 it is associated, than with orpypndy,
but it brings in the further notion of wastefulness (=dva-
Aloxew, Hesychius), which, consistently with its derivation
from owdw, omafdw, is inherent in it. Thus Hottinger:
‘rpupdv deliciarurn est, et exquisitee voluptatis, owareldy
luxuriee atque prodigalitatis,’” Tittmann: ‘wpupdrv potius
mollitiam vite luxurioss, cwrarady petulantiam et prodigali-
tatem denotat.” Theile, who takes them in the reverse order :
‘ Componuntur tanquam antecedens et consequens; diffluere
et dilapidare, luxuriare et lascivire.’

It will follow, if these distinctions have been rightly drawn,
that the oraraldv might properly be laid to the charge of the
Prodigal, scattering his substance in riotous living ({&v dodrws,
Luke xv. 18) ; the rpv¢iar tothe Rich Man faring sumptuously
every day (edppacvdpevos xaf ijpépav Aapmpis, Luke xvi. 19);
the orpynay to Jeshurun, when, waxing fat, he kicked (Deut.
xxxii. 15). .

§ Iv.  OAlys, orevoxwpla.

TrESE words were often joined together. Thus orevoxwpla,
ocourring only four times in the N. T., is on three of these
associated with OAiyes (Rom. ii. 9; viii. 85; 2 Cor. vi. 4; cf.
Deut. xxviii. 55; Isai. viii. 22; xxx. 6). 8o too the verbs
Or{Bew and orevoxwpetv (2 Cor. iv. 8 ; of. Luecian, Nigrin. 18 ;
Artemidorus, i. 79 ; ii. 87). From the antithesis at 2 Cor. iv. 8,
OMBopevor, AN’ ob orevoxwpoipevor, and from the fact that,
wherever in the N. T. the words oceur together, orevoxwpla
always occurs last, we may conclude that, whatever be the
difference of meaning, orevoxwpia is the stronger word.

They indeed express very nearly the*same thing, but not
under the same image. ®A%y«s (joined with Bdoavos at Ezek.
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xii. 18, with dvdyxy, Zeph. i. 15, and for which we have the
form O\ppds, Exod. iii. 9 ; Deut. xxxvi. 7) is properly pressure,
¢ pressura,’ ¢ tribulatio,’—which last word in Church-Latin,
whereto it belongs, had a metaphorical sense,—that which
presses upon or burdens the spirit ; Ishould have said ¢ angor,’
the more that Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8) explains this ¢smgritudo
premens,’ but that the connexion of ‘angor’ with ¢angst,’
‘enge’ (see Grimm, Worterbuch, 8. v. Angst; and Max

Miiller, On the Science of Language, 1861, vol. i. p. 866),
" makes it better to reserve this for orevoywpia. .

The proper meaning of orevoxwpia i8 narrowness of room,
confined space, * angustis,’ and then the painfulness of which
this is the occasion : dwopla orenj and orevoxwpla occurring
together, Isai. viii. 22. It is used literally by Thuecydides,
vii. 70: being sometimes exchanged for Svoxwpia: by Plu-
tarch (Symp. v. 6) set over against dveois; while in the Sep-
tuagint it expresses the straitness of a siege (Deut. xxviii.
58, 57). It is once employed in & secondary and metaphorical
sense in the O. T. (orevoxwpia mveluaros, Wisd. v. 8); this
being the only sense which it knows in the New. The fitness
of this image is attested by the frequency with which on the
other hand a state -of joy is expressed in the Psalms and else-
where as a bringing into a large room (rAarvouds, Ps. cxvii. 6 ;
2 Sam. xxii. 20 ; Eeclus. xlvii. 12; Clement of Rome, Cor. 8;
Origen, De Orat. 80 ; ebpvxwpia, Marcus Antoninus, ix. 82);
8o that whether Aquinas intended an etymology or not, and
‘most probably he did, he certainly uttered a truth, when he
said, ‘lmtitia est quasi latitia.’

‘When, according to the ancient law of England, those who
wilfully refused to plead had heavy weights placed on their
breasts, and were so pressed and orushed to death, this was
literally OAiyes. When Bajazet, vanquished by Tamerlane,
was carried about by him in an iron cage, if indeed the story
be true, this was orevoxwpla : or, as we do not know that any
suffering there ensued from actual narrowness of room, we
may more fitly adduce the oubliettes in which Louis XI. shut
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up his vietims; or the ‘little-ease’? by which, according to
Lingard, the Roman Catholics in Queen Elizabeth’s reign
were tortured; ‘it was of so small dimensions and so con-
structed, that the prisoners could neither stand, walk, sit, nor
lie at full length in it.’ For some considerations on the awful
sense in which OAiy«s and orevoxwpia shall both, according to
St. Paul’s words (Rom. ii. 9), be the portion of the lost, see
Gerhard, Loc. Theoll. xxxi. 6. 52.

§ Ivi. dxdots, dxépasos, dxaxos, dBolos.

Ix this group of words we have some of the rarest and most
excellent graces of the Christian character set forth ; or per-
haps, as it may rather prove, the same grace by aid of different
images, and with only slightest shades of real difference.

‘Arlots ocours only twice in the N. T. (Matt. vi. 22; Luke
xi. 84) ; but dwAérys seven times, or perhaps eight, always in
8t. Paul's Epistles; and dwAds once (Jam. i. 5). It would be
quite impossible to improve on * single * * by which our Trans-
lators have rendered it, being as it is from dwAdw, ¢ expando,’
¢ explico,’ that which is spread out, and thus without folds or
wrinkles ; exactly opposed to the woAvmAoxos of Job v. 18;
compare ‘simplex’ (not ¢without folds’; but *one-folded,’
¢‘gemel,’ not ‘sine,’ lying in its first syllable, ¢ einfaltig,’ see
Donaldson, Varronianus, p. 890), which is its exact representa-
tive in Latin, and a word, like it, in honorable use. This
notion of singleness, simplicity, absence of folds, which thus
lies according to its etymology in dxAods, is also predominant
in its use—*animus alienus a versutid, fraude, simulatione,
dolo malo, et studio nocendi aliis * (Suicer) ; cf. Herzog, Real-
Encyclop. art. Einfalt, vol. iii. p. 728.

! The word *little-ease’ is not in our Dictionaries, but grew in our
early English to a commonplace to express any place or condition of
extreme discomfort.

2 See & good note in Fritzsche, Commentary on the Romans, vol. iii.
p. 64, denying that axAérns has ever the meaning of liberality, which
our Translators have so often given to it.
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That all this lies in the word is manifest from those with
which we find it associated, as d\nfijs (Xenophon, Anab. ii.
6. 92; Plato, Legg. v. 788 ¢, and often); dréwnpos (Theo-
phrastus) ; yewaios (Plato, Rep. ii. 861 b) ; dxparos (Plutarch,
Adv. Stoic. 48); povoedijs (De Anim. Procr. 21); dodvleros
(="*incompositus,” not put together, 4b. ; Basil, Adv. Eunom.
i. 28) ; povérpomos (Hom. in Prin. Prov. 7) : ca¢is (Alexis, in
Meineke’s Fragm. Com. Grec. p. 760); dxaxos (Diodorus
Siculus, xiii. 76); {ryujs (Demosthenes, Orat. xxxvii. 969).
But it is still more apparent from those to which it is
opposed; a8 wowidos (Plato, Thewzt. 146 d); wolvedis
(Phedrus,270d) ; woAdrpowos (Hipp. Min. 864 e) ; wewAeyucvos
(Aristotle, Poét. 18 ; 8urhobs (1b.) ; ériBovAos (Xenophon, Mem.
iii. 1. 6); mavrodawdés (Plutarch, Quom. Adul. ab Amic. 7).
‘AwAémys (see 1 Mace. ii. 87 ; cf. Philo, de Vit. Contempt. 10:
drlovorara kal elikpwvéorara) is in this manner associated
with elAupivea (2 Cor. i. 12), with dxaxia (Philo, Mund. Opif.
61); the two words being used indiscriminately in the
Septuagint to render the Hebrew which we translate now
‘integrity ' (Ps. vil. 8; Prov. xix. 1), now °‘simplicity’
(2 Sam. xv. 11); again with peyaloyuyia (Josephus, Anti.
vii. 18. 4), with dyafémps (Wisd. i. 1). It is opposed to
mowlla (Plato, Rep. iii. 404 ), to woAvrporia, to kaxovpyla
(Theophylact), to kaxofewx (Theodoret, to 8éhos (Aristophanes,
Plut. 1158). It may further be observed that bm (Gen. xxv.
27), which the Septuagint renders dmAaoros, Aquila has
rendered drAods. As happens to at least one other word of
this group, and to multitudes besides which express the same
grace, drlovs comes often to be used of a foolish simplicity,
unworthy of the Christian, who with all his simplicity should
be ¢ppovipos as well (Matt. x. 16; Rom. xvi. 19). It is so
used by Basil the Great (Ep. 58; but nowhere in biblical
Greek.

’Axépatos (not in the Septuagint) occurs only three times
in the N. T. (Matt. x. 16; Rom. xvi. 19; Phil. ii. 15). A
mistaken etymology, namely, that it was =dxéparos, and
derived from & and xépas (cf. xepailew, ‘leedere’; xepariletv,
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LXX.), without horn to push or hurt,—one into which even
Bengel falls, who at Matt. x. 16 has this note : ‘dxépasor : sine
cornu, ungulé, dente, aculeo,'—has led our Translators on two
of these occasions to render it ‘harmless.” In each case,
however, they have put a more correct rendering, ¢simple’
(Matt. x, 16), sincere * (Phil. ii. 15), in the margin. At Rom.
xvi. 19 all is reversed, and ¢ simple ’ stands in the text, with
‘harmless’ in the margin. The fundamental notion of
dxépasos, a8 of dxijpares, which has the same derivation from
é and xepdviup, is the absence of foreign admixture: 6 uy
Kexpapévos kaxots, @A\’ dmwlots xal dwolxhos (Etym. Mag.).
Thus Philo, speaking of a boon which Caligula granted to the
Jews, but with harsh conditions annexed, styles it a xdpis odx
dxéparos, with manifest reference to this its etymology (De
Leg. ad Cai. 42) : Spws, pévror xal mjy xdpw 8idovs, Bwkev odx
dxépatov, AN’ dvapifas adrj Oéos dpyaledrepov. Wine un-
mingled with water is dxépacos (Atheneseus, ii. 45). To
unslloyed metal the same epithet is applied. The word is
joined by Plato with é8AaBis (Rep. i. 842 b), and with 8p6ds
(Polit. 268 b); by Plutarch with dyujs (Adv. Stoic. 81) ; set
over against rapaxticds (De Def. Orac. 51); by Clement of
Rome (Cor. 2) with ei\wpuris. That, we may say, is dxépatos,
which is in its true and natural condition (Polybius, ii. 100.
4 ; Josephus, Antt. i. 2. 2) ‘integer’; in this bordering on
6AdxApos, although completeness in all the parts is there the
predominant idea, and not, as here, freedom from disturbing
elements.

The word which we have next to consider, dxaxos, appears
only twice in the N. T. (Heb. vii. 26; Rom. xvi. 18). There
are three stages in its history, two of which are sufficiently
marked by its use in these two places; for the third we must
seek elsewhere. Thus at Heb. vii. 26 the epithet challenges
for Christ the Lord that absence of all evil which implies the
presence of all good; being associated there with other
noblest epithets. The Septuagint, which knows all uses of
dxaxos, employs it sometimes in this highest sense ; thus Job
is described as dvfpwmos dxaxos, d\nluwds, duepmros, feooeBiis,

o
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drexopevos k.r.\, (Job ii. 8) ; while at Job viii. 20, the dxaxos is
opposed to the doeBijs; and at Ps. xxiv. 21 is joined to the
ebdijs, as by Plutarch (De Prof. Virt. 7) to the sddpwv. The
word at its next stage expresses the same absence of all harm,
but now contemplated more negatively than positively : thus
dpviov dxaxov (Jer. xi. 19); wadloky véa xal dxaxos (Plutarch,
Virt. Mul. 28); dxaxos xal dmpdypwv (Demosthenes, Orat.
xlvii. 1164). The N. T. supplies no example of the word at
this its second stage. The process by which it comes next to
signify easily deceived, and then too easily deceived, and
dxaxia, simplicity running into an excess (Aristotle, Rhet. ii.
12), is not difficult to trace. He who himself means no evil
to others, oftentimes fears no evil from others. Conscious of
truth in his own heart, he believes truth in the hearts of all :
a noble quality, yet in a world like ours capable of being
pushed too far, where, if in malice we are to be children, yet
in understanding to be men (1 Cor. xiv. 20) ; if *simple con-
cerning evil,” yet “ wise unto that which is good”’ (Rom. xvi.
19; cf. Jeremy Taylor's sermon On Christian Simplicity,
Works, Eden’s edition, vol. iv. p. 609). The word, as
employed Rom. xvi. 18, already indicates such & confidence
a8 this beginning to degenerate into a credulous readi-
ness to the being deceived and led away from the truth
(favpaorucol kai dxaxor, Plutarch, De Rect. Rat. Aud. T ; cf.
Wisd. iv. 12; Prov.i. 4 [where Solomon declares the object
with which his Proverbs were written, {va 8§ dxdkois mavovp-
viav]; vill. 5; xiv. 15, draxos morele wavti Adyw). For a
somewhat contemptuous use of drxaxos, see Plato, Tvmeus,
91 d, with Stallbaum’s note; and Plutarch (Dem. 1): mv
dmweplg OV kakdv xaXlwmlopéryy dxaxiav obx érawodow [of
gocpoi], GAN’ dBertepiav yotvrar kal dyvoway bv pdliora yiwvdokew
mpoojkee: but above all, the words which the author of the
Second Alcibiades puts into the mouth of Socrates (140 ¢) :
Tovs pév whelotov adrijs [dppootvns] pépos Exovras pawvopévovs
kalobpev, Tovs & SAiyov @arrov HAbiovs xal éufBpovrirovs® oi
8¢ & eddmuordrors Svdpace PovAduevor karovopdlew, oi pev

\ 37

peyaloyrixovs, oi 8¢ etnjbets, Erepor 8¢ drdrovs, kal dmeipovs, kat
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&veovs. But after all it is in the mouth of the rogue
Autolycus that Shakespeare put the words, ¢ What a fool
Honesty is, and Trust, his sworn brother, a very sxmple
gentleman ’ (Winter’s Tale, act iv. se. 8).

The second and third among these meanings of dxaxos are
separated by so slight and vanishing a line, oftentimes so run
into one another, that it is not wonderful if some find rather
two stages in the word’s use than three ; Basil the Great, for
example, whoge words are worth quoting (Hom. in Princ.
Prov. 11): 8urrhs voodpev v dxaxlav. *H yap mp dmd s
dpaprios G\ orpiwew Aoywoud karopfovpémy, kal S paxpds
wpogoxijs kai pelérys Tdv dyabdv oldv Twa pilav Tis Kkaxias
éxTepdvres, katd oTémow abris wavrelf, T 7OV dkdkov
wpooryopiav dexbpefa’ 7 dxaxla éorTiv ) m} T TOD KaKOD
éurepla id vedryra woddis %) Blov Twos émridevow, dmelpov
Twdv wpds Twas kaxias Swakeuévov: Olov elol Twes Tav v
dypowkiav olkovvrwy, odk eldéres Tas éumopikas kakovpylas obde Tas
é&v Sukaorplty Sarhoxds. Tovs Towovrovs drdrovs Aéyoper, oty bs
éx mpoapéaens Tijs kakias kexwpLopévovs, dGAN’ bs i) T €is weipay
Tis wovnpds &ews dpuyuévovs. From all this it will be seen
that dxaxos has in fact run the same course, and has the same
moral history as xpnords, dmods, eirjfys, with which it is often
joined (as by Diodorus Siculus, v. 66), ‘bon’ (thus Jean
le Bon=I'étourdi), ‘bonhomie,’ ‘silly,’ ¢simple,’ *daft,’
¢ einfaltig,’ ¢ giitig,” and many more.

The last word of this beautiful group, ddolos, occurs only
once in the N. T. (1 Pet. ii. 2), and is there beautifully trans-
lated ¢sincere,'—‘the sincere milk of the word ;" see the
early English use of *sincere’ as unmixed, unadulterated ;
and compare, for that ¢ milk of the word * which would 7ot be
¢ sincere,” 2 Cor. iv. 2. It does not appear in the Septuagint,
nor in the Apocrypha, but é8éAws once in the latter (Wisd.
vii. 18). Plato joins it with {yujs (Ep. viii. 855 ¢); Philo,
with duyjs and xabapds (Mund. Opif. 47); Philemo with
yviawos (Meineke, Fragm. Com. Grec. p. 848). It is difficult,
indeed impossible, to vindicate an ethical province for this
word, on which other of the group have not encroached, or,

02
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indeed, preoccupied already. We can only regard it as setting
forth the same excellent grace under another image, or on
another side. Thus if the dxaxos has nothing of the serpent’s
tooth, the &Solos has nothing of the serpent’s guile; if the
absence of willingness to hurt, of the malice of our fallen
nature, is predicated of the dxaxos, the absence of its fraud and
deceit is predicated of the dSoMos, the Nathanael “in whom
is no guile” (John i. 48). And finally, to sum up all, we
may say, that as the dxaxos (=*‘innocens ) has no harmful-
ness in him, and the d3olos (=*sincerus’) no guile, so the
dxéparos (=" integer *) no foreign admixture, and the dwlods
(=" simplex *) no folds.

§ Ivil.  xpdvos, kapds.

SEVERAL times in the N. T., but always in the plural, xpdvor
xai kaepol are found together (Acts i. 7; 1 Thess. v.1); and
not unfrequently in the Septuagint and the Apocrypha, Wisd.
vii, 18; viii. 8 (both instructive passages); Dan. ii. 21; and
in the singular, Eccles. iii. 1; Dan. vii. 12 (but in this last
passage the reading is doubtful). Grotius (on Acts i. 7) con-
ceives the difference hetween them to consist merely in the
greater length of the xpdve. as compared with the xaipoi, and
writes : ¢ xpdvor sunt majora temporum spatia, ut anni; xawpol
minora, ut menses et dies.” Compare Bengel : ¢ xpdvwv partes
xapol,’ This distinetion, if not inaccurate, is certainly insuf-
ficient, and altogether fails to reach the heart of the matter. -

Xpdvos is time, contemplated simply as such ; the succes-
gion of moments (Matt. xzxv. 19; Rev. x. 6; Heb. iv. 7);
aldvos elxwv kumri, a8 Plato calls it (T%m. 87 d; compare
Hooker, Eccles. Pol. v. 69) ; Sudompa tiis Tod odpavod kujoews,
as Philo has it (De Mund. Op.7) Itisthe German * Zeitraum,’
as distinguished from ¢ Zeitpunkt;’ thus compare Demo-
sthenes, 1857, where both the words occur ; and Severianus
(Suicer, Thes. 8. v.) : xpdvos pijrds éori, kapds ebkarpia. Kaipds,
derived from xelpw, a8 ‘tempus’ from ¢temno,’ is time as it
brings forth its several births; thus xawpds fepopot (Madtt.
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xiii. 80) ; xaipos ovkeov (Mark xi. 18) ; Christ died xard xatpdv
(Rom. v. 6) ; and above all compare, as constituting a minia-
ture essay on the word, Eccles. iii. 1-8: see Keil, n loco.
Xpdvos, it will thus appear, embraces all possible xatpof, and,
being the larger, more inclusive term, may be often used
where xawds would have been equally suitable, though not
the converse; thus xpdvos 7o Texeiv, the time of bringing
forth (Luke i. 57); wAvjpwpa Tod xpévov (Gal. iv. 4), the ful-
ness, or the ripeness, of the time for the manifestation of the
Son of God, where we should before have rather expected
ToV Kawpod, OF Tdv kaipdv, this last phrase actually occurring at
Ephes. i. 10. 8o, t0oo, we may confidently say that the xpdvo
drokaracrdoews (Acts iii. 21) are identical with the xasol dva-
Yvéews which had just been mentioned before (ver.19). Thus
it is possible to speak of the xapds xpdvov, and Sophocles
(Elect. 1292) does s0:

Xpbvov ydp & oot kaipdy eEelpyos Adyos,

but not of the xpdvos xaipod. Compare Olympiodorus (Suicer,
Thes. 8. V. xpovos) : xpbvos pév éore 75 Sidorypa kaf’ & wpdrreral
T Kkaipds 8¢ 6 émmidewos Tijs épyacias xpdvos - dore 6 piv xpdvos
xal katpds elvar Svvatar + 6 38 xaipds ob xpdvos, GAN’ ebxaiplo ToD
wparropévov & Xxpdve ywopéry. Ammonius: 6 pév xaipods Sphot
wowsTyra Xpdvov, xpdves 8¢ moodryra. In a fragment of Sosi-
pater, quoted by Athenmus, ix. 22, elxapos xpdvos ocours.
From what has been said, it will appear that when the
Apostles agk the Lord, “ Wilt thou at this time restore again
the kingdom to Israel ?* and He makes answer, ¢ It is not for
you to know the times or the seasons (Acts i. 6, 7), ‘the
times ’ (xpdvo) are, in Augustine’s words, ‘ipsa spatia tem-
porum,’ and these contemplated merely under the aspect of
their duration, over which the Church’s history should extend;
but ¢ the seasons’ (xatpol) are the joints or articulations in
these times, the critical epoch-making periods fore-ordained
of God (katpot mporeraypévor, Acts xvii. 26 ; cf. Augustine, Conf.
xi. 18: ¢ Deus operator temporum ') ; when all that has been
slowly, and often without observation, ripening through long
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ages, is mature and comes to the birth in grand decisive
events, which constitute at once the close of one period and
the commencement of another. Such, for example, was the
passing away with a great noise of the old Jewish dispensa-
tion ; such, again, the recognition of Christianity as the reli-
gion of the Roman Empire ; such the conversion of the Ger-
manic tribes settled within the limits of the Empire ; and such
again the conversion of those outside; such the great revival
which went along with the first institution of the Mendicant
Orders; such, by still better right, the Reformation; such,
above all others, the second coming of the Lord in glory
(Dan. vii. 22).

The Latin had no word by which adequately to render
xapoi. Augustine complains of this (Ep. cxcvii. 2); ¢ Grece
legitur xpdvous 4 xatpovs. Nostri autem ntrumque hoe verbum
tempora appellant, sive xpdvovs, sive xatpois, cum habeant hec
duo inter se non negligendam differentiam : xaiwoids quippe
appellant Greci tempora quedam, non tamen qus in spati-
orum voluminibus transeunt, sed que in rebus ad aliquid op-
portunis vel importunis sentiuntur, sicut messis, vindemia,
calor, frigus, pax, bellum, et si qua similia; xpévovs autem ipsa
spatia temporum vocant.’” It will be seen that he does not
recognize ‘tempestivitas,” which, however, is used by Cicero.
Bearing out this complaint of his, we find in the Vulgate the
most various renderings of xapoi, as often as it occurs in com-
bination with xpdve,, and cannot therefore be rendered by
¢ tempora,’ which xpévo. has preoccupied. Thus ¢ tempora et
momenta’ (Acts i. 7; 1 Thess. v. 1), ¢ tempora et @tates’
(Dan. ii. 21), ¢ tempora et secula’ (Wisd. viii. 8); while a
modern Latin commentator on the N. T. has ¢tempora et
articuli’ ; Bengel, ‘intervalla et fempora.’ It might be
urged that ¢ tempora et opportunitates’ would fulfil all neces-
sary conditions. Augustine has anticipated this suggestion,
but only to demonstrate its insufficiency, on the ground that
¢ opportunitas’ (=°‘opportunum tempus’) is a convenient,
favourable season (edxaipia) ; While the xaipds may be the most
inconvenient, most unfavourable of all, the essential notion of
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it being that it is the critical nick of time, the dxmj, Sophocles,
Philoct. 12 ; Ajax, 822 ; but whether, as such, to make or to
mar, effectually to help or effectually to hinder, the word
determines not at all (‘sive opportuna, sive importuna sint
tempora, xaipol dicuntur.’). At thesame time it is oftener the
former: xawos yap Somep dvdpdow Méyoros &yov mwavrds éor’
émwordrys (Sophocles, Electra, 75, 76). On the distinction
between xpdvos, xaipds, and aidv, see Schmidt, Synonymik,
vol. ii. p. 54 sqq.

§ Iviii. ¢épo, Popéa.

ON the distinction between these words Lobeck (Phrynichus,
p. 585) has the following remarks : ¢Inter ¢épw et ¢popéw hoc
interesse constat, quod illud actionem simplicem et transi-
toriam, hoc autem actionis ejusdem continuationem significat ;
verbi causf dyyeAinv ¢pépew, est alicujus rei nuncium afferre,
Herod. iii. 53 et 122; v. 14; dyyeAinv ¢popéew, iii. 84, nuncii
munere apud aliquem fungi. Hinc et ¢popeiv dicimur ea qus
nobiscum circumferimus, quibus amicti indutique sumus, ut
ipdriov, TpSuviov, SaxTiliov opeiv, tum qus ad habitum cor-
poris pertinent.” He proceeds, however, to acknowledge that
this distinetion is by no means constantly observed even by
the best Greek authors. It is, therefore, the more noticeable,
as an example of that accuracy which so often takes us by
surprise in the use of words by the writers of the N. T., that
they are always true to this rule. On the six occasions upon
which ¢opetv occurs (Matt. xi. 8; John xix. 5; Rom. xiii. 4
1 Cor. xv. 49, bis ; Jam. ii. 8), it invariably expresses, not an
accidental and temporary, but an habitual and continuous,
bearing. ‘8ic enim differt popetv a pépew, ut hoo sit ferre,
illud ferre solere’ (Fritzsche, on Matt. xi. 8). A sentence in
Plutarch (Apoph. Beg.), in which both words occur, illustrates
very well their different uses. Of Xerxes he tells us: dpyofeis
8¢ BaBvlwvioss dmwoordot, kal kparfoas, wpogérafev dmha uy
Pépery, dA\d Yd\ew kal adleélv xai mopvofookelv xal xamy-
Aelew, xal popelv xodrwrods yerdvas. Arms would only be
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borne on special occasions, therefore ¢éperv; but garments
are habitually worn, therefore this is in the second clause
exchanged for ¢opeiv.

§ lix. «xdopos, aldv.

Kdopos our Translators have rendered ‘world' in every in-
stance but one (1 Pet. iii. 8) ; aldv often, though by no means
invariably so; for (not to speak of eis aldva) see Ephes. ii. 2,
7; Col.i. 26. It may be a question whether we might not
have made more use of ‘age’ in our Version: we have em-
ployed it but rarely,—only, indeed, in the two places which I
have cited last. ¢Age’ may sound to us inadequate now:
but it-is quite possible that, so used, it would little by little
have expanded and adapted itself to the larger meaning of
the Greek word for which it stood. One must regret that,
by this or some other like device, our Translators did not
mark the difference between xdopos (=mundus), the world
contemplated under aspects of space, and aidv (=seculum),
the same contemplated under aspects of time; for the Latin,
no less than the Greek, has two words, where we have, or
have acted as though we had, but one. In all those passages
(such as Matt. xiii. 89 ; 1 Cor. x. 11) which speak of the end
or consummation of the aldv (there are none which speak of
the end of the xdopos), as in others which speak of ‘the
wisdom of this world ” (1 Cor. ii. 6), “ the god of this world "
(2 Cor. iv. 4), “ the children of this world ** (Luke xvi. 8), it
must be admitted that we are losers by the course which we
have adopted.

Kdopos, connected with xdpew, ¢ comere,’ ¢ comptus,’ has a
history of much interest in more respects than one. Suidas
traces four successive significations through which it passed:
onpalve 8¢ 6 Kdopos Téoaapa, ebmpéreav, T6de O wav, T TdfwW,
70 mAfjfos wapd Tf Tpagyj. Originally signifying ¢ ornament,’
and obtaining this meaning once in the N. T. (1 Pet. iii. 8),
where we render it ¢adorning,’ and hardly obtaining any
other in the Old (thus the stars are 6 xdopos 70 odpavod,
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Deut. xvii. 8; Isai. xxiv. 21 ; of. xlix. 18; Jer. iv. 80; Ezek.
vii. 20 ; Ecclus. xliii. 9) ; from this it passed to that of order,
or arrangement (‘ lucidus ordo °), or beauty as springing out of
these; ebmpémrewa and rdfis, as Suidas gives it above, or kaAAw-
mopds; karaokevy), tdfis, xardoracis, xdAlos, a8 Hesychius.
Pythagoras is recorded as the first who transferred xdopos to
the sum total of the material universe (for a history of this
transfer see a note in Humboldt’s Cosmos, 1846, Engl. edit. p.
871), desiring thereby to express his sense of the beauty and
order which are everywhere to be traced therein: so Plutarch
(De Plac. Phil. i. 5) tells us; while others report that he
called by this name not the whole material universe, but only
the heaven ; claiming for it this name on the same ground,
namely, on that of the well-ordered arrangement which was
visible therein (Diogenes Laértius, viii. 48); and we often
find the word so used ; as by Xenophon, Mem. i. 1.11; by
Isocrates, i. 179 ; by Plato (T%m. 28 b), who yet employs it
also in the larger and what we might call more ideal sense,
as embracing and including within itself, and in the bonds of
one communion and fellowship, heaven and earth and gods
and men (Gorg. 508 a) ; by Aristotle (De Mund.2; and see
Bentley, Works, vol. i. p. 891 ; vol. ii. p. 117). ¢ Mundus’ in
Latin,—¢ digestio et ordinatio singularum quarumque rerum
formatarum et distinctarum,’ as Augustine (De Gen. ad Lt.
c. 8) calls it,—followed in nearly the same track as the Greek
xéopos ; giving ocoasion to profound plays of words, such as
‘0 munde immunde,” in which the same illustrious Church-
teacher delights. Thus Pliny (H. N.8) : Quem xéopov Greci
nomine ornamentis appellaverunt, enm nos a perfectd absolu-
tdque elegantid mundum;’ ef. Cicero (De Universo, 10):
‘Hunc héc varietate distinctum bene Grmci xéopov, nos
lucentem mundwm nominamus ;’ ¢f. De Nat. Deor. ii. 22;
but on the inferiority as a philosophical expression of
¢mundus’ to xdopos, see Sayce, Principles of Comparative
Philology, p. 98.

From this signification of xéopos as the m&term.l umverse,
which is frequent in Scripture (Matt. xiii. 85; John xvii. §;



202 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT § L1x

xxi. 25; Acts xviii. 24 ; Rom. i. 20), followed that of xéopos
as that external framework of things in which man lives and
moves, which exists for him and of which he constitutes the
moral centre (John xvi. 21 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 10; 1 John iii, 17);
here very nearly equivalent to oikovuém (Matt. xxiv. 14; Acts
xix. 27); and then the men themselves, the sum total of
persons living in the world (John i. 29 ; iv. 42; 2 Cor. v. 19);
and then upon this, and ethically, all not of the éxxAyoia,!
alienated from the life of God and by wicked works enemies
to Him (1 Cor. i. 20, 21 ; 2 Cor. vii. 10; Jam. iv. 4). I need
hardly call attention here to the immense part which «douos
thus understood plays in the theology of St. John; both in
his record of his Master’s sayings, and in his own writings
(John i. 10; vii. 7; xii. 81; 1 John ii. 16 ; v. 4) ; ocourring
in his Gospel and Epistles more than a hundred times, most
often in this sense. On this last use of xéouos, and on the
fact that it should have been utterly strange to the entire
heathen world, which had no sense of this opposition between
God and man, the holy and unholy, and that the same should
have been latent and not distinctly called out even in the O. T.,
on all this there are some admirable remarks by Zezschwitz,
Profangrdcitdt und Bibl. Sprachgeist, pp. 21-24 : while on
these various meanings of xéopos, and on the serious con-
fusions which, if not carefully watched against, may arise
therefrom, Augustine (Con. Jul. Pelag. vi. 8, 4) may be con-
sulted with advantage. ’

We must reject the etymology of aiwv which Aristotle
(De Cel. i.9) propounds: dwd 7od dei elvar elnpis My érw-
wwplav. It is more probably connected with dw, dnu, to breathe.
Like xéopos it has a primary and physical, and then, super-
induced on this, & secondary and ethical, sense. In its
primary, it signifies time, short or long, in its unbroken dura-
tion ; oftentimes in classical Greek the duration of a human
life (=plos, for which it is exchanged, Xenophon, Cyrop. iii.

! Origen indeed (in Joan. 38) mentions some one in his day who

interpreted xéouos as the Church, being as it is the ornament of the
world (xéopos oboa T0b Kéouov).
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8. 52; of. Plato, Legg. iii. 701 ¢; Sophocles, Trachin. 2;
Elect. 1085 : wdyxhavrov aibva ellov: Pindar, Olymp. ii. 120
ddaxpuv vépovrar aldva) ; but essentially time as the condition
under which all created things exist, and the measure of their
existence ; thus Theodoret: 6 alby odx odoia Tis éorlv, AN
dwmdorarov xpiipa, cupmapopaprodv Tols yayriy éovar piow*
kaetrar yap alby kal 70 dmwd Tiis Tod Kéopov cvoTdoews uéxpt Tis
ovvrelelas didorypa.—aldv Tolvuv éoTi T T KTIOTY Ploe Tape-
{evyuévov Sudompa. Thus signifying time, it comes presently
to signify all which exists in the world under conditions of
time ; ¢ die Totalitit desjenigen, was sich in der Dauer der
Zeit susserlich darstellt, die Welt, sofern sie sich in der Zeit
bewegt’ (C. L. W. Grimm ; thus see Wisd. xiii. 9; xiv. 6;
xviii. 4 ; Eeccles. iii. 11) ; and then, more ethically, the course
and current of this world’s affairs. But this course and
current being full of sin, it is nothing wonderful that 6 aiow
olros, set over against 6 alvwv éxeivos (Luke xx. 85), & alov 6
épxopévos (Mark x. 80), 6 aldwv 6 né\hwv (Matt. xii. 82), acquires
presently, like xéopos, an unfavourable meaning. The Bact-
Aelaw T0b xdopov of Matt. iv. 8 are Bacileéiar Tod albvos Todrov
(Ignatius, Ep. ad Eom. 6) ; God has delivered us by his Son
¢ &veoritos aldvos wornpod (Qal. i. 4) ; Satan is feds Tod aldvos
robrov (2 Cor. iv. 4 ; cf. Ignatius, Ep. ad Magn. 1: & dpxev
70d aldvos Tovrov) ; sinners walk xara 7ov aldva Tod kdopov
rovrov (Ephes. ii. 2), too weakly translated in our Version, as
in those preceding, *‘ according to the course of this world.”
This last is a particularly instructive passage, for in it both
words occur together; Bengel excellently remarking: ¢aldv
et xdopos differunt. Ille huno regit et quasi informat : xdopos
est quiddam exterius, aidv subtilius. Tempus [=aldv] dicitur
non solum physice, sed etiam moraliter, connotatd qualitate
hominum in eo viventium ; et sic aidv dicit longam temporum
seriem, ubi mtas mala malam smtatem excipit.’” Compare
Windischmann (on Gal. i. 4): ¢ aiév darf aber durchaus nicht
bloss als Zeit gefasst werden, sondern begreift alles in der
Zeit befangene ; die Welt und ihre Herrlichkeit, die Menschen
und ihr natiirliches unerléstes Thun und Treiben in sich, im
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Contraste zu dem hier nur beginnenden, seiner Sehnsucht
und Vollendung nach aber jenseitigen und ewigen, Reiche des
Messias.” We speak of ¢ the times,’ attaching to the word an
ethical signification; or, still more to the point, ¢ the age,’
¢ the spirit or genius of the age,’ ‘der Zeitgeist.” All that
floating mass of thoughts, opinions, maxims, speculations,
hopes, impulses, aims, aspirations, at any time current in the
world, which it may be impossible to seize and accurately
define, being the moral, or immoral, atmosphere which at
every moment of our lives we inhale, again inevitably to
exhale,—all this is included in the aidv, which is, as Bengel
has expressed it, the subtle informing spirit of the xdouos, or
world of men who are living alienated and apart from God.
¢ Seculum,’ in Latin has acquired the same sense, as in the
familiar epigram of Tacitus (Germ. 19), ¢Corrumpere et
corrumpi seculum vocatur.’

It must be freely admitted that two passages in the
Epistle to the Hebrews will not range themselves according
to the distinction here drawn between aidv and «dopos,
namely i. 2 and xi. 8. In both of these aidves are the worlds
contemplated, if not entirely, yet beyond question mainly,
under other aspects than those of time. Some indeed,
especially modern Socinian expositors, though not without fore-
runners who had no such motives as theirs, have attempted
to explain aldves at Heb. i. 2, as the successive dispensa-
tions, the xpdvor kal katpoi of the divine economy. But
however plausible this explanation might have been if this
verse had stood alone, xi. 8 is decisive that -the aiGves in both
passages can only be, as we have rendered it, ¢ the worlds,’
and not ¢ the ages.’ I have called these the only exceptions,
for I cannot accept 1 Tim. i. 17 as a third; where aidves
must denote, not ¢ the worlds’ in the usual concrete meaning
of the term, but, according to the more usual temporal
meaning of alov in the N. T., ‘the ages,’ the temporal
periods whose sum and aggregate adumbrate the conception
of eternity. The Bacilels rov aidvov (of. Clement of Rome,
Cor. 85 : & Snueovpyds kal mamjp Tév aldvwy) will thus be the
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sovereign dispenser and disposer of the ages during which
the mystery of God’s purpose with man is unfolding (see
Ellicott, 4n loco).! For the Hebrew equivalents of the words
expressing time and eternity, see Conrad von Orelli, Die
Hebrdischen Synonyma der Zeit und Ewigkeit, Leipzig,
1871 ; and for the Greek and Latin, so far as these seek to
express them at all, see Pott, Etym. Forsch. ii. 2. 444.

§ Ix. véos, xawds.

SoMe have denied that any difference can in the N. T. be
traced between these words. They derive a certain plausible
support for this denial from the fact that manifestly véos and
xawds, both rendered ‘new' in our Version, are often inter-
changeably used ; thus véos dvfpwmros (Col. iii. 10), and kawds
dvbpwros (Eph. ii. 15), in both cases “the new man”; véa
Suabjicy (Heb. xii. 24) and xawn) Swabhjcy (Heb. ix. 15), both “ &
new covenant ”; véos olvos (Matt. ix. 17) and xawds olvos

- (Matt. xxvi. 29), both “new wine.” The words, it is con-
tended, are evidently of the same force and significance. This,
however, by no means follows, and in fact is not the case.
The same covenant may be qualified as véa, or xauwnj, a8 it is
contemplated from one point of view or another. 8o too the
same man, or the same wine, may be véos, xawvds, or may be
both ; but a different notion is predominant according as the
one epithet is applied or the other.

! Our English ‘world,’ etymologically regarded, more nearly repre-
sents aidv than xdouos. The old * weralt’ (in modern German ¢ welt ')
is composed of two words, ‘wer,’ man, and ‘alt,’ age or generation.
The ground-meaning, therefore, of ¢ weralt’ is generation of men (Pott,
Etym. Forsch.vol. ii. pt. i. p. 125). Out of this expression of time unfolds
itself that of space, as aidv passed into the meaning of xéouos (Grimm,
Deutsche Myth. p. 752) ; but in the earliest German records ¢ weralt’ is
used, first as an expression of time, and only derivatively as one of
space (Rudolf von Raumer, Di¢ Einwirkung des Christenthums auf die
alt-hochdeutsche Sprache, 1845, p. 375). See, however, another deriva-
tion altogether which Grimm seems disposed to favour (Klein. Schrift,
vol. i. p. 305, and which comes very much to this, that ¢ world * = whirled.
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Contemplate the new under aspects of #ime, as that which
has recently come into existence, and this is véos (see Pott,
Etymol. Forschumg. vol. i. pp. 290-292). Thus the young
are ol véo, Or ol vebrepo,, the generation which has lately
sprung up; 8o, t00, véo feol, the younger race of gods, Jupiter,
Apollo, and the other Olympians (ZEschylus, Prom. Vinct.991,
996), as set over against Saturn, Ops, and the dynasty of elder
deities whom they had dethroned. But contemplate the new,
not now under aspects of time, but of quality, the new, as
set over against that which has seen service, the outworn, the
effete or marred through age, and this is xawds]: thus com-
pare érifBAnpa pdxovs dyvddov (Matt. ix. 16) with ér{BAqpa dmrd
ipariov kawod (Luke v. 86), the latter “a new garment,” as
contrasted with one threadbare and outworn; kawol doxol,
“ new wine-sgkins "’ (Matt. ix. 17; Luke v. 88), such as have
not lost their strength and elasticity through age and use;
and in this sense, xawds olpavés (2 Pet. iii. 18), “a new
heaven,” as set over against that which has wazen old, and
shows signs of decay and dissolution (Heb. i. 11, 12). In
like manner the phrase xawai yAdooar (Mark xvi. 17) does not
suggest the recent commencement of this miraculous speaking
with tongues, but the unlikeness of these tongues to any that
went before ; therefore called &repar yAdooar elsewhere (Acts
ii. 4), tongues unwonted and different from any hitherto
known. The sense of the unwonted as lying in xawds comes
out very clearly in a passage of Xenophon (Cyrop. iii. 1. 80):
xawdjs dpxopérms dpxis, §) Tijs elwbvias xarapevovoys. So too
that xawov pvyueiov, in which Joseph of Arimathea laid the
body of the Lord (Matt. xxvii. 60; John xix. 41), was not a
tomb recently hewn from the rock, but one which had never
yet been hanselled, in which hitherto no dead had lain,
making the place ceremonially unclean (Matt. xxiii. 27:
Num. xix. 16 ; Ezek. xxxix. 12, 16). It might have been
hewn out a hundred years before, and could not therefore
have been called véov : but, if never turned to use before, it
would be xawdy still. That it should be thus was part of that
divine decorum which ever attended the Lord in the midst of
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the humiliations of his earthly life (cf. Luke xix. 80 ; 1 Sam.
vi. 7; 2 Kin. ii. 20). _

It will follow from what has been said that xawds will
often, as a secondary notion, imply praise; for the new is
commonly better than the old ; thus everything is new in
the kingdom of glory, ¢ the new Jerusalem ” (Rev. iii. 12;
xxi. 2) ; the * new name ™ (ii. 17; iii. 12); “a new song”
(v.9; xiv. 8); “a new heaven and new earth” (xxi. 1;
of. 2 Pet. iii. 18); ‘“all things new >’ (xxi. 6). But this not
of necessity ; for it is not always, and in every thing, that the
new is ‘better, but sometimes the old; thus the old friend
(Ecclus. ix. 10), and the old wine (Luke v. 89), are better
than the new. And in many other instances xawwds may ex-
press only the novel and strange, as contrasted, and that
unfavourably, with the known and the familiar. Thus it was
mentioned just now that véor feol was a title given to the
younger generation of gods; but when it was brought as a
charge against Socrates that he had sought to introduce xac-
vovs feovs or kawd Sapdévia into Athens (Plato, Apol. 26 b ;
Euthyphro, 8 b ; of. {éva Sdapdna, Acts xvii. 18), something
quite different from this was meant—a novel pantheon, such
gods as Athens had not hitherto been accustomed to worship ;
80 too in Plato (Rep. iii. 405 d): xawd radra xal dromwa voow-
pdrov dvépara. In the same manner they who exclaimed of
Christ’s teaching, ¢ What new doctrine [kauws 8dayj] is this ? *’
intended anything but praise (Mark i. 27). The xawdv is the
&repov, the qualitatively other; the véor is the dAlo, the
numerically distinct. Let us bring this difference to bear on
the interpretation of Acts xvii. 21. St. Luke describes the
Athenians there as spending their leisure, and all their life
was leisure, ¢ vacation,’ to adopt Fuller’s pun, ‘being their
whole vocation,’ in the market-place, 9 Aéyew 4 dxovew T xai-
vorepov. We might perhaps have expected beforehand he
would have written 7« vedrepov, and this expectation seems the
more warranted when we find Demosthenes long before pour-
traying these same Athenians as haunting the market-place
with this same object and aim—he using this latter word,
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muvbavépevor katd v Gyopav € T Aéyerar vedrepov. Elsewhere,
however, he changes his word and describes them as 8St. Luke
has done, demanding one of another (Philip. i. 48), Aéyeral
7 xawdv ; Butb the meaning of the two passages is not exactly
identical. The vedrepov of the first affirms that it is ever the
latest news which they seek, ¢ nova statim sordebant, noviora
querebantur,’ as Bengel on Acts xvii. 21 has it ; the xawdv of
the second implies that it is something not only new, but suf-
ficiently diverse from what had gone before to stimulate a
jaded and languid curiosity.

If we pursue these words into their derivatives and com-
pounds, the same distinction will come yet more clearly out.
Thus vedrs (1 Tim. iv. 12; of. Ps. cii. [LXX.] §: dvakawioy-
gera (s derod 1) vedrys o) is youth: kawéms (Rom. vi. 4) is
newness or novelty ; veoedys, of youthful appearance; rawo-
edijs, of novel unusual appearance; veoloyla (had such a
word existed) would have been, a younger growth of words as
distinguished from the old stock of the language, or, as we
say, ‘ neologies’; kawoloyia, Which does exist in the later
Greek, a novel anomalous invention of words, constructed on
different laws from those which the language had recognized
hitherto ; ¢\dveos, a lover of youth (Lucian, Amor. 24);
¢p\dxawvos, & lover of novelty (Plutarch, De Mus. 12).

There is a passage in Polybius (v. 75. 4), as there are
many elsewhere (Aschylus, Pers. 665; Euripides, Med. 75,78;
and Clement of Alexandria, Peday. i. 5. 14, 20, will furnish
such), in which the words occur together, or in closest
gequence ; but neither in this are they employed as a mere
rhetorical accumulation: each hasits own special significance.
Relating a stratagem whereby the town of Selge was very
nearly surprised and taken, Polybius remarks that, notwith-
standing the many cities which have evidently been - lost
through a similar device, we are, in some way or other, still
new and young in regard of such like deceits (kawol Twes alel
Kkai véor wpds Tas Towavras dwdras wepvkapev), ready therefore to
be deceived by them over again. Here xawo( is an epithet ap-
plied to men on the ground of their rawness and inexperience,
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véo. on that of their youth. It is true that these two, in-
experience. and youth, go often hand and hand; thus véos
and dreypos are joined by Plutarch (De Rect. Rat. Aud. 17);
but this is not of necessity. An old man may be raw and
unpractised in the affairs of the world, therefore kawés ; there
have been many young men, véot in respect of age, who were
well skilled and exercised in these. .

Apply the distinction here drawn, and it will be manifest
that the same man, the same wine, the same covenant, may
have both these epithets applied to them, and yet different
meanings may be, and will have been intended to be, con-
veyed, as the one was used, or the other. Take, for example,
the véos dvfpwmos of Col. iii. 10, and the xawds dvpwmos of
Ephes. ii. 15. Contemplate under aspects of time that
mighty transformation which has found and is still finding
place in the man who has become obedient to the truth, and
you will call him subsequently to this change, véos dvfpwmos.
The old man in him, and it well deserves this name, for it
dates as far back as Adam, has died ; a new man has been
born, who therefore is fitly so called. But contemplate again,
and not now under aspects of time, but of quality and condi-
tion, the same mighty transformation ; behold the man who,
through long commerce with the world, inveterate habits of
sinning, had grown outworn and old, casting off the former
conversation, as the snake its shrivelled skin, coming forth
“a new creature’ (xaws xriois), from his heavenly Maker’s
hands, with & 7velpa xawdv given to him (Ezek. xi. 19), and
you have here the rawds dvfpwrmos, one prepared to walk ‘in
newness of life’ (& xawdrr {wijs, Rom. vi. 4) through the
dvakaivwois of the Spirit (Tit. iil. 5); in the words of the
Epistle of Barnabas, 16, éyevduela xawol, wdwv & dpxijs krild-
pevor.  Often as the words in this application would be inter-
changeable, yet this is not always so. When, for example,
Clement of Alexandria (Ped. i. 6) says of those that are
Christ’s, xpy ydp elvar xawods Adyov kawod perenddras, all
will feel how impossible it would be to substitute véous or véov
here. Or take the verbs dvaveotv (Ephes. iv. 28), and dva-

. P
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xawodv (Col. iii. 10). We all have need dvaveotobfas, and we have
need dvaxawodofa. as well. It is, indeed, the same marvel-
lous and mysterious process, to be brought about by the same
almighty Agent; but the same regarded from different points
of view; dvaveovofar, to be made young again ; dvaxawodolar,
dvaxawileabaur, to -be made new again. That Chrysostom
realized the distinction between the words, and indeed so
realized it that he drew a separate exhortation from each, the
following- passages, placed side by side, will very remarkably
prove. This first (¢n Ep. ad Ephes. Hom. 18) : dvaveodofe 8¢,
¢nol, ¢ mvedpare Tod vods Jpdv . . . . TO 8¢ dvaveodolbal éoTwv
Srav atrd 70 yeympakds dvavedrar, dAho € dAhov ywipevo. . . .
‘O véos loxupds éarw, 6 véos purida odx Exer, 6 véos od Tepipéperar.
The second is in Ep. ad Rom. Hom. 20 : dwep émi tdv olkibv
mwowodpev, Talatovpévas atras del diopfodvres, Todro Kai éml cavrod
molee. "Huapres ovjpepov ; émadalwods oov Ty Yixyv; py dwo-
vvs, pnde dvaméoys, &AN’ dvakaivioov atmv peravoig.

The same holds good in other instances quoted above.

New wine may be characterized as véos or xawds, but from -

different points of view. As véos, it is tacitly set over against
the vintage of past years: as xawds, we may assume it austere
and strong, in contrast with that which is xpnords, sweet and
mellow through age (Luke v. 89). 8o, too, the Covenant of
which Christ is the Mediator is a Swabijxy véa, as compared
with the Mosaic, confirmed nearly two thousand years before
(Heb. xii. 24); it is a Swbixy xawr), as compared with the
same, effete with age, and with all vigour, energy, and
quickening power gone from it (Heb. viii. 18; compare
Marriott’s Elpnvexd, part ii. pp. 111-115, 170).

A Latin grammarian, drawing the distinction between
‘ recens’ aud ‘novus,” has said, ‘ Recens ad tempus, novum
ad rem refertur ; ’ and compare Doderlein, Lat. Syn. vol. iv.
p. 64. Substituting véos and xawds, we might say, ¢ véos ad
tempus, xawds ad rem refertur,” and should thus grasp in a
few words, easily remembered, the distinction between them
at its central point.!

' Lafaye (Dict. des Synonymes, p. 798) claims the same distinction

PR ——
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§ Ixi. pély, wéros, olvopAvyia, Kidpos, xpaiwdAy.

THE notion of riot and excess in wine is common to all these ;
but this with differences, and offering for contemplation
different points of view.

Méby, ocourring in the N. T. at Luke xxi. 84 ; Rom. xiii.
13; Gal. v. 21 ; and mdros, found only at 1 Pet. iv. 8, are dis-
tinguishable as an abstract and a concrete. Méfy (stronger,
and expressing a worse excess, than olvwots, from which it is
distinguished by Plutarch, De Garr. 4; Symp. iii. 1; of.
Philo, De Plant. 88), defined by Clement of Alexandria
(Pezdag. ii. 2. 26) dxpdrov xpijows opodporépa, is drunkenness
(Joel i. 5 ; Ezek. xxxix, 19) ; mdéros (=edwxla, Hesychius; cf,
Polybius, ii. 4. 6), the drinking bout, the banquet, the sym-
posium, not of necessity excessive (Gen. xix. 8; 2 Sam. iii.
20 ; Esth. vi. 14), but giving opportunity for excess (1 Sam,
xxv. 86 ; Xenophon, Anab. vii. 8. 26: érel wpodxdper & wéros).

The next word in this group, oivodpAvyla (  excess of wine,”
A.V.), ocours in the N. T. only at 1 Pet. iv. 8; and never in
the Septuagint ; but olvogAvyeiv, Deut. xxi. 20 ; Isai. lvi. 22,
It marks a step in advance of uéfy (Philo, De Ebriet. 8).
The same writer (De Merc. Mer. 1) names olvodpAvyia among
the ¥Bpes éoxarar: compare Xenophon (@con. i. 22): dotAoc
Aixveldv, Aayvewsv, olvoplvydv. In striet definition it is
émbupla olvov dmAnoros (Andronicus of Rhodes), dmrAijpwros
é&rbupla, a8 Philo (Vit. Mos. iii. 22) calls it; the German
¢ Trinksucht.” Commonly, however, it is used for a debauch ;
no single word rendering it better than this; being as it is
an extravagant indulgence in potations long drawn out (see
Basil, Hom. in Ebrios, 7), such as may induce permanent
mischiefs on the body (Aristotle, Eth. Nic. iii. 5. 15) ; as did,
for instance, that fatal debauch to which, adopting one of the

for ‘nouveau’ (=veds), and ‘neuf’ (=xawds): ‘Ce qui est nouveau
vient de paraitre pour la premiére fois: ce qui est neuf vient d'étre fait
et n’a pas encore servi. Une invention est nowvells, une expression
neuve.’

P2
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reports current in antiquity, Arrian ascribes the death of
Alexander the Great (vii. 24, 25).

Képos, in the N. T. found in the plural only, and rendered
in our Version once ‘rioting’ (Rom. xiii. 18), and twice
‘revellings’ (Gal. v. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 8), may be said to unite in
itself both those notions, namely, of riot and of revelry. It
is the Latin ‘comissatio,’ which, as it hardly needs to
observe, is connected with xwudfew, not with ¢ comedo.’” Thus,
kbpos xal dowrio (2 Maco. vi. 4) ; éppavels xopor (Wisd. xiv.
28) ; wérow kai xdpor kal Garlar dxarpor (Plutarch, Pyrrh. 16) ;
cf. Philo, De Cher. 27, where we have a striking description
of the other vices with which péfy and xGpo. are associated
the most nearly. At the same time xdpuos is often used of the
company of revellers themselves ; always a festal company,
but not of necessity riotous and drunken ; thus see Euripides,
Alces. 816, 959. 8till the word generally implies as much,
being applied in a special sense to the troop of drunken
revellers, ¢ comissantium agmen ’ (the troop of Furies in the
Agamemnon, 1160, as drunk with blood, obtain this name),
who at the late close of a revel, with garlands on their heads,
and torches in their hands,! with shout and song? (x&puos xai
Bod, Plutarch, Alex. 88), pass to the harlots’ houses, or other-
wise wander through the streets, with insult and wanton out-
rage for every one whom they meet; cf. Meineke, Fragm.
Com. Grec. p. 617; the graphic description of such in

Juvenal’s third Satire, 278-801 ; and the indignant words of
Milton :
¢ when night
Darkens the streets, then wander forth the sons
Of Belial, flown with insolence and wine.’

Plutarch (4lex. 87) characterizes as & xGuos the mad drunken

! Yowce 3’ éxl xdpoy Badilew.
dalverar,
arépavéy yé Tot kal 333’ Exwy wopeberas.
Aristophanes, Plut. 1040.

* Theophylact makes these songs themselves the x&uoi, defining the
word thus: 7a uerd uébns xal 88pews dopara.
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march of Alexander and his army through Carmania, on the
return from their Indian expedition. On possible, or rather
on impossible etymologies of x&pos, see Pott, Etym. Forsch.
2. 2. 551.

KpaurdAy, the Latin ¢ crapula,’ though with a more limited
signification (4 xfecun) péfy, Ammonius; % &ri v péby Svo-
apéomots xal dndia, Clement of Alexandria, Pedag. ii. 2. 26), is
another word whose derivation remains in obscurity. We
have rendered it ¢ surfeiting ’ at Liuke xxi. 84, the one occasion
on which it ocours in the N. T. In the Septuagint it is
never found, but the verb xpairaddw thrice (Ps. lxxvii. 65 ;
Isai. xxiv. 20 ; xxix. 9). ‘Fulsomeness,’ in the early sense of
that word (see my Select Glossary of English Words, s. v.
¢ fulsome ’), would express it very well, with only the draw-
back that by ¢ fulsomeness * isindicated the disgust and loath-
ing from over-fulness of meat as well as of wine, while .
kpaurdAn expresses only the latter. [Aristophanes compounds
these two synonyms into the word xpacraddxmpos (Ran. 217).]

§ lxn xamnAedo, Soldw.

IN two passages, standing very near to one another, St. Paul
claims for himself that he is not ¢ as many, which corrupt the
word of God ” (kempAedovres, 2 Cor. ii. 17); and presently
again he disclaims being of them who can be accused of
“ handling decettfully ” the same (8olodvres, iv. 2); neither
word appearing again in the N. T. Itis evident, not less
from the context than from the character of the words them-
selves, that the notions which they express must lie very near
to another; oftentimes it is asserted or assumed that they are
absolutely identical, as by all translators who have only one
rendering for both; by the Vulgate, for instance, which has
¢ adulterantes ' in both places; by Chrysostom, who explains
xamAebery a8 = vofedew. Yet this is a mistake. On nearer
examination, it will be found that while xampAejew: covers
all that Solotv does, it also covers something more; and
this, whether in the literal sense, or in the transferred and
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figurative, wherein it is used by St. Paul; even as it is evi-
dent that our own Translators, whether with any very clear
insight into the distinction between the words or not, did not
acquiesce in the obliteration of all distinction between them.

The history of xampleew is not difficult to follow. The
xdmplos is properly the huckster or petty retail trader, as set
over against the éumopos or merchant who sells his wares in
the gross ; the two occurring together, Ecelus. xxvi. 29. Bu$
while the word would designate any such pedlar, the xdmmos
is predominantly the vendor in retail of wine (Lucian,
Hermot. 58). Exposed to many and strong temptations,
into which it was only too easy for such to fall (Ecclus.
xxvi. 29), as to mix their wine with water (Isai. i. 22), or
otherwise to tamper with it, to sell it in short measure, these
men 80 generally yielded to these temptations, that xdmmhos
and kamyAedew, like ¢ caupo’ and ¢ cauponari,” became words
of contempt; xammAedew being the making of any shameful
traffic and gain as the xdmmAos does (Plato, Rep. vii. 525 d;
Protag. 818 d ; Becker, Charikles, 1840, p. 256). But it will at
once be evident that the Sooiv is only one part of the
xamphevew, namely, the tampering with or sophisticating the
wine by the admixture of alien matter, and does not suggest
the fact that this is done with the purpose of making & dis-
graceful gain thereby. Nay, it might be urged that it only
expresses partially the tampering itself, as the following
extract from Lucian (Hermot. 59) would seem to say: oi
P\doodot drodidovrar T& pabipara Sowep of xdmyhot, xepacdpevol
ve oi woMol, xal doddaavres, xal xaxouerpovvres: for here the
Solotv is only one part of the deceitful handling by the xdmyAos
of the wares which he sells.

But whether this be worth urging or not, it is quite certain
that, while in Soloiv there is no more than the simple
falsifying, there is in xammledew the doing of this with the
intention of making an unworthy gain thereby. Surely here
is & moment in the sin of the false teachers, which St. Paul,
in disclaiming the kamp\eew, intended to disclaim for himself.
He does in as many words most earnestly disclaim it in this
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same Epistle (xii. 14; ef. Acts xx. 88); and this the more
" earnestly, seeing that it is continually noted in Scripture as a
mark of false prophets and false apostles (for so does the
meanest cleave to the highest, and untruthfulness in highest
things expose to lowest temptations), that they, through
covetousness, make merchandise of souls; thus by St. Paul
himself, Tit. i. 11; Phil. iii. 19; cf. 2 Pet. ii. 8, 14, 15;
Jude 11, 16; Ezek. xiii. 19; and see Ignatius (the longer
recension), where, no doubt with a reference to this passage,
and showing how the writer understood it, the false teachers
are denounced a8 xpnuarolallarwes, a8 xpioréumopot, Tov "Inoodv
wwlobvres, kai kammphefovres TOv Adyov Tob edayyehiov. Surely
we have here a difference which it is well worth our while not
to pass by unobserved. The Galatian false teachers might un-
doubtedly have been charged as doloivres 7ov Adyov, mingling,
as they did, vain human traditions with the pure word of
the Gospel : building in hay, straw, and stubble with its silver,
gold, and precions stones; but there is nothing which would
lead us to charge them as xampAedovres Tov Adyov T0¥ @cod, as
working this mischief which they did work for filthy lucre’s
sake (see Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. iv. p. 686).

Bentley, in his Sermon on Popery (Works, vol. iii. p. 242).
strongly maintains the distinction which I have endeavoured
to trace. “Our English Translators,” he says, ‘have not
been very happy in their version of this passage [2 Cor. ii. 17]
We are not, says the Apostle, xarpAevovres 70v Adyov 70v ®eod,
which our Translators have rendered, ¢ we do not corrupt,’ or
(as in the margin) ¢ deal deceitfully with,’ ¢the word of God.
They were led to this by the parallel place, o. iv. of this
Epistle, ver. 2, ¢ not walking in craftiness,” un8¢ Solodvres rov
Adyov Tob @eod, ¢ nor handling the word of God deceitfully;’
they took xamphedovres and Solodvres in the same adequate
notion, as the vulgar Latin had done before them, which
expresses both by the same word, adulterantes verbum Dei ;
and s0, likewise, Hesychius makes them synonyms, ékxampAedewy,
Sodotv. Aolodv,indeed, is fitly rendered ¢ adulterare ’ ; 80 Solody
7ov xpvody, Tov olvov, to adulterate gold or wine, by mixing
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worse ingredients with the metal or liquor. And our Trans-
lators had done well if they had rendered the latter passage,
not adulterating, not sophisticating the word. But xamyAedovres
in our text has a complex idea and a wider signification ;
kamphedew always comprehends 8olotv, but Soloiv never
extends to xamAedew, which, besides the sense of adulterating,
has an additional notion of unjust lucre, gain, profit, ad-
vantage. This is plain from the word xdmmlos, a calling
always infamous for avarice and knavery: °perfidus hic
caupo,” says the poet, as a general character. Thence
xammAejew, by an easy and natural metaphor, was diverted to
other expressions where cheating and lucre were signified :
kamnAelew Tov Adyov, says the Apostle here, and the ancient
Greeks, karp\edew Tas dixas, Ty elpipy, Ty coplav, T pabijpara,
to corrupt and sell justice, to barter a negociation of peace, to
prostitute learning and philosophy for gain. Cheating, we see,
and adulterating is part of the notion of xamyAejerv, but the
essential of it is sordid lucre. So ‘cauponari’ in the well-
kmown passage of Ennius, where Pyrrhus refuses to treat for
the ransom for his captives, and restores them gratis:

¢ Non mi aurum Posco, nec mi pretinm dederitis,
None auponanti bellum, sed belligeranti.’

And so the Fathers expound this place. . . . So that, in short,
what 8t. Paul says, karyAevovres Tov Adyor, might be expressed
in one classic word—Aoyéumopot Or Aoyomwparas,! where theidea
of gain and profit is the chief part of the signification.
Wherefore, to do justice to our text, we must not stop lamely
with our Translators, ¢ corrupters of the word of God;' but
add to it as its plenary notion, ¢ corrupters of the word.of God
for filthy lucre.’

If what has been just said is correct, it will follow that
¢ deceitfully handling ' would be a more accurate, though itself
not a perfectly adequate, rendering of xazplevovres, and ¢ who
corrupt’ of dolodvres, than the converse of this, which our
Version actually offers.

! Bo Aoyor@Aa: in Philo, Cong. Erud. Grat. 10.
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§ Ixill. dyabwoivy, xpnoréms.

’Ayafwovyy is one of many words with which revealed religion
has enriched the later language of Greece. It occurs nowhere
else but in the Greek translations of the O. T. (2 Chron.
xxiv. 16 ; Nehem. ix. 25; Eccles. ix. 18), in the N. T., and
in writings directly dependent upon these. The grammarians,
indeed, at no time acknowledged, or gave to it or to dyafdrys
the stamp of allowance, demanding that xpnordérys, which, as
we shall see, is not absolutely identical with it, should be
always employed in its stead (Lobeck, Pathol. Serm. Grec.
p- 287). In the N. T. we meet with dyabwovim four times,
always in the writings of St. Paul (Rom. xv. 14; Gal. v. 22;
Ephes. v. 9; 2 Thess. i. 11); being invariably rendered
¢ goodness’ in our Version. We sometimes feel the want of
some word more special and definite, as at Gal. v. 22, where
dyafwadrm makes one of a long list of Christian virtues or
graces, and must mean some single and separate grace, while
¢ goodness’ seems to embrace all. To explain it there, as
does Phavorinus, % dmyprwpém dpery, is little satisfactory;
however true it may be that it is sometimes, as at Ps. li.
[LXX] b, set over against kaxia, and obtains this larger
meaning. With all this it is hard to suggest any other
rendering ; even as, no doubt, it is harder to seize the central
force of dyafwovwy than of xpnordrys, this difficulty mainly
ariging from the fact that we have no helping passages in the
classical literature of Greece ; for, however these can never be
admitted to give the absolute law to the meaning of words in
Soripture, we at once feel a loss, when such are wanting
altogether. It will be well, therefore, to consider xpnorérys
first, and when it is seen what domain of meaning is ocoupied
by it, we may then better judge what remains for dyafwsivy.

Xpyororys, & beautiful word, as it is the expression of
a beautiful grace (cf. xpnoroffex, Ecclus. xxxvii. 11), like
dyabwovry, ocours in the N. T. only in the writings of St.
Paul, being by him joined to ¢\avbpuria (Tit. iii. 4; of.
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Lucian, Timon, 8; Plutarch, Demet. 50) ; to paxpofuuia and
dvoxr} (Rom. ii. 4); and opposed to dworouia (Rom. xi. 22).
The A. V. renders it ‘ good * (Rom. iii. 12) ; ¢ kindness’ (2 Cor.
vi, 6; Ephes. ii. 7; Col. iii. 12; Tit.iii. 4) ; ¢ gentleness’ (Gal.
v. 22). The Rheims, which bas for it ¢ benignity,” a great
improvement on ¢ gentleness ’ (Gal. v. 22), ¢ sweetness’ (2 Cor.
vi. 6), has seized more successfully the central notion of the
word. It is explained in the Definitions which go under
Plato’s name (412 o), #fovs drhaoria per’ edloyorins: by
Phavorinus, edomhayxvia, % mpds Tobs wéas owdidbeats, Ta atrod
s olxeia Bwmrowovpéy. It is joined by Clement of Rome with
@ eos(Cor.9); by Plutarch with ebpévea (De Cap. ez Inim. Util.
9) ; with yAucwbupla (De Soler. Anim. 88); with drldrys and
peyarodpooty (Galba, 22) ; by Lucian with olkros (Tmon, 8) ;
as xpnords with ¢pdvfpuros (Plutarch, Symp. i. 1. 4). It is
grouped by Philo with edfvula, 7pepdrys, jmdmys (De Merc.
Mer. 8). Josephus, speaking of the xpnordrs of Isaac (dnit.
i. 18. 8), displays a fine insight into the ethical character of
the patriarch; see Gen. xxvi. 20-22.

Calvin has quite too superficial a view of xpnoréms, when,
commenting on Col. iii. 12, he writes : ¢ Comitatem—sio enim
vertere libuit xonororyra qui nos reddimus amabiles. Man-
suetudo [mpadrys], que sequitur, latius patet quam comitas,
nam illa preecipue est in vultu ac sermone, h®c etiam in
affectu interiore.” So far from being this mere grace of word
and countenance, it is one pervading and penetrating the
whole nature, mellowing there all which would have been
harsh and austere; thus wine i8 xppords, which has been
mellowed with age (Luke v. 89) ; Christ’s yoke is xpnords, as
having nothing harsh or galling about it (Matt. xi. 80). On
the distinetion between it and dyafwovyy Coocceius (on Gal. v.
22), quoting Tit. iii. 4, where xpnordrs ocours, goes on to
gay: ‘Ex quo exemplo patet per hane vocem significari
quandam liberalitatem et studium benefaciendi. Per alteram
autem [dyafwovvy] possumus intelligere comitatem, suavi-
tatem morum, concinnitatem, gravitatem morum, et omnem
amabilitatem cum decoro et dignitate conjunctam.’ Yet
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.neither does this seem to me to have exactly hit the mark.
If the words are at all set over against one another, the
¢ guavitas’ belongs to the xpyorérys rather than to the dyabw-
avvy. More germane to the matter is what Jerome has said.
Indeed I know nothing so well said elsewhere (in Ep. ad Gal.
v. 22): ¢ Benignitas sive suavitas, quia apud Grecos xpyord-
s utrumque sonat, virtus est lenis, blanda, tranquilla, et
omnium bonorum apta consortio ; invitans ad familiaritatem
sui, duleis alloquio, moribus temperata. Denique et hanc
Stoici ita definiunt: Benignitas est virtus sponte-ad bene-
faciendum exposita. Non multum bonitas [dyabuwoiiy] a
bemignitate diversa est; quia et ipsa ad benefaciendum
videtur exposita. Sed in eo differt; quia potest bonitas
esse tristior, et fronte severis moribus irrugaté, bene quidem
facore et preestare quod poscitur : non tamen suavis esse con-
sortio, et suid cunctos invitare dulcedine. Hanc quoque
sectatores Zenonis ita definiunt: Bonitas est virtus qus
prodest, sive, virtus ex qué oritur utilitas ; aut, virtus propter
semetipsam ; aut, affectus qui fons sit utilitatum.” With this
agrees in the main the distinction which 8t. Basil draws
(Reg. Brev. Tract. 214) : mAarvrépay olpas elvar Ty xpnoréryra,
els ebepyeaiav Tdv Smws Syworoly émbeopévwv Tavrys © curypémy
8¢ pddov My dyabwetvyy, kal Tols Tijs Sikatoolvys Adyois & Tais
ebepyeaios ovyxpopémy. Lightfoot, on Gal. v. 22, finds more
activity in the dyafwoim than in the xpnorérys: ¢ they are
distinguished from one another as the %fos from the évépyeia :
xpnorérys is potential dyabwsivy, &yebwoty is energizing

A man might display his dyafwovwy, his zeal for goodness
and truth, in rebuking, correcting, chastising. Christ was
not working otherwise than in the spirit of this grace when
He drove the buyers and sellers out of the temple (Matt. xxi.
18); or when He uttered all those terrible words against the
Scribes and Pharisees (Matt. xxiii,) ; but we could not say
that his xpnorérs was shown in these acts of a righteous
indignation. This was rather displayed in his reception of
the penitent woman (Luke vii. 87-50; cf. Ps. xxiv. 7, 8) ; as
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in all other his gracious dealings with the children of men. .
Thus we might speak,—the Apostolic Constitutions (ii. 22)
do speak,—of the xpnorérys rijs dyabuwaivys of God, but scarcely
of the converse. This xpnoréms was so predominantly the
character of Christ’s ministry, that it is nothing wonderful
to learn from Tertullian (4pol. 8), how ¢ Christus’ became
¢ Chrestus,’ and ¢ Christiani’ ¢ Chrestiani’ on the lips of the
heathen—with that undertone, it is true, of contempt, which
the world feels, and .soon learns to express in words, for a
goodness which to it seems to have only the harmlessless of
the dove, and nothing of the wisdom of the serpent. Such a
contempt, igdeed, it is justified in entertaining for a goodness
which has no edge, no sharpness in it, no righteous indig-
nation against sin, nor willingness to punish it. That
what was called xpnorérys, still retaining this honourable
name, did sometimes degenerate into this, and end with
being no goodness at all, we have evidence in a striking
fragment of Menander (Meineke, Fragm. Com. Grec. p.
2) :
98 ) % viv ixé Twav xpnoTérns xakovuérm
pedijxe 7dv SAoy eis wornplay Bloy -
obBels ydp &Bixidv Tvyxdves Tipwplas,

§ Ixiv. Oilkrvov, dpdiBAyarpov, cayip.

Our English word ‘net’ will, in a general way, cover all
these three, which yet are capable of a more acourate dis-
crimination one from the other.

Alxrvov (=*‘rete,’ ‘retia’), from the old dweiv, to cast,
which appears again in 8loxos, & quoit, is the more general
name for all nets, and would include the hunting net, and
the net with which birds are taken (Prov. i. 17), as well as
the fishing, although used only of the latter in the N. T.
{Matt. iv. 20; John xxi. 6). It is often in the Septuagint
employed in that figurative sense in which St. Paul uses
mayls (Rom. xi. 9; 1 Tim. iil. 7), and is indeed associated
with it (Job xviii. 8; Prov. xxix. 5).
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"ApdiBAyoTpov and cayfry are varieties of fishing nets;
they are named together, Hab. i. 15; and in Plutarch (De
Soler. Anim.. 26), who joins ypiwros with cayjvy, dmoxsj with
dppiBAnarpov. ‘ApdiBAnarpov—iound only in the N. T. at
Matt. iv. 18; Mark i. 16; cf. Ecel. ix. 12; Ps. cxl. 10
(dudiBolij, Oppian)—is the casting net, ¢ jaculum,’ i.e. ¢ rete
jaculum’ (Ovid, Art. Am. i. 768), or ¢ funda’ (Virgil, Georg.
i. 141), which, when skilfully cast from over the shoulder by
one standing on the shore or in & boat, spreads out into a
circle (dp¢tBdAderar) as it falls upon the water, and then
sinking swiftly by the weight of the leads attached to it,
encloses whatever is below it. Its circular, bell-like shape
adapted it to the office of a mosquito net, to which, as
Herodotus (ii. 95) tells us, the Egyptian fishermen turned
it ; but see Blakesley, Herodotus, tn loc. The garment in
whose deadly folds Clytemnestra entangles Agamemnon is
called dugpiBAnarpov (Aschylus, Agamem. 1858; Choéph.
490; cf. Euripides, Helen. 1088); so, too, the fetter with
which Prometheus is fastened to his rock (Aschylus, Prom.
Vinct. 81) ; and the envenomed garment which Deianira gives
to Hercules (Sophocles, Trach. 1052).

Saypn—found in the N. T. only at Matt. xiii. 47; ef.
Isai. xix. 8; Ezek. xxvi. § (from odrrw, céoaya, ¢ onero)—is
the long-drawn net, or sweep-net (‘ vasta sagena’ Manilius
calls it), the ends of which being carried out in boats so as to
include a large extent of open sea, are then drawn together,
and all which they contain enclosed and taken. If is ren-
dered ¢ sagena’ in the Vulgate, whence ¢seine,’ or ¢sean,’ the
name of this net in Cornwall, on whose coasts it is much in
use. In classical Latin it is called ¢ everriculum’ (Cicero,
playing upon Verres’ name, calls him, ¢ everriculum in pro-
vincia ’), from its sweeping the bottom of the sea. From the
fact that it was thus a wdvaypov or take-all (Homer, Ii.v.
487), the Greeks gave the name of caynpveiew to a device by
which the Persians were reported to have- cleared a con-
quered island of its inhabitants (Herodotus, iii. 149; vi. 81;
Plato, Legg. iii. 698 d; curiously enough, the same device
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being actually tried, but with very indifferent success, in Tas-
mania not many years ago; see Bonwick’s Last of the
Tasmaniams. Virgil in two lines describes the fishing by the
aid first of the dup{BAnorpov and then of the cayirm (Georg.
i. 141):
41) ¢ Atque alius latum fundd jam verberat amnem
Alta petens, pelagoque alius trahit humida lina.’

It will be seen that an evident fitness suggested the use
of cayjyy in a parable (Matt. xiii. 47) wherein our Lord is
setting forth the wide reach, and all-embracing character, of
his future kingdom. Neither dudiBAnorpov, nor yet dixrvov
which might have meant no more than dug{BA\yorpov, would
have suited at all so well.

§ 1xv. Avméopar, wevlbén, Opyvév, xémropar.

IN all these words there is the sense of grief, or the utterance
of grief ; but the sense of grief in different degrees of intensity,
the utterance of it in different forms of manifestation.

Avreiocfar (Matt. xiv. 9; 1 Pet. i. 6) is not a special but a
most general word, embracing the most various forms of grief,
being opposed to xaipev (Aristotle, Rhet. i. 2; Sophocles,
Ajazx, 565) ; a8 Avmy to xapd (John xvi. 20 ; Xenophon, Hell.
vii. 1. 82) ; or to 7#8owj (Plato, Legg. v. 788). This Avmy, un-
like the grief which the three following words express, a man
may so entertain in the deep of his heart, that there shall be
no outward manifestation of it, unless he himself be pleased
to reveal it (Rom. ix. 2).

Not so0 the wefeiv, which is stronger, being not merely
‘dolere’ or ‘angi,’ but ‘lugere,” and like this last, properly
and primarily (Cicero, Tusc. i. 18; iv. 8: luctus, smgritudo
ex ejus, qui carus fuerit, interitu acerbo’) to lament for the
dead; wabeiv véxuv (Homer, Il. xix. 225); tovs dwolwAdras
(Xenophon, Hell. ii. 2. 8) ; then any other passionate lament-
ing (Sophocles, (Ed. Rex, 1296; Gen. xxxvii. 84; wévbos
being in fact a form of wdfos (see Plutarch, Cons. ad Apol.
22) ; to grieve with a grief which so takes possession of the



§1Xv SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 223

whole being that it cannot be hid ; cf. Spanheim (Dub. Evang.
81): ‘wevbeiv enim apud Hellenistas respondit verbis n>3
xAalew, Opnveiv, et 5’5';.] oAoAd{ew, adeoque non tantum
denotat luctum conceptum intus, sed et expressum foris.’
According to Chrysostom (7 loco) the wevfotvres of Matt.
v. 4 are ol per’ émrdoews Avrovpévor, those who so grieve that
their grief manifests itself externally. Thus we find wevfeiv
often joined with «Aafew (2 Sam. xix. 1; Mark xvi. 10; Jam,
iv. 9; Rev. xviil. 15) ; 80 wefov xai orxvfpord{wy, Ps. xxxiv.
14. Gregory of Nyssa (Suicer, Thes. 8. v. wéfos) gives it
more generally, wévfos éori oxvfpumy Sudfeats s Yuxis, éri
orepiioe Twds Tov xarabvplov cvwiorapéun: but he was not
distinguishing synonyms, and not therefore careful to draw
out finer distinctions.

@®pyveiv, joined with é8dpecfas (Plutarch, De Prof. Virt. 5),
with karourelpew (Cons. ad Apoll. 11) is to bewail, to make a
Opijvos, & ¢ nenia * or dirge over the dead, which may be mere
wailing or lamentation (fpfjvos xal sxAavfuds, Maitt. ii. 18),
breaking out in unstudied words—the Irish wake is such a
Oprvos—or it may take the more elaborate form of a poem.
That beautiful lamentation which David composed over Saul
and Jonathan is introduced in the Septuagint with these
words, é0pprmoe AafiS Tov Opfvov Todrov, k7. (2 Sam. i, 17),
and the sublime dirge over Tyre is called a fpijros (Ezek.
xxvi. 17; cf. Rev. xviii. 11 ; 2 Chron. xxxv. 25 ; Amos viii. 10).

We have finally to deal with xdrresfac (Matt. xxiv. 80 ;
Luke xxiii. 27; Rev. i. 7). This being first to strike, is then
that act which most commonly went along with the Gpyveiy,
to strike the bosom, or beat the breast, as an outward sign of
inward grief (Liuke xviii. 18) ; 80 komerds (Acts viii. 2) is Gpijros
perd Yédov xepidv (Hesychius), and, as is the case with wevfety,
oftenest in token of grief for the dead (Gen. xxiii. 2; 2 Kin.
iii. 81). It is the Latin ¢plangere’ (‘laniataque pectora
plangens,’ Ovid, Metam. vi. 248; cf. Bophocles, 4jaz, 615-
617), which is connected with ‘plaga’ and wMjocw. Plu-
tarch (Cons. ad Uz. 4) joins é\odlpoes and xowerol (cf. Fab.
Maz. 17: xomerol ywvaixetor) a8 two of the more violent
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of, to miss, was formed (see Xenophon, Cyrop. i. 6. 86), has
found more favour (see a long note by Fritzsche, on Rom. v. 12,
with excellent philology and execrable theology). Only this
much is plain, that when sin is contemplated as duapria, it is
regarded as & failing and missing the true end and scope
of our lives, which is God; % 7od dyafod dwémrwais, as
Ecumenius: 3 rob dyafoi dworvyin, and dpaprdvew an doxoma
rofelew, a8 Suidas ; 9 Tod xalod éxrpomy], ere Tob Kard Pplow,
cire oD xard wvopov, as another. ~'We may compare the
German ¢ fehlen.’ '
It is a matter of course that with slighter apprehensions
of sin, and of the evil of sin, there must go hand in hand a
slighter ethical significance in the words used to express sin.
It is therefore nothing wonderful that duapria and dpaprdvew
should nowhere in classical Greek obtain that depth of meaning
which in revealed religion they have acquired. The words run
the same course which all words ultimately taken up into
ethical terminology seem inevitably to run. Employed first
about things natural, they are then transferred to things
"moral or spiritual, according o that analogy between those
and these, which the human mind so delights to trace. Thus
dpaprdvew signifies, when we meet it first, to miss a mark,
being exactly opposed to ruxeiv. Soa hundred times in Homer
the warrior is said dpaprdvew, who hurls his spear, but fails
to strike his foe (e.g. Il. iv. 491); so rdv 68dv dpaprdvew
(Thuocydides, iii. 98. 2) is to miss one’s way. The nextadvance
is the transfer of the word to things intellectual. The poet
duaprdver, who selects a subject which it is impossible to treat
poetically, or who seeks to attain results which lie beyond the
limits of his art (Aristotle, Poét. 8 and 25) ; s0 we have 8déns
dpapria (Thucydides, i. 81); yvduns dudprypa (ii. 66). It is
constantly set over against épfdrys (Plato, Legg. i. 627 d;
ii, 668 ¢; Aristotle, Poét. 25). So far from having any ethical
significance of necessity attaching to it, Aristotle sometimes
withdraws it, almost, if not altogether, from the region of
right and wrong (Eth. Nic. v. 8. 7). The apapriais a mistake,
afearful one it may be, like that of (Bdipus, but nothing more
Q
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(Poét. 18; of. Euripides, Hippolytus, 1426). Elsewhere,
however, it has as much of the meaning of our ¢sin,’ as any
word, employed in heathen ethics, could possess ; thus Plato,
Phedo, 118 e ; Rep. ii. 866 a ; Xenophon, Cyrop. v. 4. 19.

‘Apdprypa differs from dpapria, in that dpapria is sin in the
abstract as well as the concrete; or again, the act of sinning
no less than the sin which is actually sinned, ¢peccatio’
(A. Gellius, xiii. 20. 19) no less than ‘peccatum’; while
dudpmpa (it only occurs Mark iii. 28; iv. 12; Rom. iii. 25;
1 Cor. vi. 18) is never sin regarded as sinfulness, or as the act
of sinning, but only sin contemplated in its separate out-
comings and deeds of disobedience to a divine law; being in
the Greek schools opposed to xardpfupa.! There is the same
difference between dvopla and dvéunpa (which last is not in the
N.T.; but 1 Sam. xxv. 28 ; Ezek. xvi. 49), doéBewa and doéfyua
(not in the N. T.; but Lev. xviil. 17), ddwia and adikmpa
(Acts xviii. 14). This is brought out by Aristotle (Ethic.
Nic. v. 7. T), who sets over against one another d8wov
(=dbiwia) and ddiknua in these words : Sadéoer 76 dSlknua xal
0 ddwcov. "Adwkov piv ydp éomi T Pioer, §) Tdfers 76 adro 8¢
TovTo, drav wpaxfp, &dimpd éor. Compare an instructive
passage in Xenophon (Mem. ii. 2.8) : ai wéAes éri Tois peyloros
48k paot {ppiav Bdvarov wemrovjxagw, Gs odx dv pellovos xaxod
$6By Ty 48tk lav mavoovres. Onthedistinction between duapria
and dudprpa, ddixia and &dixpua, and other words of this group,
there is a long discussion by Clement of Alexandria (Strom.
ii. 15), but one not yielding much profit.

"AcéBea, joined with ddwia (Xenophon, Apol. 24; Rom.
i. 18); as doeBifs with d8wos, with dvdowos (Xenophon, Cyrop.
viii. 8. 27), with dpaprords (1 Tim. i. 9; 1 Pet. iv. 18),

! When the Pelagians, in their controversy with the Catholic Church,
claimed Chrysostom as siding with them on the subject of the moral
condition of infants, Augustine (Con. Jul. Pelag. vi. 2) replied by
quoting the exact words which Chrysostom had used, and showing that
it was not &uapria, or sin, but auaprfuara, the several acts and out-

comings of sin, from which the Greek Father had pronounced infants to

be free. Only in this sense were they partakers of the é&vauaprnoia of
Chuist.
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is positive and active irreligion, and this econtemplated
as a deliberate withholding from God of his dues of prayer
and of service, & standing, so to speak, in battle array against
Him. We have always rendered it ¢ ungodliness,’” while the
Rheims as constantly ¢ impiety,” and doeBs ¢ impious,’ neither
of these words occurring anywhere in our English Bible.
The doefijs and the 8ikawos are constantly set over against one
another (thus Gen. xviii, 28), as the two who wage the great
warfare between light and darkness, right and wrong, of which
God has willed that this earth ef ours should be the stage.

Hapaxoj is in the N. T. found only at Rom. v. 19 (where
it is opposed to $maxorf) ; 2 Cor. x. 6; Heb, ii. 2. It is not in
the Beptuagint, but wapaxovew (in the N, T. only at Matt.
xviii. 17) occurs several times there in the sense of to disobey
(Esth. iii. 8, 8 ; Isai. Ixv. 12). Mapaxo]is in its strictest sense
a failing to hear, or a hearing amiss; the notion of active
disobedience, which follows on this inattentive or careless
hearing, being superinduced upon the word ; or, it may be, the
sin being regarded as already committed in the failing to
listen when God is speaking. Bengel (on Rom. v. 19) has &
good note: ‘wapd in mapaxejy perquam apposite declarat
rationem initii in lapsu Adami. Qusritur quomodo hominis
reoti intellectus aut voluntas potuit detrimentum capere aut
noxamadmittere ? Resp. Intellectus et voluntas simul labavit
per duéleav: neque quicquam potest prius concipi, quam
dpéea, incuria, sicut initium capiends urbis est vigiliarum
remissio. Hano incuriam significat wepaxod, inobedientia.’
It need hardly be observed how continually in the O. T. dis-
obedience is described as & refusing to hear (Jer. xi. 10;
xxxv. 17); and it appears literally as such at Acts vii. 57.
Joined with and following 7apdBacts at Heb. ii. 2, it would
there imply, in the intention of the writer, that not merely
every actual transgression, embodying itself in an outward
act of disobedience, was punished, but every refusal to hear,
even though it might not have asserted itself in such overt
acts of disobedience.

‘We have generally translated dvopla ¢ iniquity * (Matt. vii.

Q2
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28; Rom. vi. 19; Heb. x. 17); once‘ unrighteousness’
(2 Cor. vi. 14), and once “ transgression of the law * (1 John
iii. 4). It is set over against Swawatiy (2 Cor. vi. 14; cf.
Xenopbon, Mem. i. 2. 24) ; joined with dvapxia (Plato, Rep.
ix. 576 a), with &vrrdoyla (Ps. liv. [LXX]10). While dvopos
is once at least in the N. T. used negatively of a person
without law, or to whom a law has not been given (1 Cor. ix.
21 ; of. Plato, Politic. 802 e, dvopos povapyia); though else-
where of the greatest enemy of all law, the Man of Sin, the
lawless one (2 Thess. ii. 8); dropuia is never there the condi-
tion of one living without law, but always the condition or
deed. of one who acts contrary to law: and so, of course,
mapavopia, found only at 2 Pet. ii. 16; of. Prov. x. 26, and
wapavopelv, Acts xxiii. 8. It will follow that where there is
no law (Rom. v. 18), there may be duapria, ddwxia, but not
dvopia: being, as (Bcumenius defines it, % wepi Tov ferdv vépov
mAnppélea : a8 Fritzsche, ¢ legis contemtio aut morum licentia
qui lex violatur.’” Thus the Gentiles, not having a law
(Bom. ii. 14), might be charged with sin; but they, sinning
without law (dvépws=xwpis vépov, Rom. ii. 12 ; iii. 21), could
not be charged with dvopla. It is true, indeed, that, behind
that law of Moses which they never had, there is another law,
the original law and revelation of the righteousness of God,
written on the hearts of all (Rom. ii. 14, 15) ; and, as this in
no human heart is obliterated quite, all sin, even that of the
darkest and most ignorant savage, must still in a secondary
gense remain as dvouia, & violation of this older, though
partially obscured, law. Thus Origen (i Rom. iv. 6):
¢ Iniquitas sane a peccato hanc habet differentiam, quod -
iniquitas in his dicitur que contra legem committuntur, unde
" et Grmeus sermo dvoulav appellat. Peccatum vero etiam illud
dici potest, si contra quam natura docet, et conscientia arguit,
delinquatur.’ Cf. Xenophon, Mem. iv. 4. 18, 19.

It is the same with wapdBagis. There must be something
to transgress, before there can be a transgression. There
was sin between Adam and Moses, as was attested by the
fact that there was death; but those between the law given
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in Paradise (Gen. ii. 16, 17) and the law given from Sinai,
sinning indeed, yet did not sin ¢ after the similitude of
Adam’s transgression” (repafBdoews, Rom. v. 14), With
law came for the first time the possibility of the transgression
of law (Rom. iv. 15); and exactly this transgression, or tres-
pass, is rapdBaats, from wapaBalvew, ¢ transilire lineam ;* the
French ¢ forfait’ (‘faire fors’ or ¢hors’), some act which is
excessive, enormous. Cicero (Parad. 8): © Peccare est tan-
quam transilire lineas;’' compare the Homeric SmepBacin,
I1. iii. 107, and often. In the constant language of St. Paul
this wapdBacis, as the transgression of & commandment dis-
tinetly given, is more serious than dpapria (Rom. ii. 28;
1 Tim. ii. 14 ; cf. Heb. ii. 2; ix. 15). It is from this point
of view, and indeed with reference to this very word, that
Augustine draws often a distinetion between the ¢ peccator’
and the ‘pravaricator,’ between °peccatum’ (dpapria) and
¢ provaricatio’ (wapdBacis). Thus Enarr. in Ps. exviii.;
Serm. 25% *Omnis quidem prevaricator pecoator est, quia
peccat in lege, sed non omnis peccator pravaricator est, quia
peccant aliqui sine lege. Ubi autem non est lex, nec pree-
varicatio.” It will be seen that his Latin word introduces a
new image, not now of overpassing a line, but of halting on
unequal feet; an image, however, which had quite faded
- from the word when he used it, his motive to employ it lying
in the fact that the ‘prevaricator,” or collusive prosecutor,
dealt unjustly with o law. He who, being under no express
law, sins, is, in Augustine’s langunage, ¢ peccator ' ; he who,
having sach a law, sins, is ¢ prevaricator’ (=wapaBdrys,
Rom. ii. 25 ; Jam.ii.9, a name constantly given by the Church
Fathers to Julian the Apostate). Before the law came men
might be the former; after the law they could only be the
latter. In the first there is implicit, in the second explicit,
disobedience.

We now arrive at wapdrropa, a word belonging altogether
to the later Greek, and of rare occurrence there; it is em-
ployed by Longinus of literary faults (De Subi. 86). Coc-
oceius : ¢ Bi originem verbi spectemus, significat ea facta pre



230 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMEN1 §LxVi

quibus quis cadit et prostratus jacet, ut stare coram Deo et
surgere non potest.” At Ephes, ii. 1, where waparrdpara and
dpaprio: are found together, Jerome records with apparent
assent a distinction between them ; that the former are sins
suggested to the mind and partially entertained and welcomed
there, and the latter the same embodied in actual deeds: ¢ Aiunt
quod maparrdpara quasi initia peceatorum sint, quum cogitatio
tacita subrepit, et ex aliqué parte conniventibus nobis; necdum
tamen nos impulit ad ruinam. Peccatum vero esse, quum
quid opere consummatum pervenit ad finem.” This distine-
tion has no warrant. Only this much truth it may be allowed
to have ; that, as sins of thought partake more of the nature
of infirmity, and have less aggravation than the same sins
consummated, embodied, that is, in act, so doubtless wapd-
wropa is sometimes used when it is intended to designate sins

not of the deepest dye and the worst enormity. One may -

trace this very clearly at Gal. vi. 1, our Translators no doubt
meaning to indicate as much when they rendered it by “fault’;
and not obscurely, as it seems to me, at Rom. v. 15, 17, 18.
Mapdrrwpa is used in the same way, as an error, & mistake in
_ judgment, a blunder, by Polybius (ix. 10. 6); compare
Ps. xviii. 18, 14, where it is contrasted with the dpapria
peydAy : and for other examples see Cremer, Biblisch-Theolog.
Warterbuch, p. 501. To a certain feeling of this we may
ascribe another inadequate distinction,—that, namely, of
Augustine (Qu. ad Lev. 20), who will have wapdmrropa to be
the negative omission of good ( desertio boni,” or ¢ delictum °),
as contrasted with duapria, the positive doing of evil (‘ perpe-
tratio mali *).

But this milder subaudition is very far from belonging
always to the word (see Jeremy Taylor, Doctrine and Practice
of Repentance, iii. 8.21). Thereis nothing of it at Ephes.ii. 1,
‘““dead in trespasses (wmapamrrdpact) and ging.” Hapdrropa is
mortal sin, Ezek. xviii. 26; and the wapamesetv of Heb. vi. 6
is equivalent to the éxovaiws dpaprdvew of x. 26, to the dwo-
orivas émwd @eod {dvros of iii. 12; while any such extenuation
of the force of the word is expressly excluded in a fragment
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of Philo (vol. ii. p. 648, ed. Mang.), which very closely re-
sembles these two passages in the Epistle to the Hebrews,
and in which he distinctly calls it wapdzrropa, when a man,
having reached an acknowledged pitch of godliness and
virtue, falls back from, and out of this; ‘he was lifted up
to the height of heaven, and is fallen down to the deep of
hell.’

"Ayvénua ocours in the N. T. only at Heb. ix. 7 (see Tho-
luck, On th Hebrews, Appendiz, p. 92), but also at Judith
v. 20; 1 Mace. xiii. 89; Tob. iii. 8; and dyvowa in the same
sense of sin, Ps. xxiv. 7, and often; and dyvoeiy, to sin, at
Hos. iv. 15 ; Ecclus. v. 15; Heb. v. 2. 8in is designated as
an dyvénua when it is desired to make excuses for it, so far as
there is room for such, to regard it in the mildest possible
light (see Acts iii. 17). There is always an element of ignor-
ance in every human transgression, which constitutes it
human and not devilish ; and which, while it does not fake
_ away, yet so far mitigates the sinfulness of it, as to render its
forgiveness not indeed necessary, but possible. Thus com-
pare the words of the Lord, “ Father, forgive them, for they
know not what they do” (Luke xxiii. 84), with those of
St. Paul, «“1 obtained mercy because I did it ignorantly, in
unbelief ” (1 Tim. i. 18), where, as one has well said, ¢ Der
Ausdruck fasst Schuld und Entschuldigung zusammen.” No
sin of man, except perhaps the sin against the Holy Ghost,
which may for this reason be irremissible (Matt. xii. 82), is
committed with a full and perfest recognition of the evil
which is chosen as evil, and of the good which is forsaken as
good. Compare the numerous passages in which Plato
identifies vice with ignorance, and even pronounces that no
man is voluntarily evil; oldels éxdv xaxds, and what is said
qualifying or guarding this statement in Archer Butler's
Lectures on Ancient Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 285. Whatever
exaggerations this statement of Plato’s may contain, it still
remains true that sin is always, in & greater or less degree,
an dyvénua, and the more the dyvoeiv, as opposed to the éxov-
olws dpaprivev (Heb, x. 28), predominates, the greafer the
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extenuation of the sinfulness of the sin. There is therefore
an eminent fitness in the employment of the word on the one
occasion, referred to already, where it appears in the N. T.
The dyvorjuara, or ‘ errors’ of the people, for which the High
Priest offered sacrifice on the great day of atonement, were
" not wilful transgressions, ¢ presumptuous sins’ (Ps. xix. 18),
committed xard mpoaipeow, xard mpdfecw, against conscience
and with a high hand against God; those who committed
such were cut off from the congregation ; no provision having
been made in the Levitical constitution for the forgiveness of
such (Num. xv. 80, 81) ; but they were sins growing out of
the weakness of the flesh, out of an imperfect insight into
God’s law, out of heedlessness and lack of due circumspection
(dxovoiws, Lev. iv. 18; cf. v. 15-19; Num. xv. 22-29), and
afterwards looked back on with shame and regret. The same
distinction exists between dyvowa and dyvénpa which has been
already traced between apapria and dpdprypa, ddixie and
adixnua : that the former is often the more abstract, the latter
is always the concrete.

“Hrmpa appears nowhere in classical Greek ; but #rra, &
briefer form of the word, is opposed to vixy, as discomfiture or
worsting to victory. It has there passed very much through
the same stages as the Latin ¢clades.” It appears once in
the Septuagint (Isai. xxxi. 8), and twice in the N. T., namely
at Rom. xi. 12; 1 Cor. vi. 7; but only in the latter instance
having an ethical sense, as a coming short of duty, a fault, the
German ¢ Fehler,’ the Latin ¢ delictam.” Gerhard (Loc. Theoll.
xi.) : ‘frmpa diminutio, defectus, ab sjrraofac victum esse,
quia peccatores succumbunt carnis et Satanse tentationibua.’

M\yppélea, & very frequent word in the O. T. (Lev. v. 15;
Num. xviii. 9, and often), and not rare in later ecclesiastical
Greek (thus see Clement of Rome, Cor. 41), does not occur
in the New. Derived from wAnupelijs, one who sings out of
tune (wAyv and pélos),—as éuueljs is one who is in tune, and
éuuélea, the right modulation of the voice to the music; it is
properly a discord or disharmony (wAnppélear xai dperplat,
Plutarch, Symp. ix. 14. 7);—so that Augustine’s Greek is in
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fault when he finds in it pé\e, ¢ curm est ’ (Qu.in Lev. iii. 20),
and makes mAnupélea=duélaa, carelessness. Rather it is
sin regarded as a discord or disharmony in the great
symphonies of the universe :
¢ disproportioned sin

Jarred against nature’s chime, and with harsh din

Broke the fair musie thiat all creatures made

To their great Lord.’

Delitzsch, on Ps. xxxii, 1, with whom Hupfeld, on the
same passage, may be compared, observes on the more
important Hebrew words, which more or less correspond with
these: ‘Die Siinde heisst w/p als Losreissung von Gott,
Treubruch, Fall aus dem Gnadenstande [=doéBea], nRtN
als Verfehlung des gottgewollten Zieles, Abirrung vom
Gottgefiilligen, Vollbringung des Gottwidrigen [=dpapria],
i als Verkehrung des Geraden, Missethat, Verschuldung
[=dvopia, ddixia].’

§ Ixvii. dpxaios, rakaids.

We should go astray, if we regarded one of these words as
expressing a higher antiquity than the other, and at all
sought in this the distinction between them. On the con-
trary, this remoter antiquity. will be expressed now by one,
now by the other. ’Apyaios, expressing that which was from
the beginning (dpxjv, d=’' dpxijs), must, if we accept this as
the first beginning of all, be older than person or thing that
is merely malauds, as having existed a long time ago (wdAar) ;
while on the other hand there may be so many later
beginnings, that it is quite possible to conceive the walaids as
older than the dpyaios. Donaldson (New Cratylus, p. 19)

writes: ¢ As the word archeology is already appropriated to

the discussion of those subjects of which the antiquity is
only comparative, it would be consistent with the usual
distinction between dpyatos and malaws to give the name of
paleology to those sciences which aim at reproducing an
absolutely primeval state or condition.’ I fail to trace in the
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uses of raAwds so strong a sense, or at all events at all so
constant & sense, of a more primeval state or condition, as in
this statement is implied. Thus compare Thucydides, ii. 15 :
&upBéBnxe Tobro émd Tob wdvv dpyaiov, that is, from the pre-
. historic time of Cecrops, with i. 18: Aaxedaluwy ék wadardrov
edvoprify, from very early times, bat still within the historie
period ; where the words are used in senses exactly reversed.

The distinction between dpxaios and walaids, which is
not to be looked for here, is on many occasions not to be
looked for at all. Often they occur together as merely
cumulative synonyms, or at any rate with no higher antiquity
predicated by the one than by the other (Plato, Legg. 865 d;
Demosthenes, xxii. 597; Plutarch, Cons. ad Apoll. 27;
Justin Martyr, Cok. ad Grec. 5). It lies in the etymology
of the words that in cases out of number they may be quite
indifferently used ; that which was from the beginning will
have been generally from a long while since ; and that which
was from a long while since will have been often from the
beginning. Thus the dpyaia ¢wri) of one passage in Plato
(Crat. 418 ¢) is exactly equivalent to the walawr ¢wry of
another (Ib. 898 d) ; the dpxator feol of one passage in the
Euthyphro are the walumsa Saspdvia of another ; of walaiof and
ol dpxaio alike mean the ancients (Plutarch, Cons. ad Apoll.
14 and 88); there cannot be much difference between walacol
xpovor (2 Mace. vi. 21) and dpxator juépar (Ps. xliii. 2).

At the same time it is evident that whenever an emphasis
is desired to be laid on the reaching back to a beginning,
whatever that beginning may be, dpxaios will be preferred;
thus we have dpxaia and mpbra joined together (Isai. xliii. 18).
Batan is 6 8¢is & dpxaios (Rev. xii. 9; xx. 2), his malignant
counterworkings of God reaching back to the earliest epoch
in the history of man. The world before the flood, that
therefore which was indeed from the first, is & dpxalos xdopos
(2 Pet. ii. 5). Mnason was dpxaios pabymis (Acts xxi. 16),
‘an old disciple,’ not in the sense in which English readers
almost inevitably take the words, namely, ¢ an aged disciple,’
but one who had been such from the commencement of the
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faith, from the day of Pentecost or before it; aged very
probably he will have bcen; but it is not this which the
word declares, The original founders of the Jewish Common-
wealth, who, a8 such, gave with authority the law, are
ol dpxator (Matt. v. 21, 27, 88; of. 1 Sam. xxiv. 14 ; Isai. xxv.
1) ; mlons dpxaia (Eusebius, H. E. v. 28, 9) is the faith
which was from the beginning, ‘‘ once delivered to the saints.”
The Timeus of Plato, 22 b, offers an instructive passage in
which both words occur, where it is not hard to trace the
finer instinots of language which have determined their
several employment. Sophooles (T'rachin. 546) has another,
where Deianira speaks of the poisoned shirt, the gift to her
of Nessus :

v pot warawdy Sdpov &pxalov word

Onpds, AéBnTi xaAxéy xexpuuuévor.

Aschylus (Eumenides, 727, 728) furnishes a third.

’Apxados, like the Latin ° priscus,’ will often designate the
ancient as also the venerable, as that to which the honour
due to antiquity belongs; thus Kipos 6 dpxaios (Xenophon,
Anab. i. 9. 1; cf. Aristophanes, Nub. 961); just as on the
other side ‘modern’ is always used slightingly by Shake-
speare; and it is here that we reach a point of marked
divergence between it and malaiuds, each going off into a
gecondary meaning of its own, which it does not share with
the other, but possesses exclusively as its proper domain. I
have just observed that the honour of antiquity is sometimes
expressed by dpxaios, nor indeed is it altogether strange to
malawds. But there are other qualities that cleave to the
ancient; it is often old-fashioned, seems ill-adapted to the
present, to be part and parcel of a world which has passed
away. We have a witness for this in the fact that ‘antique’
and ‘ antic’ are only different spellings of one and the same
word. There lies often in dpxaios this sense superadded of
old-world fashion ; not merely antique, but antiquated and
out of date, not merely ¢alterthiimlich,’ but ¢altfrinkisch’
(&schylus, Prom. Vinct. 825; Aristophanes, Plut. 828,
xaipew éoriv dpyaiov §0n xal campév (Nub. 915); and still
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more strongly in dpxatdrys, which has no other meaning but
this (Plato, Legy. ii. 657 b).

But while dpyatos goes off in this direction (we have,
indeed, no example in the N. T.), raAaids diverges in another,
of which the N. T. usage will supply a large number of
examples. That which has existed long has been exposed to,
and in many cases will have suffered from, the wrongs and
injuries of time; it will be old in the sense of more or less
worn out; and this is always welads.! Thus iudriov Tadady
(Matt. ix. 16) ; doxol mahaw! (Matt. ix. 17); 80 doxol makawol
xal xareppurydres (Josh. ix. 10) ; rakaw pdiy (Jer. xlv. 11). In
the same way, while ol dpxafo. could never express the old
men of a living generation as compared with the young of
the same, ol ralatw! continually bears this sense ; thus véos ¢
wmalauds (Homer, I1. xiv. 108, and often) ; wolverels xal wakawol
(Philo, De Vit. Cont. 8; of. Job xv. 10). It is the same with
the words formed on malaids: thus Heb. viii. 18: 7o 8
malawdpevov kal ynpdokov, éyyds dpaviouod: of. Heb. i. 11;
Luke xii. 88 ; Ecclus. xiv. 17 ; while Plato joins mwalaidrys
and gampdérys together (Rep. x. 609 e ; cf. Aristophanes, Plut.
1086: mp¥¢ wadad xal oampd). As often a8 walads is
employed to connote that which is worn out, or wearing out,
by age, it will absolutely demand xawds as its opposite (Josh.
ix. 18 ; Mark ii. 21 ; Heb. viii. 18), as it will also sometimes
have it on other occasions (Herodotus, ix. 26, bis). When
this does not lie in the word, there is nothing to prevent véos
being set over against it (Lev. xxvi. 10 ; Homer, Od. ii. 298 ;
Plato, Cratylus, 418 b; Aschylus, Eumenides, 778, 808) ;
and xawds against dpxatos (2 Cor. v. 17 ; Aristophanes, Rane,
720 ; Isocrates, xv. 82 ; Plato, Euthyphro, 8 b ; Philo, De
Vit. Con. 10).

! The same lies, or may lie, in *vetus,’ as in Tertullian’s pregnant
antithesis (ddv. Mare. i. 8) : ¢ Deus si est vetus, non erit; si est novus,
non fuit.’
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L]
§ lxviii. d¢pbapros, dudpavros, dpapdrrwos.

It is a remarkable testimony to the reign of sin, and there-
fore of imperfection, of decay, of death, throughout this whole
fallen world, that as often as we desire to set forth the glory,
purity, and perfection of that other higher world towards
which we strive, we are almost inevitably compelled to do
this by the aid of negatives, by the denying to that higher
order of things the leading features and characteristics of this.
Such is signally the case in a passage wherein two of the
words with which we are now dealing occur. 8t. Peter,
magnifying the inheritance reserved in heaven for the faith-
ful (1 Pet. 1 4), does this,—and he had hardly any choice in
the matter,—by aid of three negatives; by affirming that it
is dpfapros,, or without our corruption ; that it is duiavres, or
without our defilement ; that it is dudpavros, or without our
withering'and fading away. He can only set forth what it is
by declaring what it is not. Of these three, however, I set one,
namely dplavros, aside, the distinction between it and the
others being too evident to leave them fair subjects of
synonymous discrimination.

YAbapros, a word of the later Greek, is not once found in
the Septuagint, and only twice in the Apoerypha (Wisd. xii.
1; xviii. 4). Properly speaking, God only is d¢bapros, the
heathen theology recognizing this not less clearly than the
Biblical. Thus Plutarch (De Repugn. Stoic. 88) quotes the
grand saying of the Stoic philosopher, Antipater of Tarsus,
Q@eov voolpey {Bov paxdpiov xai dpbaprov: cf. Diogenes Laértius,
x. 1. 81.189. And in agreement with this we find the word
by him associated with ioéfeos (Ne Suav. Viv. Posse, T), with
&t8eos (Adv. Colot. 18), with dvéxherros (De Def Orac. 51),
with dyéwnyros (De Repugn. Stoic. 88), with éyévyros (De L3
ap. Delph. 19), with drabijs (De Def. Orac. 20) ; so, too, with
8\dpmios by Philo (quod Det. Pot. Ins. 28), and with other
epithets corresponding. ¢ Immortal’ we have rendered it on
one occasion (1 Tim. i. 17) ; but there is & clear distinction
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between it and dfdvaros or & &wv dfavaciav (1 Tim. vi. 16);
and ¢ incorruptible,” by which we have given it in other places
(1 Cor. ix, 25; xv. 52; 1 Pet. i. 28), is to be preferred ; the
word predicating of God that He is exempt from that wear
and waste and final perishing; that ¢6opd, which time, and
sin working in time, bring about in all which is outside of
Him and to which He has not communicated of his own
dgpbapoia (1 Cor. xv. 52 ; of. Isai. li. 6; Heb. i. 10-12).

'Apdpavros occurs only once in the N. T. (1 Pet. i. 4);
onoe also in the Apoerypha, being joined there with Aaumpds
(Wisd. vi. 12); and dpapdvrwos not oftener (1 Pet. v. 4).
There may well be & question whether duapdvrwos, an epithet
given to a crown, should not be rendered ¢of amaranths.’
We, however, have made no distinction between the two,
having rendered both by the same ecircumlocution, ¢that
fadeth not away’; our Translators no doubt counting ¢im-
marcescible '—a word which has found favour with Bishops
Hall and Taylor and with other scholarly writers of the
seventeenth century—too much of an ¢inkhorn term’ to be
admitted into our English Bible. Even the Rheims Trans-
lators, with ¢ immarcescibilin’ in the Vulgate before them,
have not ventured upon it. In this dudpavros there is affirmed
of the heavenly inheritance that it is exempt from that swift
withering which is the portion of all the loveliness which
springs out of an earthly root; the most exquisite beauty
which the natural world can boast, that, namely, of the
flower, being also the shortest-lived (‘breve lilium’), the
quickest to fall away and fade and die (Job xiv. 2; Ps.
xxxvil., 2; ciil. 15 ; Isai. xl. 6, 7; Matt. vi. 80; Jam. i. 10-
11; 1 Pet. i. 24). All this is declared to find no place in that
inheritance of unfading loveliness, reserved for the faithful in
heaven.

If, indeed, it be asked wherein d¢bapros and dudpavros
differ, what the latter predicates concerning this heavenly
inheritance which the former had not claimed already, the
answer must be that essentially it claims nothing; yet with
all this in dudparros is contained so to speak, a pledge that
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the more delicate grace, beauty, and bloom which it owns
will as little wither and wane as will its solid and substantial
worth depart. Not merely decay and corruption cannot touch
it ; but it shall wear its freshness, brightness, and beauty for
ever. Estius: ¢ Immarcescibilis est, quia vigorem suum et
gratiam, instar amaranti floris, semper retinet, ut nullo un-
quam tempore possessori fastidium tediumve subrepat.’

§ Ixix. avoéw, perapélopat.
per perapélopa

It is often stated by theologians of the Reformation period
that perdvown and perapélea, with their several verbs, uera-
voetv and perapélecbfor, are so far distinet, that where it is
intended to express the mere desire that the done might be
undone, accompanied with regrets or even with remorse, but
with no effective change of heart, there the latter words are
employed ; but where a true change of heart toward God,
there the former. It was Beza, I believe, who first strongly
urged this, He was followed by many; thus see Spanheim,
Dub. Evang. vol. iii. dub. 9; and Chillingworth (Sermons
before Charles I. p. 11): ‘To this purpose it is worth the
observing, that when the Secripture speaks of that kind of
repentance, which is only sorrow for something done, and
wighing it undone, it constantly useth the word werapélewa,
to which forgiveness of sins is nowhere promised. - So it is
written of Judas the son of perdition (Matt. xxvii. 8), uera-
peAnbeis dmwéorpefe, he repented and went out and hanged
himself ; and so constantly in other places. But that
repentance to which remission of sins and salvation is pro-
mised, is perpetually expressed by the word uerdvowa, which
signifieth a thorough change of the heart and soul, of the
life and actions.’

Let me, before proceeding further, correct & slight in-
accuracy in this statement. Merapélera nowhere occurs in
the N. T. ; only once in the Old (Hos. xi. 8). 8o far as we
are dealing with N. T. synonyms, it is properly between the
verbs alone that the comparison can be instituted, and a
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distinction drawn ; though, indeed, what stands good of them
will stand good of their conjugates as well. But even after
this correction made, the statement will itself need a certain
qualification. Jeremy Taylor allows as much ; whose words
—they occur in his great treatise, On the Doctrine and
Practice of Repentance, ch. ii. 1, 2—are as follows: ¢ The
Greeks use two words to express this duty, perapélea and
perdvora; Merapélea is from perapeleiofar, post factum angi
et cruciari, to be afflicted in mind, to be troubled for our
former folly ; it is Svoapéomors énl mempaypévoss, saith Phavo-
rinus, a being displeased for what we have done, and it is
generally used for all sorts of repentance ; but more properly
to signify either the beginning of a good, or the whole state
of an ineffective, repentance. In the first sense we find it in
St. Matthew, dueis 8¢ ddvres ob perepeiibnre Torepov Tob
moredoas abrg, ‘and ye, seeing, did not repent that ye might
believe Him.” Of the second sense we have an example in
Judas, perapeknbeis dwéorpeye, ho * repented ’’ too, but the
end of it was he died with anguish and despair. . . . There
is in this repentance a sorrow for what is done, a disliking of
the thing with its consequents and effect, and so far also it is
& change of mind. Bat it goes no further than so far to
change the mind that it brings trouble and sorrow, and such
things as are the natural events of it. . . . When there was
a difference made, perdvora was the better word, which does
not properly signify the sorrow for having done amiss, but
something that is nobler than it, but brought in at the gate
of sorrow. For 7 xard @edv Ajmy, & godly sorrow, that is
perapélea, or the first beginning of repentance, perdvouav
xarepyd{erar, worketh this better repentance, uerdvowav dperapé-
Aqrov and els cwryplav.” Thus far Jeremy Taylor. Presently,
however, he admits that ‘however the grammarians may
distinguish them, yet the words are used promiscuously,’ and
that no rigid line of discrimination can be drawn between
them as some have attempted to draw. This in its measure
is true, yet not so true but that a predominant use of one and
of the other can very clearly be traced. There was, as is well
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known, a conflict between the early Reformers and the Roman
Catholic divines whether ¢ peenitentia,’ as the latter affirmed,
or ‘resipiscentia,’ as Beza and the others, was the better
Latin rendering of perdvowa. There was much to be said on
both gides; but it is clear that if the standing word had
been perapéea, and not perdvowa, this would have told to a
certain degree in favour of the Roman Catholic view. ¢ Pceni-
tentia,” says Augustine (De Ver. et Fals. Pen. c. viii.) ¢ est
quedam dolentis vindicta, semper puniens in se quod dolet
commisisse.’ ~
Meravoeiv is properly to know after, as wpovoeiv to know
before, and perdvowa afterknowledge, as wpdvowa foreknowledge ;
which is well brought out by Clement of Alexandria (Strom.
ii. 6): €l ép’ ols Guaprev perevdnoer, € olvecw afev &P’ ols
irrawoey, kai peréyvw, Swep &ori, perd Todra e Bpadeia yip
viats, perdvoie.  So in the Florilegium of Stobsus, i. 14:
ob peravoelv dAANA mpovoeiv xpi) Tov dvdpa Tov dopéy At its next
step perdvoia signifies the change of mind consequent on this
after-knowledge ; thus Tertullian (4dv. Marcion. ii. 24): ‘In
Girmco sermone peenitentiss nomen non ex delicti confessione,
sed ex animi demutatione, compositum est,” At its third, it
is regret for the course pursued; resulting from the change
of mind consequent on this after-knowledge; with a 8vo-
apéaoas, or displeasure with oneself thereupon ; ¢ passio quee-
dam animi qua veniat de offensé sententis prioris,” which, as
Tertullian asserts (De Penit. 1) affirms, was all that the
heathen understood by it. At this stage of its meaning it is
found associated with Syyuds (Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul.
12) ; with aioxtvm (De Virt. Mor. 12); with wéfos (Pericles,
10; cf. Lucian, De Saltat. 84). Last of all it signifies change
of conduct for the future, springing from all this. At the
same time this change of mind, and of action upoun this fol-
lowing, may be quite as well a change for the worse as for
the better ; there is no need that it should be a ¢ resipiscentia’
as well ; this is quite a Christian superaddition to the word.
Thus A. Gellius (xvii. 1. 6). ‘Pcenitere tum dicere solemus,
cum que ipsi fecimus, aut que de nostré voluntate nostroque
R
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consilio facta sunt, ea nobis post incipiunt displicere, senten-
tiamque in iis nostram demutamus,’ In like manner Plu-
tarch (Sept. Sap. Comv. 21) tells us of two murderers, who,
having spared a child, afterwards ‘repented’ (nerevénoav),
and sought to slay it (cf. his Témoleon, § 6); perapérea is
used by him in the same sense of a repenting of good (De
Ser. Num. Vind. 11) ; so that here also Tertullian had right

in his complaint (De Penit. 1): ‘ Quam autem in peenitentism -

actu irrationaliter deversentur [ethnici], vel uno isto satis erit
expedire, cum illam etiam in bonis actis suis adhibent. Pce-
nitet fidei, amoris, simplicitatis, patientis, misericordis, prout
quid in ingratiam cecidit.” The regret may be, and often is,
quite unconnected with the sense of any wrong done, of the
violation of any moral law, may be simply what our fathers
were wont to call ‘hadiwist’ (had-I-wist better, I should
have acted otherwise) ; thus see Plutarch, De Lib. Ed. 14;
Sept. Sap. Conv. 12 ; De Soler. Anim. 8 ; Aémy 8 dAyndivos,
v perdvowaw Svopdfopev, ¢ displeasure with oneself, proceeding
from pain, which we call repentance’ (Holland). That it
had sometimes, though rarely, an ethical meaning, none
would deny, in which sense Plutarch (De Ser. Num. Vind. 6)

. has a passage in wonderful harmony with Rom. ii. 4 ; and
another (De Trang. Amimi, 19), in which ueropélea and
perdvowa are interchangeably used.

It is only after perdvora has been taken up into the uses
of Scripture, or of writers dependent on Scripture, that it
comes predominantly to mean a change of mind, taking a
wiser view of the past, cuvaiobyots Yuxis ép’ ols émpalev érdmors
(Phavorinusg), a regret for the ill done in that past, and out of
all this a change of life for the better; émarpody 7od Biov
(Clement of Alexandria, Strom. ii. 245 a), or as Plato already
had, in part at least, described it, peracrpody dwd 7év oxidw
&mt 70 pis (Rep, vil. 582 b) : wepurTpod, Yruxijs mepuxywyry (ibid.
521 ¢). This is all imported into, does not etymologically
nor yet by primary usage lie in, the word. Not very frequent
in the Septuagint or the Apocrypha (yet see Ececlus. xliv. 16 ;
Wisd. xi. 28; xii. 10, 19; and for the verb, Jer. viii. 6), it is
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common in Philo, who joins perdvoiawith SBeriwos (De Abrah.
8), explaining it as wpdés 76 Bé\riov § peraBols) (ibid.; of. De
Peenit. 8) ; whilein the N. T. peravocivand perdvowa, whenever
they are used in the N. T., and it is singular how rarely this in
the writings of St. Paul is the case, pueravoeiv but once (2 Cor,
xii. 21), and perdvown only four times (Rom. ii. 4; 2 Cor. vii.
9, 10; 2. Tim. ii. 25), are never employed in other than an
ethical sense ; ¢ die unter Schmerz der Reue sich im Person-
leben des Menschen vollziehende radicale Umstimmung,’
Delitzsch has finely described it.

But while thus peravoeiv and perdvowa gradually advanced
in depth and fulness of meaning, till they became the fixed
and recognized words to express that mighty change in mind,
heart, and life wrought by the Spirit of God (¢ such a virtuous

‘alteration of the mind and purpose as begets a like virtuous

change in the life and practice,” Kettlewell), which we call
repentance ; the like honour was very partially vouchsafed to
perapéleia and perapélecfar. The first, styled by Plutarch

_ gdrepa Safuwy, and by him explained as # éri rais %8ovais,

Soor mwapdvopor kal dxparels, aloxivy (De Gen. Socr. 22), asso-
ciated by him with Bapvbupia (An Vit. ad Inf. 2), by Plato
with rapaxs} (Bep. ix. 577 e; of. Plutarch, De Cohdb. Ird, 16), -
has been noted as never occurring in the N, T.; the second
only five times ; and designating on one of these the sorrow
of this world which worketh death, of Judas Iscariot (Maitt.
xxvii. 8), and on another expressing, not the repentance of
men, but the change of mind of God (Heb. vii. 21) ; and this
while perdvoia occurs some five and twenty, and ueravoeiy
some five and thirty times. Those who deny that either in
profane or sacred Greek any traceable difference existed
between the words are able, in the former, to point to
passages where perapélea is used in all those senses which
have been here claimed for perdvoia, to others where the two
are employed as convertible terms, and both to express
remorse (Plutarch, De Trang. Anim. 19); in the latter, to
passages in the N. T. where perauéecfa: implies all that
peravoeiv would have implied (Matt. xxi. 29, 82). But all thig
B2



244 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT §LXX

freely admitted, there does remain, both in sacred and
profane use, & very distinct preference for perdvoia as the
expression of the nobler repentance. This we might, indeed,
have expected beforehand, from the relative etymological
force of the words. He who has changed his mind about the
past is in the way to change everything; he who has an
after care may have little or nothing more than a selfish
dread of the consequences of what he has done (Aristotle,
Ethic. Nic. ix. 4. 10: perapeleias ol ¢adlor yéuovow); so
that the long dispute on the relation of these words with one
another may be summed up in the statement of Bengel,
which seems to me to express the exact truth of the matter ;
allowing a difference, but not urging it too far (Gnomon
" N.T.; 2 Cor. vii. 10) : *Vi etymi perdvowa proprie est mentis,
perapéiea voluntatis ; quod illa sententiam, hee solicitudinem
vel potius studium mutatum dicat. . . . Utrumque ergo
dicitur de eo, quem facti consiliive peenitet, sive peenitentia
bona sit sive mala, sive malse rei sive bon®, sive cum muta-
tione actionum in posterum, sive citra eam. Veruntamen si
usum spectes, perapélea plerunque est péoov vocabulum, et
refertur potissimum ad actiones singulares: perdvoua vero, in
N. T. prssertim, in bonam partem sumitur, quo notatur
peenitentia totius vite ipsorumque nostri quoddammodo : sive
tota illa beata mentis post errorem et peccata reminiscentia,
cum omnibus affectibus eam ingredientibus, quam fructus
digni sequuntur. Hine fit ut peravoeiv sepe in imperativo
ponatur, perepeleicfar nunquam : ceteris autem locis, ubi-
cunque puerdvowr legitur, perapélewav possis substituere: sed
non contra.” Compare Witsius, De (Econ. Fed. De;, iii. 12.
180-186 ; Girdlestone, Old Testament Synonyms, p. 168 sqq.

§ Ixx. popdy), oxijpa, idéa.

TeesE words are none of them of frequent recurrence in
the N. T., popssj occurring there only thrice (Mark xvi. 12 ;
Phil. ii. 6, 7); but compare uéppwois (Rom. ii. 20; 2 Tim.
iii. 5): oxijpa twice (1 Cor. vii. 81; Phil, ii, 8); and ¥éa
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only once (Mat. xxviii. 8). Mopey is ‘form,” °forma,’
‘gestalt ’; oxijpa is ¢ fashion,” ¢ habitus,’ ‘figur’; i8éa, ‘ap-
pearance,’ ‘species,’ ‘erscheinung.’ The first two, which
occur not unfrequently together (Plutarch, Symp. viii. 2. 8),
are objective; for the ¢form’ and the ¢fashion’ of a thing
would exist, were it alone in the universe, and whether there
were any to behold it or no. The other (i8éa=el8os, John v.
87) is subjective, the appearance of a thing implying some to
whom this appearance is made; there must needs be a seer
before there can be a seen.

We may best study the distinetion between uopgj and
oxire, and at the same time estimate its importance, by aid
of that great dootrinal passage (Phil. ii. 6-8), in which
St. Paul speaks of the Eternal Word before his Incarnation as
subsisting “in the form of God” (& popdy @eod Pmwdpxwv), as
assuming at his Incarnation ¢ the form of a servant " (nopdiw
8ovdov AaBdv), and after his Incarnation and during his walk
upon earth as *‘ being found in fashion as & man” (oxfjuar
elpefels bs dvfpwmos). The Fathers were wont to urge the
first phrase, & popdp @eod Imdpywv, against the Arians (thus
Hilary, De Trin. viii. 46; Ambrose, Ep. 46; Gregory of
Nyssa, Con. Eunom. 4); and the Latherans did the same
against the Socinians, as a ¢ dictum probans ’ of the absolute
divinity of the Son of God ; that is, popgpy for them was here
equivalent to odgia or ¢vows. This cannot, however, as is
now generally acknowledged, be maintained. Doubtless there
does lie in the words a proof of the divinity of Christ, but
this implicitly and not explicitly. Mop¢j is not=odoia : at
the same time none could be é& uopdp ®eod who was not God :
as is well put by Bengel : ¢ Forma Dei non est natura divina,
sed tamen is qui in form4 Dei extabat, Deus est;’ and this
because pope, like the Latin ¢ forma,’ the German ¢ gestalt,’
signifies the form as it is the utterance of the inner life ; not
‘being,’ but ‘ mode of being,’ or better, ¢ mode of existence ’;
and only God could have the mode of existence of God. But
He who had thus been from eternity év popd ®eo (John
xvii. 5), took at his Incarnation popdyv 8oddov. The verity
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of his Incarnation is herein implied ; there was nothing
docetic, nothing phantastic about it. His manner of exist-
ence was now that of a Sotos, that is, of a dodAos T0d Beod :
for in the midst of all our Lord’s humiliations He was never
& Oothos dvfpdmwv. Their Suixovos He may have been, and
from time to time eminently was (John xiii. 4, 5; Matt. xx.
28) ; this was part of his rameivwois mentioned in the next
verse ; but their doflos never; they, on the contrary, his. It
was with respect of God He so emptied Himself of his glory,
that, from that manner of existence in which He thought it
not robbery to be equal with God, He became his servant.

The next clause, “and being found in fashion (oxjpart)
as & man,” ig very instructive for the distinguishing of oxijpa
from popdf. The verity of the Son’s Incarnation was ex-
pressed, as we have seen, in the popdyv SovAov AafBdv. These
words which follow do but declare the outward facts which
came under the knowledge of his fellow-men, with therefore
an emphasis on edpefeis : He was by men found in fashion as
& man, the oxjjue here signifying his whole outward presenta-
tion, as Bengel puts it well : ¢ oxijua, habitus, cultus, vestitus,
victus, gestus, sermones et actiones.’” In none of these did
there appear any difference between Him and the other
children of men. This superficial character of oxfjua appears
in its association with such words as xpapa (Plato, Gorg.
465 b; Theatet. 168 b) and Ymoypacy (Legg. v. 787 d) ; as in
the definition of it which Plutarch gives (De Plac. Phil. 14):
éorlv émpdvea xal meprypads) xai mwépas coparos. The two
words are used in an instructive antithesis by Justin Martyr
(1 Apol. 9).

The distinction between them comes out very clearly in
the compound verbs peraoympari{ew and perapopdotv. Thus
if I were to change a Dutch garden into an Italian, this
would be ueracynparioudés: but if I were to transform a
garden into something wholly different, as into & city, this
would be peraudpdpwas. It is possible for Satan peraoxmpari-
{ew himself into an angel of light (2 Cor. xi. 14); he can
take the whole outward semblance of such. Bat to any such
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change of his it would be impossible to apply the uerauop-
¢ovobar: for this would imply a change not external but
internal, not of accidents but of essence, which lies quite
beyond his power. How fine and subtle is the variation of
words at Rom. xii. 2; though ‘conformed’ and °trans-
formed’! in our Translation have failed adequately to repre-
sent it. ‘Do not fall in,’ says the Apostle, ¢ with the fleeting
fashions of this world, nor be yourselves fashioned to them
(9 ovoxmpari{eobe), but undergo a deep abiding change (éAra
perapoppoiafe) by the renewing of your mind, such as the
Spirit of God alone can work in you’ (cf. 2 Cor. iii. 18),
Theodoret, commenting on this verse, calls particular atten-
tion to this variation of the word used, a variation which it
would task the highest skill of the English scholar adequately
to reproduce in his own language. Among much else which
is interesting, he says: &aokev doov mpés T8 mapdvra Tis
dperfis 10 diddopov Tatra yap éxdhege oxipa, T dperyy ¢
popdijy* 4 popd) 8¢ dAnfdv mpaypdrwy anpavrual, 70 8¢ oxijua
ebdudAvrov xpijpa. Meyer perversely enough rejects all this,
and has this note: ‘Beide Worte stehen im Gegensatze
nur durch die Préipositionen, ohne Sinnverschiedenheit der
Stamm-Verba ; * with whom Fritzsche agrees (in loc.). One
can understand a commentator overlooking, but scarcely one
denying, the significance of this change. For the very dif-
ferent uses of one word and the other, see Plutarch, Quom
Adul. ab Amic. 7, where both oecur.

At the resurrection Christ shall transfigure (ueraoyy-
patioe) the bodies of his saints (Phil. iii. 21; ef. 1 Cor. xv,
58); on which statement Calov remarks, ‘Ille ueraoyy-
patiopds non substantialem mutationem, sed accidentalem,
non ratione quidditatis corporis nostri, sed ratione quali-
tatwm, salvd quidditate, importat:’ but the changes of

! The Authorized Version is the first which uses ¢ transformed®
here; Wiclit and the Rheims, both following closely the Vulgate,
¢ transfigured,’ and the intermediate Reformed Versions, ¢changed into
the fashion of.” If the distinetions here drawn are correct, and it they
stand good in English as well as Greek, ¢ transformed’ is not the word.
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heathen deities into wholly other shapes were perapopdiocers.
In the peracympariwopds there is a transition, but no absolute
solution of continuity. The butierfly, prophetic type of man’s
resurrection, is immeasurably more beautiful than the grub,
yet has been duly unfolded from it; but when Proteus trans-
forms himself into a flame, a wild beast, a running stream
(Virgil, Georg. iv. 442), each of these disconnected with all
that went before, there is here a change not of the oxijpa
merely, but of the popds} (cf. Euripides, Hec. 1266 ; Plato,
Locr. 104 ¢). When the Evangelist records that after the
resurrection Christ appeared to his disciples é& érépa popdp
(Mark xvi. 12), the words intimate to us how vast the
mysterious change to which his body had been submitted,
even as they are in keeping with the perepoppadbn of Matt.
xvii, 2; Mark ix. 2; the transformation upon the Mount
being a prophetic anticipation of that which hereafter should
be; compare Dan. iv. 88, where Nebuchadnezzar says of
himself, 4 popd pov éréorpeyer els éué.

The popds then, it may be assumed, is of the essence of
a thing.! We cannot conceive the thing as apart from this
its formality, to use ¢ formality’ in the old logical sense; the
oxipe is its accident, having to do, not with the ¢ quidditas,’
but the ¢qualitas,’ and, whatever changes it may undergo,
leaving the ¢ quidditas’ untouched, the thing itself essentially,
or formally, the same as it was before; as one has said,
popdy) Ppioews oxiipa iews. Thus oxfiua Bachidy (Lucian,
Pisc. 85 ; cf. Bophooles, Antig. 1148) is the whole outward
array and adornment of a monarch—diadem, tiara, sceptre,
robe (cf. Lucian, Hermot. 86)—all which he might lay aside,
and remain king notwithstanding. It in no sort belongs or
adheres to the man as a part of himself. Thus Menander
(Meineke, Fragm. Com. Gr. p. 985) :

wploy Kaxolpyos oxiiu’ dxetreAddw dvhp
Kexpuppévy xetras xayls Tois xAnalov,

! *La forme est néoessairement en rapport avec la matidre ou aveo
lefond. La ﬂgura au contraire est plus indépendante des objets ; se
congoit & part’ (Lafaye, Syn. Fran. p. 617).
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Thus, too, the oxfjua Tod xdopov passes away (1 Cor. vii. 81),
the image being here probably drawn from the shifting scenes
of a theatre, but the xdopos itself abides; there is no rélos
r0d xéopov, but only zob aldvos, or rdv aldvwv. For some
valuable remarks on the distinction betwéen popgj and oxsipa
see The Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology, No. T,
pp. 118, 116, 121; and the same drawn out more fully by
Bishop Lightfoot, their author, in his Commentary on the
Philippians, pp. 126-181.

The use in Latin of ‘forms’ and *figura ' so far corre-
sponds with those severally of uopd} and oxfjpa, that while
‘figura forms’ occurs not rarely (‘veterem formea servare
Jiguram’ ; cf. Cicero, Nat. Deor. 1. 82), forma figurm ' never
(see Doderlein, Latein, Syn. vol. iii. p. 87). Contrast too in
English ¢ deformed ’ and * disfigured.” A hunchback is ¢de-
formed,” a man that has been beaten about the face may be
¢ disfigured ’ ; the deformity is bound up in the very existence
of the one ; the disfigurement of the other may in a few days
have quite passed away. In ¢transformed’ and ¢ transfigured’
it is easy to recognize the same distinction.

’I8éa on the one occasion of its use in the N. T. (Maitt.
xxviii. 8) is rendered ‘countenance,’ as at 2 Mace. iii. 16 ‘face.’
It is not a happy translation ; ¢ appearance’ wonld be better ;
¢ species sub oculos cadens,’ not the thing itself, but the thing
8 beholden ; thus Plato (Rep. ix. 688 ¢), wAdrre i8éav Onpiov
wowiov, ¢ Fashion to thyself the image of a manifold beast ’;
80 i¢éa 0D mpoodmov, the look of the countenance (Plutarch,
Pyrrh. 8, and often); i8ép xaros, fair to look on (Pindar,
Olymp. x. 122); xuvos 18éa, the appoarance of snow (Philo,
Quod Det. Pot. Ins. 48). Plutarch defines it, the last clause
of his definition alone concerning us here (De Plac. Phil.i. 9):
¥éa lorlv oboin dodparos, almy pév pi) Speorboa xkal admiy,
eixovifovoa 82 Tas dpdpdovs TAas, kal alria ywopévny Tis Tovrwy
. delfews. The word is constant to this definition, and to the
Beiv lying at its own base ; oftentimes it is manifestly so, as
in the following quotation from Philo, which is further instrue-
tive as showing how fundamentally his doctrine of the Logos
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differed from St. John's, was in fact a denial of it in its most
important element : & 82 Iwepdvw TovTwy [vOv xepouBip] Adyos
Ocios els dpariy odx HAfev 8éav (De Prof. 19).—On the distine-
tion between eldos" and i3éa, and how far the Platonic philo-
sophy admits a distinetion between them at all, see Stallbaum’s
note on Plato’s Republic, x. 596 b; Domaldson’s Cratylus,
8rd ed. p. 105; and Thompson’s note on Archer Butler’s
Lectures, vol. ii. p. 127.

§ Ixxi.  yYuxwds, capruds.

Wyyids ocours six times in the N.T. On three of these it
cannot be said to have a distinctly ethical employment; seeing
that in them itis only the meanness of the c@ua yvxidéy which
the faithful now bear about that is contrasted with the glory
of the oGpa mvevparidy which they shall bear (1 Cor. xv.
44 bis, 46). On the other three occasions & moral emphasis
rests on the word, and in every instance a most depreciatory.
Thus St. Paul declares that the yuxwds receives not and can-
not receive, as having no organ for their reception, the things
of the Spirit of God (1 Cor. ii. 14) ; 8t. James (iii. 15) charac-
terizes the wisdom which is yYuyucy, a8 also ériyeios,  earthly,’
and Sarpoviédys, ¢ devilish ;° St. Jude explains the yuywoi as
those mvebpa py éovres (ver. 19). The word nowhere appears
in the Septuagint; but yuxwds in the sense of ¢heartily’
(=¢& Yuxis, Col. iii. 28) twice in the Apocerypha (2 Mace. iv. 87;
xiv. 24).

It is at first with something of surprise that we find yvyuwds
thus employed, and keeping this company; and the modern
fashion of talking about the soul, as though it were the highest
part of man, does not diminish this surprise ; would rather
lead us to expect to find it associated with wvevparids, as
though there were only light shades of distinction between
them. But, indeed, this (which thus takes us by surprise) is
characteristio of the inner differences between Christian and
heathen, and indicative of those better gifts and graces which
the Dispensation of the Spirit has brought into the world.
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Wuywos, continually used as the highest in later classical
Greek literature—the word appears first in Aristotle—being
there opposed to oapxicds (Plutarch, Ne Suav. Vivi Posse, 14),
or, where there is no ethical antithesis, to cwparwds (Aristotle,
Eth. Nie. iii. 10. 2 ; Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. i. 9 ; Polybius,
vi. 5. 7), and constantly employed in praise, must come down
from its high estate, another so much greater than it being
installed in the highest place of all. That old philosophy
knew of nothing higher than the soul of man ; but Revelation
knows of the Spirit of God, and of Him making his habitation
with men, and calling out an answering spirit in them.
There was indeed a certain reaching out after this higher in
the distinetion which Lucretius and others drew between the
‘anima’ and the ‘animus,’ giving, as they did, the nobler
place to the last. According to Scripture the yuxi, no less
than the odpé, belongs to the lower region of man’'s being;
and if a double employment of ywx there (as at Matt. xvi. 26 ;
Mark viii. 85), rdquires & certain caution in this statement, it
is at any rate plain that yuxwds is not a word of honour! any
more than capxwds, being an epithet quite as freely applied to
this lower. The ywxwds of Beripture is one for whom the
Yy is the highest motive power of life and action ; in whom
the #vedua, a8 the organ of the divine Ilveiua, is suppressed,

! Hilary has not gquite, however nearly, extricated himself from this
notion, and in the following passage certainly ascribes more to the
Yuxicds than the Soriptures do, however plainly he sets him in opposi-
tion to the wvevuarikds (Tract. in Ps. xiv. 3): ¢ Apostolus et carnalem

- [caprweéy] hominem posuit, et animalem [Yvxikdv], et spiritalem
[wvevuaTindy] ; carnalem, bellum modo divina et humana negligentem,
cujus vita corporis famula sit, negotiosa cibo, somno, libidine. Animalis
autem, qui ex judicio sensfis humani quid decens honestumgque sit,
sentiat, atque ab omnibus vitiis animo suo auctore se referat, suo
proprio sensu utilia et honesta dijudicans; ut pecuniam spernat, ut
jejuniis parcus sit, ut ambitione careat, ut voluptatibus resistat. Spiri-
talis autem est, cui superiora illa ad Dominum studia sint, et hoo quod
agit, per scientiam Dei agat, intelligens et cognoscens qua sit voluntas
Ejus, et sciens ques ratio sit a Deo carnis assumpts, qui crucis triumphus,
que mortis potestas, que in virtute resurrectionis operatio.” Compare
Irensus, v. 6.
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