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PREFACE

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 addressed 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
discipline 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 claimed 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 lectures to the
comparative value of words in the New Testament—
and these lectures, with many subsequent additions
and some defalcations, have supplied the materials
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of the present volume. I have never doubted that
(setting 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 have 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, such as
will stay by them, and form a part of the texture of
their own minds for ever, that they shall from these
be more effectually accomplishing themselves for their
future work, than from many a volume of divinity,
studied before its time, even if it were worth studying
at all, crudely digested and therefore turning to no
true nourishment of the intellect or the spirit.

Claiming for these lectures a wider audience than
at first they had, I cannot forbear to add a few obser-
vations 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 has suggested.

The value of this study as a discipline for training
the mind into close and accurate habits of thought, the
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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 not a few, who have proclaimed
the value which this study had in their eyes. And
instructive as in any language 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 con-
fusedly under a common term; who were themselves
singularly alive to its value, diligently cultivating the
art of synonymous distinction (the dvépaTta Stopéiv,
Plato, Laches, 197 d); and who have bequeathed a
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. 377 a b c).!

And while thus the characteristic excellences of
the Greek language especially invite us to the investi-
gation 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 investi-
gations as these we become aware of delicate variations

" On Prodicus and Protagoras see Grote, History of Greece, vol. vi.
p. 67 ; Sir A. Grant, Ethics of Aristotle, 3rd edit. vol. i, p. 123. In
Grafenham's most instructive Gesch. der Klassischen Philologie there are
several chapters on this subject,
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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 intel-
lectual riches of the student are increased, can this
anywhere be of so great importance as there, where
the intellectual mays, 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 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 ap-
proaching that which it acquires when the words with
which we have to do are, to those who receive them
aright, words of eternal life; while in the dead car-
cases of the same, if men suffer the spirit of life to
depart from them, all manner of corruptions and
heresies may be, as they have been, bred.

The words of the New Testament are eminently the
oTory€ia of Christian theology, and he who will not
begin with a patient study of those, shall never make
any considerable, 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 com-
posed. The rhyming couplet of the Middle Ages
contains a profound truth

‘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 dis-
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crimination of synonyms to compel such patient inves-
tigation of the force of words, such accurate weighing

of their precise value, absolute and relative, and in

this its chief merits as a mental discipline consist.

Yet when we look around us for assistance herein,
neither concerning Greek synonyms in general, nor
specially concerning those of the New Testament, can
it be affirmed that we are even tolerably furnished
with books. Whatever there may be to provoke dis-
sent in Doderlein's Lateinische Synonyme and Etymolo-
gieen, 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 bear comparison with
it; and almost all the more important modern languages
of Europe have better books devoted to their synonyms
than any which has been devoted to the Greek. The
works of the early grammarians, as of Ammonius and
others, supply a certain amount of valuable material,
but cannot be said even remotely to meet the needs
of the student at the present day. Vomel's Synony-
misches 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
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Pilion's work, are capricious and uncertain there, and
in general of a meagre and unsatisfactory description.

The only book dedicated expressly and exclusively
to these is one written in Latin by J. A. H. Tittmann,
De Synonymis in Novo Testamento, Leipsic, 1829, 1832.
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 1s 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 a 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. 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 31taA\dooev and KaTO\-
Ndooew, as though the first were a mutual, the second
only a one-sided, reconciliation;' or again as that be-

' See Fritzsche, On Rom. v, 10.
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tween c’fxpl and péypt. 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 trans-
lation into English,' has never obtained any consider-
able circulation among students of theology here, is
itself an evidence of its insufficiency to meet our wants
in this direction.

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
1s, 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

' Biblical Cabinet, vols. iii, xviii. Edinburgh, 1833, 1837. It must be
owned that Tittmann has hardly had fair play. Nothing can well be
imagined more incorrect or more slovenly than this translation. It is
often unintelligible, where the original is perfectly clear.

* The following list is very far from exhausting these: npoodopd, Buoia,
3@pov-rapoipia, TopaBori--vidg Beod, naig Beod—adikaiwpa, dikaiwots,
S1IKOL0T VUT—ETITPOTOS, 01KOVOIOS—ENTS, ATOoKaPaASOKio—EéVTaApa, S18aokakia
—yapd, dyar\iaots, ebdppooivn—3éEa, Tipn, énarvos--Bdpos, hoptiov, §ykos
—-dpvés, dpviov—uis, ydipos—EdNov, oTavpés—mnhds, BépPopos—ueTés,
SuBpos--kTinaTA, UTdpEets—moTapds, xeipagpos—kéun, 8piE--6pBarpds,
Supo--yA@ooa, StdhekTos—VEéPOS, vehpén—nTénois, 0dpupos, EkoTao1g--
yd&a, Bnoavpds, dmoBrikn—kuBeia, peBodeia, tavovpyia--tapnyopia, tapa-
pubia, TagkANo1s--THm0S, VTéSerypa, VTOYPAPNSS, VTOTITWOIS—pdy atpa,
popdoaio—Epis, ép1Beia--e£ovoia, SHvaps, kpdTos, 107y Us, Bia, évépyeto--
kpéas, odpE—nvedpa, vods—AOnT, 636N, WSiv—AavTiKiKos, &y Bpds, UTevavTiog
--31dBoros. Saipwv, Sarpbviov, kaTHpwp--Edng, Yéevva, TApTapPOS, PNk --
Aéyos, pRina—doBéveia, v6oos, parakia, pdoTiE-A\uTpwTRS, CwTp—EVvey-
unois, évvota, Stalyionds—otiypa, pdiwy, TAnyr-—-8AeBpos, dnwheto--
—-évToNY 86ypa, tapayyeria—Bpédos, tardiov—dyvoia, dyvwoio--onupis,
k6pros—d&voia, ddpooivn, pwpia--dvdravos, kaTdrTavoig-—-oytaouds,
ay16TnS, Ay1woHvn—kKarés, dyaBds—aoBevns, dPpwoTos--eOueTdS30TOS, KOL-
VWYIKES—RETOY 0S, KOV WYES—ESPAiog, EVNETOKIVTOS—TPWTOTOKOS, LOVOYEVTIS
--d18105, 0iWvi0s—THpenos, No Uy 105--EEV0S, TAPOIKOS, TAPETiSNILOS--TKONLES,
SreoTpappévos—anel®ng, dnioTog--PpovTilw, peptuvdw—méunw, AToo TENW
—Kkpdw, kpavydtw, Bodw, dvaBodw—Tpdyw, hdyonat, é08iw—ouvunabéw,
petplonaBéw—kaléw, dvopdtw—orydw, riwndw—rnpéw, Guidoow, Gppovpéw
—-mhavdw, dratdw, tapaloyifopor—opdw, Brénw, Bedopat, Bewpéw, nTopat
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hope and pray that this volume, the labour sometimes
painful, but often delightful, of many days, may, note
withstanding its many faults and shortcomings, not
wholly miss its aim. That aim has been to lead some
into closer and more accurate investigation of His
Word, in Whom, and therefore in whose words, ‘all
riches of wisdom and knowledge 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 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 resem-
blance in the main, but also with partial difference, we
by no means deny that there may be a hundred pas-
sages 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

—YWWokw, 018a, énioTapar—edhoyéw, eby aptoTéw-—-idopat, Bepanebw—PBov-
Nopat, BEAW—KATOPTIEW, TENELOW—KATAYIVWOKW, KATAKPLVW---Tapd o 0w, TUp-
Bd{w—Epyopat, Hkw--curapBdvw, Bon8éw--komidw, dywvitopai-—-BeBaidw
prgéopat, Bepertéw, oTNPilw—pukdopat, wptopor—s18dokw, vouBeTéw,
owhpovitw—kAv8wvitopat, teptdépw, Toapdoow—aoverditw, ho1dopéw, péudo-
pat, Kakohoyéw—dvev, ywpis.
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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 a master, either conscious or unconscious,
of language, but that his employment of it shall as-
sist in fixing, if there be any doubt on the matter,
the exact bounds and limitations of its meaning, 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 pur-
pose for which they were assembled; nor would the
induction from them be a whit more satisfactory and
conclusive 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 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 distinctions, will
here be of more profit than all rules which can before-
hand 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 subject,
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 dis-
tinction between certain words, either in a single
phrase, or in a 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 dis-
tinguishing 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 distinctions traced by
writers who are only word-dividers accidentally 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 as
illustrating the wide range of authors from whom
they may be gathered. Thus they are met in Plato
(Bappaéog and dvdpéiog, Protag. 349 e; Bdpoog and
dvdpera, Ib. 351 b; ioy vpds and Suvatds, Ib. 350 c;
noNepog and oTdo1g, Rep. v. 470 b; didvora and vodg,
Ib. 511 d) pvrjun and dvdpvnog, Philebus, 34 b; cf
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Aristotle, Hist. Anim. i.1. 15 ; in Aristotle (e0yevnig
and yevvdiog, Hist. Anim.; Rhet. 11. 15; cf.
Dio Chrysostom, Orat. 15, in fine; émoivog and éyKu.’:-
wov, Ethic. Nic. 1.12. 6; Rhet.i.9; adprj and oop-
dbuoig, Metaph. iv. 4; ppovnoig and oVveos, Ethic.
Nic. vi. 11; dkéha.otog and dkpatnis, 7b. vii. 7, 10;
nvedpa and dvepog, De Miund. iv. 10; cf. Philo, Leg.
Alleg i. 14; 8uBpog and VeTdg, Ib. iv. 6; elivora and
{1\, Ethic. Nic. ix. 5); in Xenophon (oikia and oikog,
OEcon. i. 15; Baoileia and Tupavvig, Mem. iv. 6. 12);
in. Demosthenes (Ao1dopia and kaTnyopia, xviii. 123);
in Philo (ni&1s, kp&og, and o0yyvoig, De Conf. Ling.
36; 3wpov and dopa., Alleg. iii. 70 ; Swped and 36015,
DeCherub. 25; 8po.octtng and BpdparedTng, Quis Rer.
Div. Haer. 5; mvon and mvedpa, Leg. Alleg. i. 14);
in Plutarch (dkohaoia and dkpacia, De Virt. Mor.
6; éykpdTera and cwdhpoobvn, ibid.); in Lucilius
(‘poema’' and ‘poesis’ Sat. 9); in Cicero (‘vitium,'
morbus,' and ‘aegrotatio,” Tusc. iv. 13; ‘gaudium,’
‘laetitia,” and ‘voluptas,’ Ib. iv. 6 ; cf. Seneca, Ep.
59; Aulus Gellius, 27; ‘cautio’ and ‘metus,” Tusc.
1v. 6; ‘labor’ and ‘dolor,” /b. 11 15; ‘versutus’ and
‘callidus,” De Nat. Deor. iii. 10; ‘doctus’ and ‘peri-
tus,' De Off ; ‘perseverantia’ and ‘patientia,” De Inv.
11. 34; ‘maledictum’ and ‘accusatio,” Pro Cael. 1ii. 6;
with others innumerable). They are found in Quin-
tilian (‘salsus,' ‘urbanus,’ and ‘facetus,' Instit. vi.. 3,
17; ‘fama’ and ‘rumor,’ Ib. v. 3; 161 and nd6n,
Ib. vi. 2, 8); in Seneca (‘ira’ and ‘iracundia,” De
Ira, i, 4) ; in Aulus Gellius (‘matrona’ and ‘mater-
familias,' xviii. 6. 4; ‘fulvus’ and ‘flavus,’ ‘ruber’
and ‘rufus,’ /b. 1i. 26); in St. Jerome (‘pignus' and
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‘arrha,’ in Ephes. 1. 14; ‘puteus’ and ‘cisterna,’ in
Osee 1. 1; ‘bonitas’ and ‘benignitas,’ in Gal. v. 22;
‘modestia’ and ‘continentia,’ ibid.); in St. Augustine
(‘flagitium' and ‘facinus,” Conf. ii1. 8, 9; ‘volo' and
‘cupio,’” De Civ. Dei, xiv. 8; ‘fons’ and ‘puteus,’ in
Joh. iv. 6; ‘senecta’ and ‘senium,’ Enarr. in Ps. 1xX.
18; ‘aemulatio’ and ‘invidia,” Exp. in Gal. V. 20,
‘curiosus’ and ‘studiosus,’ De Util. Cred. 9);1 n
Hugh of St. Victor (‘cogitatio,” ‘meditatio,” ‘con-
templatio,” De Contemp. 1. 3, 4); in Muretus (* pos-
sessio ' and ‘dominium,’ Epist. iii. 80); and, not to
draw this matter endlessly out, in South (‘envy' and
‘emulation,” Sermons, 1737, vol. v. p. 403; compare
Bishop Butler's Sermons, 1836, p. 15); in Barrow
(‘slander’ and ‘detraction’); in Jeremy Taylor
(‘mandatum’ and ‘jussio,” Ductor Dubitantium, iv. 1.
2. 7); in Samuel Johnson ('talk' and ‘conversation,’
Boswell's Life, 1842, p. 719); in Goschel (‘voquitas’
and ‘jus,” Zerst. Blatter, part i1. p. 387); in Coleridge
(‘fanaticism’ and ‘enthusiasm,’ Lit. Rem. vol. ii.
p. 365; ‘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. 1i. 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

! For many more examples in Augustine see my St. Augustine on the
Sermon on the Mount, 3rd edit. p. 27.
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by one word and that occupied by others bordering
upon it; but which yet, containing an accurate defini-
tion or pregnant description of some one, will prove
most serviceable when it is sought to distinguish this
from others which are cognate to it. All such defini-
tions and descriptions he will note who has taken this
subject in hand. Such, for example, is Plato's definition
of Stdvora (Sophist. 263 €): 0 évTos THig Yy fis TpoS
avTv dtdhoyog dvev hpwvfig yryvépevos: of vépog (Legg.
644 d): 05 [Noyrtopog] yevépevos d6ypa nérews Kooy
vépog énwvépaoTor: with which that of Aristotle may
be compared: VOpog 8¢ 0T OpoNGyNIo TONEWS KO1VOV
S1d ypappdTwy, TposTATTOV TAS Y NP TPATTELY €KOLOTA
(Rhet. ad Alex. ii); or again, Aristotle’s of ebTpame ia
that it is UBp1g memadevpéym, or ‘chastened insolence’
(Rhet. ii. 12); or, cepvéTng that it is pokakn Kai ev-
oxMuwv BapvTng (Rhet. ii. 9); or Cicero's of ‘temper-
antia,” that it is “‘moderatio cupiditatum rationi ob-
temperans’ (De Fin. 1i. 19); or again of ‘beatitudo’
(Tusc. v. 10): ‘Secretis malis omnibus cumulata bono-
rum omnium possessio;’ or of ‘vultus,’ that it is
‘sermo quidam tacitus mentis;' or of ‘divinatio,’
that it is ‘Earum rerum gum fortuitae putantur prae-
dictio atque praesensio’ (Divin. i. 5, 9); again, of
‘gloria’ (Tusc. 111. 2), that it is ‘consentiens laus
bonorum, incorrupta vox bene judicantium de excel-
lente virtute;' or once more (/nv. ii. 55, 56): ‘Est
frequens de aliquo fama cum laude;' or South's of
the same, more subtle, and taken more from a sub-
jective point of view (Sermons, 1737, vol. iv. p. 67).
‘Glory is the joy a man conceives from his own per-
fections considered with relation to the opinions of
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others, as observed and acknowledged by them."
Or take another of Cicero's, that namely of ‘jactatio,’
that it is ‘voluptas gestiens, et se efferens violentius’
(Tusc. 1v. 9). All these, I say, he will gather for the
use which, as occasion arises, may be made of them,;
or, in any event, for the mental training which their
study will afford him.

Another series of passages will claim especial atten-
tion; those namely which contain, as many do, a
pointed antithesis, and which thus tell their own tale.
For instance, 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 one word and
the other, can escape no reader. This from Cicero
(Verr v. 60), ‘facinus est vinciri civem Romanum,
scelus verberari,' gives us at once what was his rela-
tive estimate of ‘facinus’ and ‘scelus.” There are
few distinctions more familiar than that existing be-
tween ‘vir’ and ‘homo'; but were this otherwise, a
passage like that well-known one in Cicero concerning
Marius (Tusc. 1i. 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 delec-

! 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 l'eclat que projettent dans le coeur de
creatures intelligentes ses perfections manifestees.’
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tare' and ‘placere’ (Ep. 39): ‘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. 7): ‘Voluptate

virtus saepe caret, nunquam indiget.” The distinction
between ‘secure’ and ‘safe,” between ‘securely’ and
safely,' is pretty nearly obliterated in our modern

English, but. how admirably is it brought out in this

line of Ben Jonson,—

‘Men may securely sin, but safely never.

Closely connected with these are passages in which
words are used as in a climacteric, one rising above
the other, each evidently intended by the writer to
be stronger than the last. These passages will at all
events make clear in what order of strength the several
words so employed presented themselves to him who
so used them. Thus, if there were any doubt about
the relation of ‘paupertas’ and ‘egestas,’ a passage
like the following from Seneca (Ep. 58) would be
decisive, so far at least as concerns the silver age of
Latinity: ‘Quanta verborurn nobis paupertas, imo
egestas sit, nunquam magis quam hodierno die intel-
lexi;” while for the relations between ‘inopia’ and
‘egestas’ we may compare a similar passage from the
younger Pliny (Ep. iv. 18). Another passage from
Seneca (De Ira, 36: ‘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,
“aestuo," sudat' (Sat. iii. 103), there can be no ques-
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tion in what relation of strength the words ‘aestuo’
and ‘sudo’ for him stood to one another.

Nor in this way only, but in various others, a great
writer, without directly intending any such thing, will
give a most instructive lesson in synonyms and their
distinction merely by the alternations and interchanges
of one word with another, which out of an instinctive
sense of fitness and propriety he will make. For
instance, what profound instruction on the distinction
between Biog and {wn 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 here, and far more to be relied on
as a guide and authority in this his passionate shifting
and changing of words than when in colder blood he
proceeds to distinguish one from another. So much
we may affirm without in the least questioning the
weight which al/ judgments of his on his own language
must possess.

Once more, the habitual associations of a word will
claim the special attention of one who is seeking to
mark out the exact domain of meaning which it occu-
pies. Remembering the proverb, ‘Noscitur a sociis,’
he will note accurately 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
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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 more to be praised, for the attention
bestowed upon this point, which was only very par-
tially attended to by Passow. The helps are immense
which may here be found for the exact fixing of the
meaning of a 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 departure, 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 em-
ployed. The first is from Burton (4dnatomy of Melan-
choly, part iii. §1: “We provoke, rail, scoff, calum-
niate, hate, abuse (hard-hearted, implacable, malicious,
peevish, inexorable as we are), to satisfy our lust or
private spleen.” The second from Shakespeare (7wo
Gentlemen of Verona, Act I11. Sc. 1):

Valentine. ~ ‘Cannot your Grace win her to fancy him?’
Duke. ‘No, trust me, she is peevish, sullen, froward,
Proud, disobedient, stubborn, lacking duty.’

Surely in these quotations, and in others similar which
could easily be adduced, there are assistances at once
safe and effectual for arriving at a right appreciation
of the force of ‘peevish.’
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Again, one who is considering and seeking to arrive
at the exact value, both positive and relative, of words
will diligently study the equivalents in other tongues
which masters of language have put forward; espe-
cially where it is plain they have made the selection of
the very fittest equivalent a matter of earnest con-
sideration. I spoke just now of ‘peevish.” Another
passage from Burton--‘Pertinax hominum genus, a
peevish generation of men’ is itself sufficient to con-
firm the notion, made probable by induction from
passages cited already, that self-willedness (a08d3e10.)
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 so dealt with the
Greek cwdpoovvn, 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 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 adorned by those who would
fain make the worse appear the better, who would
put darkness for light and light for darkness; since,
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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.
560 ¢) characterizes some as UBp1v pév ebmardevoiov
kahoDVTes, dvapyiav 8¢ énevBepiav, dowTiov 8¢ peyoro-
npéneiav, dvaideiav 3¢ dvdpeiav (cf. Aristotle, Rhet. i.
9); or when Plutarch (4nim. an Corp Aff. 3) says,
Bupov 3¢ ToANol KaNoDOo 1V avSpaav, kod épwTa Piriov
koi pBovov Kpilhav, koi Sethiow doddletar: or when
he relates how the flatterers of Dipnysius, not now
giving good names to bad things, but bad names to
good, called the oepvéTng of Dion Uepoia, and his
noppnoia avlddeia (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. 23): ‘Pru-
dentiam malitia, et temperantiam immanitas in as-
pernandis voluptatibus, et liberalitatem effusio, et
fortitudinem audacia imitator, et pkientiam duritia
immanis, et justitiam acerbitas, et religionem super-
stitio, et lenitatem mollitia animi, et verecundiam
timiditas, et illam disputandi prudentiam concertatio
captatioque verborum’—when, I say, we have such
statements before us, these pairs of words mutually
throw light each upon the other; and it is our own
fault if these caricatures are not helpful to us in
understanding what are exactly the true features
misrepresented by them. Wyttenbach, Animad. in
Platarebum, vol. 1. 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, 1. 3. 41-66.

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 pro-
posed to discriminate, are selected and matched. He
must pair his words as carefully 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 the 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 super-
fluous to define what it is. ‘Scarlet’ and ‘crimson’
may be confounded; it may be needful to point out
the difference between them; but scarcely between
‘scarlet’ and ‘green.” It may be useful to discrimi-
nate between ‘pride’ and ‘arrogance’; but 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. Still, if

XX
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the writer have in other cases shown a tolerable dex-
terity 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 manifest to all.
With this deprecation of too hasty a criticism of
works like the present, I bring these prefatory remarks
to a close.

DUBLIN, March 13, 1870.
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SYNONYMS
OF
THE NEW TESTAMENT

§ i. ExkA\noia, cuvaywr, Toavhyupts.

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 ser-
vice, 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 scarcely be found—of this progressive
ennobling of a word." For we have ékkAnoia in three dis-
tinct stages of meaning—the heathen, the Jewish, and the
Christian. In respect of the first, 1) ékkAnoia (=ékkAnTot,
Euripides, Orestes, 939) was the lawful assembly in a free
Greek city of all those possessed of the rights of citizen-

! Zerschwitz, in his very interesting Lecture, Profanyracitat und
Biblischer Sprachgeist, Leipzig, 1859, p. 5, has said excellently well, ‘Das
Christenthum ware nicht als was es siegend uber Griechenthum und
Romerthum sich ausgewiesen, hatte es zu reden vermocht, oder zu
reden sich zwirgen lassen mussen, nach den Grundbegriffen griechischen
Geisteslebens, griechischer Weltanschauung. Nur sprachumbildend, aus-
stossend was entweiht war, hervorziehend was griechische Geistesrichtung
ungebuhrlich zuruckgestellt hatte, verklarend endlich womit das acht-
menschliche, von Anfang an so sittlich gerichtete Griechentlium 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,
verrnitteln.'
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ship, 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 kAfjo1g, Phil. iit. 14; 2 Tim. 1. 9), and the calling out
(the ékhoyn, 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 its 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. 32, 39, 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. Zvva-
ywy") occurs two or three times in Plato (thus Theaet. 150 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 cuvaywym,
while travelling in this 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 gather-
ing or bringing together of persons or things; thus we

! Both these points are well made by Flacins Illyricus, in his Clavis
Scripturae, s. v. Ecclesia: 'Quia Ecclesia a verbo KaA€iv venit, obser-
vetur primum; ideo conversionern hominum vocationem vocari, non
tantum quia Deus eos per se suumque Verbum, quasi clamore, vocat;
sed etiam quia sicut herus ex turbtl famulorum certos aliquos ad aliqua
singularia munia evocat, sic Dens quoque turn totum populum suum
vocat ad cultum suum (Hos. xi. I), turn etiam singulos homines ad
certas singularesque functiones. (Act. xiii. 2.) Quoniam autem non
tantum vocatur Populus Dei ad cultum Dei, sed etiam vocatur ex
reliqua turba aut confusione generis humani, ideo dicitur Ecclesia; quasi
dicas, Evocata divinitus ex reliqua impiorum colluvie, ad cultum cele-
brationemque Dei, et acternam felicitatem.' Compare Witsius In Symbol.
pp- 394-397.
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have there cuvaywyn éBv@v (Gen. xlviii. 4); Cuvaywymn
03dTwv (Isai. xix. 16); cvvaywyn ypnudtwy (Ecclus. xxxi.
3), and such like. It was during the time which inter-

vened between the closing of the 0. T. canon and the
opening of that of the New that cvvaywyn acquired that
technical meaning of which we find it in full possession
when the Gospel history begins; designating, as there it
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 ékkAnoia. 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 trans-
lators undertook the rendering of the Hebrew Scriptures,
they found in them two constantly recurring words,
namely, 7Y and '7EI . For these they employed generally,
and as their most adequate Greek equivalents, cvvaywyn
and ékkAnoia. The rule which they seem to have pre-
scribed to themselves is as follows—to render 7Y for the
most part by ocvvaywyn (Exod. xii. 3; Lev. iv. 13; Num.
1. 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 ékkAnoia. It were to be
wished that they had shown the same consistency in
respect of on i?; but they have not; for while ékAnoia is
their more frequent rendering (Deut. xviii. 16; Judg. xx.

2; I Kin. viii. 14, and in all some seventy times), they too
often render this also by cuvaywnyn (Lev. iv. 13; Num.
x. 3; Dent. v. 22, and in all some five and twenty times),
thus breaking down for the Greek reader the distinction
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which undoubtedly exists between the words. Our Eng-
lish 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. 13); and on the other hand, '7TI|7 sometimes by 'as-
sembly' (Judg. xxi. 8; 2 Chron. xxx. 23), but much
oftener by 'congregation' (Judg. xxi 5; Josh. viii. 35).

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 ‘7|‘I|7 uni-
versam alicujus populi multitudinem, vinculis societatts
unitam et rempublicam sive civitatem quondam Consti-
tuentem, cum vocabulum 7Y ex indole et vi significationis
sage tantum dicat quemcunque hominum coetum et con-
ventum, sive minorem sive majorem’ (p. 80). And again:
Tuvaywyn, ut et 1TV, semper significat coetum conjunctum
et congregatum, etiamsi nullo forte vinculo ligatum, sed
1 ékKANoia [='7|'I 7] designat multitudinem aliquam; (quae
populum constituit, per leges et vincula inter se junctam,
etsi saepe fiat 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 ékkAnoia, wholly
withdrawn from the Jewish congregation; that too was
"the Church in the wilderness" (Acts vii. 38); for Chris-
tian and Jewish differed only in degree, and not in kind.
Nor yet do we find ovvarywyn wholly renounced by the
Church; the latest honorable use of it in the N. T., indeed
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the only Christian use of it there, is by that Apostle to

whom 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 (i1. 2);

émiovvaywyn, I may add, on two occasions is honorably used,

but in a more general sense (2 Thess. 11.1; Heb. x. 25).

Occasionally also in the early Fathers, in Ignatius for

is instance (Ep. ad Polyc. 4; for other examples see Suicer,

s. v.), we find cvvaywyn still employed as an honorable

designation of the Church, or of her places of assembly.

Still 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 1n 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; cf. John

viil. 4). Thus the greater fitness and dignity of the title

ékkAnoia 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 cuvaywy), a word with no

such honorable history to look back on, and permanently

associated with Jewish worship, and to the ever more

exclusive appropriation to themselves of ékkAnoia, 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 acknow-

ledged the rightfulness of this distribution of terms.

Epiphanius (Haeres. xxx. 18) reports of these, cvvaywynv

8¢ 00TO1 KANODTWY THV EQUTAV ékKAnoriav, kai ovyi ékkAnoiov
It will be perceived from what has been said, that Au-

gustine, 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
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pausing to enquire whether they would hold good there,
as was improbable enough, he finds the reason for attri-
buting cvvaywy™ to the Jewish, and ékkAnoia to the
Christian Church, in the fact that ‘convocatio’ (=ékkAn-
oia) is a nobler term than ‘congregatio’ (=ocvvaywymn),
the first being properly the calling together of men, the
second the gathering together (‘congregatio,” from ‘con-
grego,” and that from ‘grex’) of cattle." See Field, On
the Church, 1. 5.

The Tavryvprg differs from the ékkAnoia in this, that
in the ékkAnoia, as has been noted already, there lay ever
the sense of an assembly coming together for the trans-
action of business. The Tavryvptg, on the other hand,
was a solemn assembly for purposes of festal rejoicing;
and on this account it is found joined continually with
€opT™, as by Philo, Vit. Mos. ii. 7; Ezek. xlvi. 11; cf.
Hos. ii. 11; ix. 5; and Isai. Ixvi. where mavnyvpilelv=
eopTdev: the word having given us ‘panegyric,” which is
properly a set discourse pronounced 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 as a ‘fair' grew out of
a 'feria,’ ‘holiday’out of a 'holy-day.' Strabo (x. 5) notices
the business-like aspect which the Tavmydpeirg commonly as-
sumed (1] Te TOVyvpLs EUTOPIKOV T1 npdypa: cf. Pausanias,
x. 32. 9); which was indeed to such an extent their promi-
nent feature, that the Latins rendered movryvpig by 'mer-

! Enarr. in Ps. Ixxxi. i: In synagoga populum Israel accipimus,
quia et ipsortan proprie synagoga dici solet, quamvis et Ecclesia dicta sit.
Nostri vero Ecclesiarn nunquam synagogam dixerunt, sed semper, Eccle-
siam sive discernendi caussa, sive quad inter congregationem, unde syna-
goga, et convocationem, unde Ecclesia nomen accepit, distetaliquid; quod
scilicet congregari et pecora soleut, atque ipsa proprie, quorum et greges
proprie dicimus; convocari autem magis est utentium ratione, sicu sunt
homines.' So also 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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catus,' and this even when the Olympic games were in-
tended (Cicero, Tusc. v. 3; Justin, 5). These with

the other solemn games were eminently, though not ex-
clusively, the mavnyvpeig of the Greek nation (Thucydides,
1. 25 ; Isocrates, Paneg. 1). Keeping this festal character

of the Tavyvpig in mind, we shall find a peculiar fitness
in the word's employment at Heb. xii. 23; where only in

the N. T. it occurs. The Apostle is there setting 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 better describe this last than as a Tav)yvpig, than
as the glad and festal assembly of heaven? Very beauti-
fully Delitzsch (in loc.): eHowﬁyvplg ist die vollzahlige
zahlreiche und inbesondere festliche, festlich froliche und
sic ergotzende Versammlung. Man denkt bei mavriyvpig
an Festgesang, Festreigen und Festspiele, und das Leben
vor Gottes Angesicht ist ja wirklich eine unauthorliche
Festfeier.'

§ ii. Be10TMS, BedTNS.

NEITHER of these words occurs more than once in the
N. T.; Be16Tng only at Rom. i. 20 (and once in the Apo-
crypha, Wisd. xviii. 9); 8e6Tng at Col. ii. 9. We have ren-
dered 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 one which grounds itself on their
different derivations; 8e4Tng being from Oedg, and Be1d6TNg,
not from 10 B€iov), which is nearly though not quite equi-
valent to ©edg, but from the adjective B€iog.

Comparing the two passages where they severally occur,
we shall at once perceive the fitness of the employment of
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one word 1n one, of the other in the other. In the first

(Rom. 1. 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 everywhere trace in the world around them. Yet it

is not the personal God whom any man may learn to know
by these 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 peyoetdTng as equivalent to Be16Tng; and it is
not to be doubted that St. Paul uses this vaguer, more ab-
stract, and less personal word, just because he would affirm
that men may know God's power and majesty, his B€ia
dvvapig (2 Pet. i. 3), from his works; but would not imply
that they may know Himself from these, or from any-

thing short of the revelation of his Eternal Word.! Mo-
tives not dissimilar induce him to use T0 B€iov rather than
0 Bebg in addressing the Athenians on Mars' Hill (Acts
xvii. 29).

But in the second passage (Col. ii. 9) St. Paul is de-
claring that in the Son there dwells all the fulness of
absolute Godhead; they were no mere rays of divine glory-
which gilded Him, lighting up his person for a season and
with a splendour not his own; but He was, and is, abso-
lute and perfect God; and the Apostle uses BedTNng 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: Trjv
Be160TNTA, i.e. divinitatem, sed Trjv BedTNTAQ, i.€. deitatem,
ut magis etiam expresse loquatur; . . . 1} Be16T1g attributa
videtur potius quam naturam ipsam declarare." And
Bengel ‘Non modo divinae virtutes, sed ipsa divina
natura.” De Wette has sought to express the distinction

" Cicero (Tusc. i. 13): Multi de Diis prava sentiunt; omnes tamen
ease vim et naturam divinam arbitrantur.'
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in his German translation, rendering 8e16Tng by ‘Gottlich-
keit,' and BedTng 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 assumption 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 forces, evolve latent di-
tinctions, 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 [ may use these words to represent severally
Be0Tng and Be16TNg, is one which would be strongly felt,
and which therefore would seek its utterance in Christian
theology, of this we have signal 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 con-
tent to use (see Piper, Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1875, p. 79
sqq.); but themselves coined ‘deitas’ as the only adequate
Latin representative of the Greek Be6Tmg. We have Augus-
tine's express testimony to the fact (De Civ. Dei, vii. I).
‘Hanc divinitatem, vel ut sic dixerim deitatem; mini et
hoc verbo uti jam nostros non piget, ut de Graeco expressius
transferant id quod illi BedTNnTa appellant, &c.;' cf. x. 1, 2.
But not to urge this, nor yet the different etymologies of
the words, that one is TO eivai Tiwa Bedv, the other T etvai
Tva [or T1] B€iov, which so clearly point to this difference
in their meanings, examples, so far as they can be adduced,
go to support the same. Both 8e6Tng and Be10Tng, as in
general the abstract words in every language, are of late
introduction; and one of them, BedTng, is extremely rare.
Indeed, only two examples of it from classical Greek have
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hitherto been brought, forward, one from Lucian (/carom.
9); the other from Plutarch (De Def. Orac. 10): oUTwg éx
1EV dvBpuTwY eig fpwasg, ek 8¢ Npwwv eig daipovag, ol BerTioveg
Yuyai v petaBoriv AapBdvovoy. ék 8¢ Saipdvwy driya
nev €11y pévw TOAQ@ 8t dpeTfig kKaBapBEiT oL TAVTdTOo
Be6TNTOS NeTéoyov: but to these a third, that also from
Plutarch (De Isid. et Osir. 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.
Be16Tng is a very much commoner word; and its employ-
ment everywhere bears out the distinction here drawn.
There is ever a manifestation of the divine, of some divine
attributes, in that to which 8e16Tng is attributed, but never
absolute essential Deity. Thus Lucian (De Ca. 17) attri-
butes Be10Tng to Hephaestion, when after his death Alex-
ander would have raised him to the rank of a god; and
Plutarch speaks of the 8e16Tng Tfis vy fis, De Plac. Phil.
v. 1; cf. De Is. et Os. 2; Sull. 6; with various other pas-
sages to the like effect.

It may be observed, in conclusion, that whether this
distinction 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 Be16Tng, but always 8edTng, as alone adequately
expressing the essential Godhead of the Three several
Persons in the Holy Trinity.

e / /
§ 11.  1epoOv, VAOS.

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 distinction 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.) ‘Iepév (=templum) is the whole com-
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pass of the sacred enclosure, the Téuevog, including the

outer courts, the porches, porticoes, and other buildings

subordinated to the temple itself; ai oikoSopai ToD 1epod

(Matt. xxiv.1.) But vadg (= aedes’), from vaiw, ‘habito,’

as the proper habitation of God (Acts vii. 48; xvii. 24;

Cor. vi. 19); the oikog ToD Beod (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 ayioopa (I Macc. i. 37; 45). This dis-

tinction, 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, 183; Thucydides,

iv. 90 [Td.(hov pév kik\w Tepi T 1€pOV KA TOV VeWV E0KATTOV];

v. 18; Acts xxix. 24, 27), is, I believe, always assumed in

all passages relating to the 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 (Antt. viii. 3. 9), who, having described the build-

ing of the va.ég by Solomon, goes on to say: va.od 8 €éEwBev

1epOV WKodouMoev év TeTpayuivw oy uaTt. In another pas-

sage (Antt. xi. 4. 3), he describes the Samaritans as seek-

ing permission of the Jews to be allowed to share in the

rebuilding of God's house (ouykaTO.OKEVA T AL TOV VALOV),

This is refused them (cf. Ezra iv. 2); but, according to

his account, it was permitted to them dgikvovpévoig eig 10

1epov oéBetv TOv Bedv—a privilege denied to mere Gentiles,

who might not, under penalty of death, pass beyond their

own exterior court (Acts xxi. 29, 30; Philo, Ley. ad Cai. 31).
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

without" (Luke i. 10), were in one sense in the temple

too, that is, in the iepév, while he alone entered into the



12 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § III.

vadg, the ‘temple’ in its more limited and auguster sense.
We read continually of Christ teaching "in the temple"
(Matt. xxvi. 55; Luke xxi. 37; John viii. 20); and we some-
times fail to understand how long conversations could there
have been maintained, without interrupting the service

of God. But this ‘temple’ is ever the 1epév, the porches
and porticoes of which were excellently adapted to such
purposes, as they were intended for them. Into the vadg
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 1epév, and not from the va.ég. Pro-
fane 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 Zacharias slain "between the temple
and the altar" (Matt. xxiii. 35), we have only to remember
that ‘temple’ is va.dg 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
iep6v, doubtless, was the brazen altar to which allusion is
here made, but not in the va.dg: “in 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 va.dg itself. Again, how vividly
does it set forth to us the despair and defiance of Judas,
that he presses even into the vadg 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 va.dg
stands for 1ep6v, should adduce some other passage in
which the one is put for the other.
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§ iv. émmipdw, ENéyyw (aitia, ENeyyos).

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 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 émiTip@v lies simply the notion of
rebuking; which word can therefore be used of one un-
justly checking or blaming another; in this sense Peter
‘began to rebuke’ his Lord (}p&ato émiTindy, Matt. xvi.
22; cf. xix. 13; Luke xviii. 39):—or ineffectually, and
without any profit to the person rebuked, who is not
thereby brought to see his sin; as when the penitent rob-
ber ‘rebuked’ (émeTipa) his fellow malefactor (Luke xxiii.
40; cf. Mark ix. 25). But é)xéyxew is a much more preg-
nant 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, yet at least to a con-
viction, of his sin (Job v. 17; Prov. xix. 25), just as in
juristic Greek, éxé'yxew 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 a meaning does it give them. Thus
our Lord could demand, "Which of you convinceth
(é)\éyxel) Me of sin?" (John viii. 46). Many ‘rebuked’
Him; many laid sin to his charge (Matt. ix. 3 ; 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, as John 111. 20; viit. 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 re-
prove the world of sin, and of righteousness, and of judg-
ment" for so we have rendered the words, followng in
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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 un-
fortunately our Translators have relegated to the margin,
or ‘convict,” would have been the preferable rendering,
giving a depth and fulness of meaning to this work of the
Holy Ghost, 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 ‘righteousness,” God's
coming ‘judgment,’ shall so ‘convince’ the world of these,
that it shall be obliged itself to acknowledge them; and

in this acknowledgment may find, shall be in the right
way to find, its own blessedness and salvation." See more
on éNéyyew in Pott's Wurzel-Worterbuch, vol. iii. p. 720.

Between aitia and é\eyyos, which last in the N. T.
is found only twice (Heb. xi. 1; 2 Tim. 11i. 16), a difference
of a similar character exists. AiTia is an accusation, but
whether false or true the word does not attempt to an-
ticipate; and thus it could be applied, indeed it was ap-
plied, to the accusation made against the Lord of Glory
Himself (Matt. xxvii. 37); but é\ €Y 0S 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 acknowledgment, if not out-
ward, yet inward, of its truth on the part of the accused;
it being the glorious prerogative 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, dArjBeta kai ENeyy 0S Top

' Lampe gives excellently well the force of this éNéyEer: 'Opus Doc-
toris, qui veritatem quae 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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adTod (xxiii. 7);' and Demosthenes (Con. Androt. p. 600):
Idumolv hordopia Te kai aiTio ke wPLOPEVOV ETTIV ENEYY OV
aitio pév ydp €0y, STOW T1g YIN® Y pNoduevos ANéyw pn
napdoynTat TioTw, v Aéyer® ENeyyos 8¢, §Tav dv Qv €iny
T1g Kai TAANOEg Opod dei&n. Cf. Aristotle (Rhet. ad Alex.

13): "EXeyy0s €011 pév 0 pny Svvatov ANwg Ey e, oA
oUiTwsg, Wg Mueig Néyopev. By our serviceable distinction
between 'convict' and 'convince' we maintain a difference

between the judicial and the moral ’é)\eyxog. Both indeed

will flow together into one in the last day, when every

condemned sinner will be at once ‘convicted’ and ‘con-

vinced;” which all is implied in that "he was speechless"

of the guest found by the king without a marriage gar-

ment (Matt. xxii. 12; cf. Rom. iii. 4).

9 /

v. dvdenua, dvdBeua.

THERE are not a few who have affirmed these to be merely
different spellings of the same word, and indifferently

used. Were the fact so, their fitness for a place in a hook

of synonyms would of course disappear; difference as well

as likeness being necessary for this. Thus far indeed

these have right—namely, that dvdOnpa and dvdBepa, like
eUpnua and elpepa, éniBnua and éniBepa, must severally be
regarded as having been once no more than different pro-
nunciations, which issued in different spelling's, 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 them-
selves; and which henceforth they maintain in perfect in-
dependence one of the other. I have elsewhere given

" Therefore Milton could say (P. L. x. 84.):
‘Conviction to the serpent none belongs;’
this was a grace reserved for Adam and Eve, as they only were capable
of it.
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numerous examples of the kind (English Past and Present,
10th edit. pp. 157-164); and a very few may here suffice:
Bpdoog and Bdpoog,’ ‘Thrax’ and ‘Threx,” ‘rechtlich’ and
‘redlich,” ‘fray’ and ‘fret’, ‘harnais’ and ‘harnois,’

‘allay’ and ‘alloy,” ‘mettle’ and ‘metal.” That which

may be affirmed of all these, may also be affirmed of
dvdBnua and dvdBepa. Whether indeed these words had
secured each a domain of meaning of its own was debated
with no little earnestness and heat by some of the great

early Hellenists, and foremost names among these are
ranged on either side; Salmasius among those who main-
tained the existence of a distinction, 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—that such a distinction
of meaning did exist, and was allowed by many, but was

by no means recognized or observed by all.

In classical Greek dvd8nua is quite the predominant
form, the only one which Attic writers allow (Lobeck,
Phrynichus, pp. 249, 445; Paralip. p. 391). It s there
the technical word by which all such costly offerings as
were presented to the gods, and then suspended or other-
wise exposed to view in their temples, all by the Romans
termed ‘donaria,’ as tripods, 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. 3. 5;
Pausanias, x. 9).

But with the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into
Greek, a new thought demanded to find utterance. Those

! Gregory Nazianzene (Carm. ii. 34, 35)
Bpd.oog 8¢, BdpTog Tpog TA U1 TONUNTEQ.
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Scriptures spoke of two 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 in 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 to
the Lord" (Josh. vi. 17; cf. Deut. xiii. 16; Num. xxi. 1-3);
that of the spoil of the same city a part might be conse-
crated to the Lord in his treasury, and a 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 to indicate 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 dvdeeua (Theodoret, for instance, on
Rom. ix. 3: 70 dvdBepa SinAfy €y et Triv Sidvow: kai ydp 10
ddrepipevor 7@ Be® dvdOnua dvopdLeTtat, Kot T6 TOUTOU AANG-
TPLov TV abTrv éx et Tpoomnyopiov),—are quite unable to
trace a common bond of meaning between it and dvd8nua,
which last is plainly separation to 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
to God is in both cases implied.'
Already in the Septuagint and in the Apocryphal

! Flacius Illyricus (Claris 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 obli-
gata aut addicta; sive quia Ei ab hominibus est pietatis catisti, oblata
sive quia justitia Dei tales, ob singularia aliqua piacula veluti in suos
carceres poenasque abripuit, comprobante et declara,nte id etiam hominum
sententia. . . . Duplici enim de causa Deus vult aliquid habere; vel tan-
quam gratum acceptumque ac sibi oblatum; vel tanquam sibi exosum
suaeque irae ac castigationi subjectum ac debitum.'
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books we find dvdBnua and dvdBepo beginning to dis-
engage themselves from one another, and from a confused
and promiscuous 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;
but in one of the later critical editions (that of Tischen-
dorf, 1850), many passages (such for instance as Judith
xvi. 19; Lev. xxvii. 28, 29; 2 Macc. ii. 13); which appear
in some earlier editions negligent of the distinction, are
found observant of it. In the N. T. the distinction that
dvdBnua is used to express the ‘sacrum’ in a better sense,
advdBepa in a worse, is invariably maintained. It must be
allowed, indeed, that the passages there are not numerous
enough to convince a gainsayer; he may attribute to
hazard the fact that they fall in with this distinction;
avdB8nua occurring only once: "Some spake of the temple,
how it was adorned with goodly stones and gifis" (dva.81-
poot, Luke xxi. 5; even here Codd. A and D and Lach-
mann read dva@épaot); and dvdBepa no more than six
times (Acts xxiii. 14; Rom. ix. 3; I Cor. xii. 3; xvi. 22;
Gal. 1. 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 neglect-
ing the distinction; but others, and these of the greatest
among them, not merely implicitly allowing it, as does
Clement of Alexandria (Coh. ad Gen. 4: dvd@nua yeyévapev
T® Be® vnép XproTod: 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,
Chrysostoin, Hom. xvi. in Rom., as quoted by Suicer (7hes.
5. V. dvdBepa).

And thus, putting all which has been urged together,
—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
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attached to them; the wondrous way in which the two
aspects of dedication 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 ecclesiastical books,—I cannot
but conclude that dvdOnpa and dvdBepa are employed not
accidentally by the sacred writers of the New Covenant in
different senses; but that St. Luke uses dvd@npa (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 dvdBepa 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 dvdBnpa
or dvdBepa to Him (see Witsius, Misc. Sac. vol. ii. p. 54,
sqq.; Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. ii. p. 49.5, sqq.; Fritzsche on
Rom. ix. 3; Hengstenberg, Christologie, 2nd ed. vol. iii.

p. 655; Cremer, Biblisch-theologisches Worterbuch, 2nd ed.
p. 550).

§ vi. mpohnTedw, pavtedouat.

IpodhnTedw is a word of constant occurrence in the N. T.;
pavTevopat occurs but once, namely at Acts xvi. 16; where,
of the girl possessed with the "spirit of divination," or

"spirit of Apollo," it is said that she "brought her masters
much gain by soothsaying" (uavtevouévn). The abstinence
from the use of this word on all other occasions, and the

use of it on this one, is very observable, furnishing a

notable example of that religious instinct wherewith the
inspired writers abstain from word, whose employment
would tend to break down the distinction between hea-
thenism and revealed religion. Thus ev3atpovia, although
from a heathen point of view a religious word, for it ascribes
happiness to the favour of some deity, is yet never em-
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ployed to express Christian blessedness; nor could it fitly
have been thus employed, 8aipwv, which supplies its base,
involving polytheistic error. In like manner dpeT™, 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. 1v. 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 781, which gives us ‘ethics,” occurs only
on a single occasion, and, which indicates that its absence
elsewhere is not accidental, this once is in a quotation
from a heathen poet (1 Cor. xv. 33).

In conformity with this same law of moral fitness in
the admission and exclusion of words, we meet with Tpo(n-
Tevelv as 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
poavTeveoBau in preference (cf. I 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, considered the etymology
of one, at least, of the words. But first, it is almost need-
less at this day to warn against what was once a very
common error, one in which many of the Fathers shared
(see Suicer, s. v. tpodMTnS), namely a taking of the mpo in
npodnTeverv and Tpod1TNg as temporal, which it is not any
more than in Tpédaog, and finding as the primary mean-
ing 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

' “Verbum nimium humile,” Beza, accounting for its absence,
says.” —'si cum donis Spiritus Sancti comparatur.'
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essence of that office; and this as little in sacred as in

classical Greek. The mpo®dMTng is the outspeaker; he who
speaks out the counsel of God with the clearness, energy

and authority which spring from the consciousness of
speaking in God's name, and having received a direct

message from Him to deliver. Of course all this appears

in weaker and indistincter 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 TpodMTNS is

the ‘interpres Deorum;’ thus Euripides (lon, 372, 413;

Bacch. 211): éni 00 déyyos, Terpeaia, 168 ovy 0pds éyw
npoMNTNS oot Aoywy yevnioopat: and Pindar (Fragm. 15),
novTevéo, Moioa, tpohatedow & éyu: while in Philo (Quis
Rev. Div. Haer. 2) he is defined as épunvetg Beod, and
again, §pyavov Beod 0Ty 1y 00V, kKpoudpevov kai TANTTOpEVOY
dopdTwg U1 avTod. From signifying thus the interpreter

of the gods, or of God, the word abated a little of the

dignity of its meaning, and Tpo®1Tng was no more than

as interpreter in a more general sense; but still of the

good and true; thus compare Plato, Phaedr. 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 other-

wise within this circle. Of the TpodpriTng alike of the

Old Testament and of the New we may with the same
confidence affirm that he is not primarily, but only acci-
dentally, one who foretells things future; being rather

one who, having been taught of God, speaks out his

will (Deut. xviii. 18; Isai. 1.; Jer. 1; Ezek. ii; I Cor.

xiv. 3).

In pavtevopat we are introduced into quite a different
sphere of things. The word, connected with pdvTig, is
through it connected, as Plato has taught us, with pavia
and paivopar. It will follow from this, that it contains
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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 a more than natural
agitation.' It is quite possible that these symptoms were
sometimes produced, as no doubt they were often aggra-
vated, 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 insight 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" (I Cor. xiv. 32; cf.
Chrysostom, In Ep. i ad Cor. Hom. 29, ad init.). The true
prophet, indeed, speaks not of himself; TpodhriTng ydp 1810V
003V drohBéyyeTal, dANGTpLa 8¢ ndvTa, 6nnx0fw‘rog €Tépou
(Philo, Quis Rer. Div. Haer. 52 d; cf. Plutarch, Amat. 16);
he is rapt out of himself; he is év Ivedpatt (Rev. i. 10);
év exotdoet (Acts xi. 5); vno IvedpaTtog “Ayiov Pepdpevog
(2 Pet. 1. 21), which is much more than ‘moved by the

! Cicero, who loves to bring out, where be can, superiorities of the
Latin language over the Greek, claims, and I think with reason, such a
superiority here, in that the Latin had ‘divinatio,” a word embodying the
divine character of prophecy, and the fact that it was a gift of the gods,
where the Greek had only pavTiky), which, seizing not the thing itself at
any central point, did no more than set forth one of the external signs
which accompanied its giving (De Divin. 1): ‘Ut alia nos metius multa
quam Graeci, sic huic proestantissime rei nomen nostri a divis Graeci, ut
Plato interpretatur, a furore duxerunt.'
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Holy Ghost,” as we have rendered it; rather ‘getrieben,’

as De Wette (cf. Knapp, Script. Var. Argum. p. 33); he is
BeoAnmTog (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 (sea the masterly discussion on this subject in
Hengstenberg’s Christologie, 2nd ed., vol. iii. part 2, pp.
158-188). But then he is /ifted 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,
exalted, 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
npoMMTNS to the ndvTig was recognized; and recognized
on these very grounds. Thus there is a well-known
passage in the Timaeus of Plato (71 e, 72 a, b), where
exactly for this reason, that the Tpo1iTNng is one in whom
all discourse of reason is suspended, who, as the word
itself implies, lore or less rages, the line is drawn broadly
and distinctly between him and the Tpo®1}Tng, the former
being subordinated to the latter, and his utterances only
allowed to pass after they have received the seal and
approbation o the other. Often as it has been cited, it

may be yet worth while to cite it, at least in part, once
more: T0 TOV TpoTwy Yévog éni Toig évBéorg pavTeiatg

! See John Snith, the Cambridge Platonist, On Prophecy: ch. 4,
The Difference o the true prophetical Spirit from all Enthusiastical
Imposture.
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Kpl‘rag emkaelo"rowal vouog® oug uourrelg enovouagoum TLVES,
TO MGV nyvonKOTeg ot Tng 81 (IlVl’Y],LUJV 0UTOl PrjuNg Kai
GovTdoewg vTokprTod Kai 0UTL pndvTelg, TpodriTal 3¢ TOV
pavTevopévwy dikarétato dvopdotvt &v. 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 TponTeverv to itself, it

relegated the pavTeveoBau to that heathenism which it was

about to displace and overthrow.

§ vil. Tipwpia, KONAOT1S.

OF these words the former occurs but once in the N. T.
(Heb. x. 29; cf. Acts xxii. 5; xxvi. 11), and the latter only
twice (Matt. xiv. 46; 1 John iv. 18): but the verb Tipw-
pew twice (Acts xxii. 5; xxvi. 11); and kohd e as often
(Acts iv. 21; 2 Pet. ii. 9). In Tipwpia, according to its
classical use, the vindicative character of the punishment
is the predominant thought; it is the Latin ‘vindicatio,’

by Cicero (/nv. i1. 22) explained as that act ‘per quam vim
et contumeliain defendendo aut ulciscendo propulsamus a
nobis, et a nostris; et per quam peccata punimus;' punish-
ment 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
111}, and 0Dposg, 6pdw, the guardianship or protectorate of
honour; ‘Ehrenstrafe’ it has been rendered in German,

or better, ‘Ehrenrettung, die der Ehre der verletzten
Ordnung geleistete Genugthuung’ (Delitzsch). In kO\at-
o1g, 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 Cai. 1; Josephus, Antt. ii.

6. 8); it 1s ‘castigatio,” and naturally has for the most

part a milder use than Tipwpia. Thus Plato (Protag.

323 e) joins kohd.o el and vouBeTn|Terg together: and the
whole passage to the end of the chapter is eminently
instructive as to the distinction between the words:
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0U3eig Kohd el ToUg AdikoDVTAg 8T N3ikNoev, 8o Tig ut
Womep Bnpiov ANOYioTWS TIHWPELTAL, . . . AANG TOD
péovTos y dptv va pr) adBis ddkrio; 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, Strom. iv. 24; and
again vii. 16 here he defines koAd T €15 as pepikal Ta1d€ian,
and Tipwpia as kKakod dvTanédoois. And this is Aristotle's
distinction (Rhet. i. 10): Sraépet € Tipwpia Kai KOAAT 1S
M pév ydp k6 aos Tod ndoyovTos évekd éoTiv: 1) 8¢ Tipwpia,
10D mo10dVTOG, Tva dmonAnewOn: cf Ethic. Nic. iv. 5:
Tipwpia tader TAg 0pyhs, NSovrv advTi THig Ainng éunotodoa.
It is to these and similar definition that Aulus Gellius
refers when he says (Noct. Att. vi. 14): ‘Puniendis pec-
catis tres ess debere causas existi atum est. Una est
quae vouBeaia, vel kONao1g, vel mapaiveoig dicitur; cum
poena adhibetur castigandi atque emendandi gratia; ut is
qui fortuito deliquit, attentior fiat, correctiorque. Altera
est quam 1ii, qui vocabula ista, curiosius diviserunt,
Tipwpiav appellant. Ea causa animadvertendi est, cum
dignitas auctoritasque ejus, in quem st peccatum, tuenda
est, ne praetermissa animadversio contemtum ejus pariat,
et honorem levet: idcircoque id ei vocabulum a conserva-
tione honoris factum putant." There is a profound com-
mentary on these words in Goschel's Zerstreute Blatter,
part 2, p. 343-360; compare too a instructive note in
Wiyttenbach's Animadd. in Plutarch. vol. xii. p. 776.

It would a very serious error, however, to attempt
to transfer this distinction in its entireness to the words
as employed in the N. T. The k6 a.o1g aiuiviog of Matt.
xxv. 46, as it is plain, is no merely corrective, and there-
fore temporary, discipline ; cannot be any other than the
aBdvaTog Tinwpia, (Josephus, B. J. ii. 8. 11; cf. Antt. xviii.
L. 3, elpypos didiog), the didior Tipwpia (Plato, 4x. 372 a),
with which the Lord elsewhere threatens finally im-
penitent men (Mark ix. 43-48); for in proof that kONa.O1g
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with koAd{eoBat had acquired in Hellenistic Greek this
severer sense, and was used simply as 'punishment' or
'torment,' with no necessary underthought of the better-
ing through it of him who endured it, we have only to
refer to such passages as the following: Josephus, Antt.
xv. 2. 2; Philo, De Agric. 9; Mart. Polycar. 2; 2 Macc.
1v. 38; Wisd. xix. 4; and indeed to the words of St. Peter
himself (2.Ep. i1. 9). This much, indeed, of Aristotle's
distinction still remains, and may be recognized in the
scriptural usage of the words, that in kO\o.o1g the relation
of the punishment to the punished, in Tipwpia to the
punisher, is predominant.

§ viii. dANBNg, AANB1VES.

THE Latin 'verax' and 'verus' would severally represent
dAneng, and dAnB1vés, and in the main reproduce the dis-
tinctions existing between them; indeed, the Vulgate does
commonly 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 'true' lone 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 verri vine"), and which to recover would not
have been easy in their time (indeed they actually so use

it at Gen. x vii. 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' (Beov
AANB1YOV ek Beod dAnB1vod). It would have been worth
while to make the attempt, for the differences which we
now efface are most real. Thus God is d\n61jg, and He is
also d\nB1wég: but very different attributes are ascribed to
Him by the one epithet, and by the other. He is dAn81g
(John 1ii. 33; Rom. iii. 4; = 'verax'), inasmuch as He
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cannot lie, as He is d\yeuvdrg (Tit. i. 2) the truth-speaking,
and the truth-loving God (cf. Euripides, lon, 1554). But
He is dAnOwés. (1 Thess. 9; John xvii. 3; Isai. Ixv. 16;

= ‘verus’), very God, as distinguishes from idols and all
other false goes, the dreams of the diseased fancy of man,
with no substantial existence in the world of realities (cf.
Athenaeus, vi. 62, where one records how the Athenians
received Demetrius with divine honours: wg €in pévog Bedg
aANB1vé4s, o1 8 dAhot kaBelSovoy, 1) ATodNuodo1Y, 1) 0UK €ioi).
"The adjectives in -1-vog 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 substan-
tive from which they are derived. Thus &UA-1-vog means
‘of wood,” ‘wooden;’ [(’)O'TpciK-l-vog, ‘of earth,’ ‘earthen;’
VdA-1-vog, 'of glass,' ‘glassen;’] and AAnB-1-vég signifies
‘genuine,' made up of that which is true [that which, in
chemical language, has truth for its stuff and base]. This
last adjective s particularly applied t express that which

is all that it pretends to be; for instance, pure gold as
opposed to ad iterated 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
aAnB1vég must thereby be concluded to have no substantial
existence, to be altogether false and fraudulent. Inferior
and subordinate realizations, partial and imperfect antici-
pations, of the truth, may be set over against the truth in
its highest form, in its ripest and completest development;
and then to this last alone the title dAnB1wég will be vouch-
safed. Kahnis has said well (4bendmahl, p. 119): *° Arn-
81jg schliesst as Unwahre and Unwirkliche, dAn61vég das
seiner Idee nicht Entsprechende auf. Das Mass des
aAnOng ist die Wirklichkeit, das des dAn@wvég die Idee.
Bei d\n6ng entspricht die Idee der Sache, bei dAnBég die
Sache der Idee." Thus Xenophon affirms of Cyrus (4nab.

i. 9. 17), that he commanded dAnB81wov oTpdTevpa, an army
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indeed, an army deserving the name; but he would not
have altogether refused this name of ‘army’ to inferior
hosts; and Plato (7im. 25 a), calling the sea beyond the
Straits of Hercules, mé\ayog §vTws, AANBwig TévTog, would
say that it alone realized to the full the idea of the great
ocean deep ; cf. Rep. 1.347 d: 0 T® §vTt dAANBWOS dpywv;
and again vi. 499 c: dAnBwAg prhocodiog dANOVog épws. We
should frequently miss the exact force of the word, we
might find ourselves entangled in serious embarrassments,
if we understood dAnB1vég as necessarily the true opposed
to the false. Rather it is very often the substantial as
opposed to the shadowy and outlinear; as Origen (in Joan.
tom. ii. § 4) has well expressed it: dAANB1VS, TPOS AVTI-
310.0TOATV K18 Kai TOToU Kai eikévos. Thus at Heb. viii. 2,
mention is made of the ok} dAnB1Y1] 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, and according to the pat-
tern which He had shown (Exod. xxv.); but only that it,
and all things in it, were weak earthly copies of heavenly
realities (AVTiTUTO TV AANOW@V); the passing of the Jewish
High Priest into the Holy of Holies, with all else pertain-
ing to the worldly sanctuary, being but the okid TOV pek-
NOVTWY dyaetﬁv, while the c@pa., 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 "

" This F. Spanbeim (Dub. Evang. 106) has well put:’AAiBe1a in
Scripture Sacra interdum sumitur ethice, et opponitur falsitati et men-
dacio; interdum mystice, et opponitur typis et umbris, ut eikWv illis re-
spondens, quae veritas alio modo etiam o@pa vocatur a Spiritu S. opposita
T oxki@: Cf. Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. iii. p. 317; vol. iv. pp. 548, 627 ;
and Delitzsch: 'Es ist Beiname dessen was seinem Namen und Begriffe
im vollsten, tiefsten, uneingeschranktesten 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, nachbildlicb, sondern
gegenbildlich und urbildlich.’
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(John 1. 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 (&g 76 AAnBwév (John
1. 9), not denying thereby that the Baptist was also "a
burning and a shining light" (John v. 35), 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 6 &pTog 6 dAnB1vég (John vi. 32),
not suggesting thereby that the bread which Moses gave
was not also "bread of heaven" (Ps. cv. 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
1 dunelog 1 AAnBvr} (John xv. I), not thereby denying that
Israel also was God's vine (Ps. Ixxx. 8; Jer. 21), but
affirming that none except Himself realized this name, and
all which this name implied, to the full (Hos. x. [; Deut.
xxxii. 32).% 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 Hie writings of this Evangelist dAn01vdg 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 (dAN81,

' Lampe (in loc.): ‘Innuitur ergo hic oprositio tum luminarium
naturalium, qualia fuere lux creationis, lux Israelitarum in AEgrpto, lux
columnae in deserto, lux gemmarum in pectorali, quae non nisi umbrae
fuere hujus verae lucis; turn eorum, qui falso se esse lumen hominum
gloriantur, quales sirillatim fuere Sol et Luna Ecelesiae Judaicae, qui cum
oirtu hujus Lucis obscurandi, Joel ii. 31; tum denique verorum quoque
luminarium, sed in minore gradu, quaeque omne strum lumen ab hoc
Lumine mutuantur qualia sunt onmes Sancti, Doctores, Angeli lucis, ipse
denique Joannes Baptista.'

? Lampe: “Christus est Vitis vera, . . . et la talis praeponi, quip et
opponi, potest omnibus aliis qui etiam sub hoc symbolo in scriptis pro-
pheticis pinguntur.'
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that he fulfils the promise of his lips, but the dAn81wég the
wider promise of his name. Whatever that name imports,
taken in its highest, deepest, widest sense, whatever ac-
cording 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; mioTot, and o’t)\newoi are therefore at Rev. xxi. 5
justly found together.

ix. Bepdnwy, 80DN0g, 810KOV0S, 01KETNS, VINPETTS.

THE only passage in the N. T. in which Bepdnwv occurs is
Heb. iii. 5: "And Moses verily was faithful in all his

house, as a servant" (Wg Bepdnwy). The allusion here to
Num. xii. 7 is manifest, where the Septuagint has given
Bepdmwy as its rendering of T2Y; it has done the same
elsewhere (Exod. iv. 10; Deut. ii1. 24; Josh. 1. 2), yet has

not made this its constant rule, frequently rendering

it not by Bepdnwv, but by 8od\og, out of which latter
rendering, no doubt, we have at Rev. xv. 3, the phrase,
Mwiiofig 6 Sodhog Tod Beod. It will not follow that there
is no difference between 8o0\og and Bepdmtwv; 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 not require the
bringing out into prominence of that which constitutes

the difference between them. And such real difference

there is. The 8oD\og, opposed to éxetBepog (1 Cor. xii. 13;
Rev. xiii. 16; xix. 18; Plato, Gorg. 502 d), having 8eamdTNg
(Tit. ii. 9), or in the N. T. more commonly kVpiog (Luke

xil. 46), as its antithesis, is properly the ‘bond-man,’ from
8éw, ‘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): ot pév Sodiot
dkovTeg Toig deoméTarg UmnpeTodot. He is this, altogether
apart from any ministration to that other at any one

moment rendered; the Bepdnwv, on the other hand, is the
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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 neces-
sarily follow, there goes habitually with, the word the sense
of one whose services are tenderer, nobler, freer than those
of the 800Nog. Thus Achilles styles Patroclus his Bepdrwy,
(Homer, //. xvi. 2,4), one whose service was not con-
strained, but the officious ministration of love; very much
like that of the squire or page of the Middle Ages.

Meriones is Bepdnwv to Idomeneus (xxiii. 113), Sthenelus
to Diomed, while all the Greeks are BepdmovTes “Apnog
(i1. 110 and often; cf. Nagelsbach, Homer. Theologie, p.
280). Hesiod in like manner claims to be Movodwvy
Bepdmwy: not otherwise in Plato (Symp. 203 ¢) Eros is
styled the dké\ovBog kai Bepdnwy of Aphrodite; cf. Pin-
dar, Pyth. iv. 287, where the Bepdnwy is contrasted with

the 3pdoTtng. With all which agrees the of Hesy-

chius (o1 év 8euTépq TdEet (pilor), of Amnionius (ot OTo-
TeTarypévor pilor), and of Eustathius (T@v (pilwv o1 SpaoTi-
KWTepot). In the verb Bpeameverv (= curare’), as distin-
guished from Sovheverv, and connected with ‘faveo,” ‘foveo;’
Bd\nw, the nobler and tenderer character of the service
comes still more strongly out. It may be used of the
physician's watchful tendance of the sick, man's service

of God, and is beautifully applied by Xenophon (Mem. 1v.

3. 9) to the care which the gods have of men.

It will follow that the author of the Epistle to the
Hebrews, calling Moses a 8epdnwv in the house of God
(i11. 5), implies that he occupied a more confidential posi-
tion, that a freer service, a higher dignity was his, than
that merely of a 800\ og, approaching more closely to that
of an oikovépog in God's house; and, referring Num. xii.
6-8, we find, confirming this view, that a exceptional
dignity is there ascribed to Moses, lifting hire above other
dodAot, of God; ‘egregins domesticus fidei tuae' Augustine
(Conf. xii. 23) calls him; cf. Deut. xxiv. 5, where he is
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0ikéTng kupiov. In agreement with this we find the title
Bepdmtwy Kupiov given to Moses (Wisd. x. 16), but to no
other of the worthies of the old Covenant mentioned in
the chapter; to Aaron indeed at xviii. 21. It 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's house." The Vulgate,
which has ‘famulae,’ has at least made the attempt (so
Cicero, ‘famulae 1dacae matris’); Tyndal, too, and Cranmer,
who have ‘minister,” perhaps as adequate a word as the
language affords.

Neither ought the distinction between 8tdkovog and
dodMog to be suffered to escape in an English Version of
the N. T. There is no difficulty in preserving it. Aidkovog,
not from 31d and k6v1ig, one who in his haste runs through
the dust—a mere fanciful derivation, and forbidden by the
quantity of the antepenultima in dtakovog—is probably
from the same root as has given us 3i1Wkw, ‘to hasten
after,” or ‘pursue,’” and thus indeed means ‘a runner’ still
(so Buttmann, Lexil. 2/9; but see Doderlein, Lat. Syn.
vol. v. p. 135). The difference between 31dkovog on one
side, and 8ob\og, and Bepdmwv on the other, is this—that
d1dkovog represents the servant in his activity for the work
(8takovéiv Tt Eph. iii. 7; S1dkovog T0d ebayyeliov, Col. i. 23:
2 Cor. iii. 6); not in his relation, either servile, as that of the
SobAog, or more voluntary, as in the case of the Bepdnwv,
to a person. The attendants at a feast, and this with no
respect to their condition as free or servile, are 31dkovot
(John 1i. 5; Matt. xxii. 13; cf. John xii. 2). The import-
ance of preserving the distinction between dod\og, and
d1dkovog may be illustrated from the parable of the Mar-
riage Supper (Matt. xxii. 2-14). In our Version the
king's "servants" bring in the invited guests (ver. 3, 4, 8,
10), and his "servants" are bidden to cast out that guest
who was without a wedding garment (ver. 13); but in the
Greek, those, the bringers-in of the guests, are oD\ ot:
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these, the fulfillers of the king's sentence, are d1dkovot--
this distinction being a most real one, and belonging to
the essentials of the parable; the dodAot being men, the
ambassadors of Christ, who invite their fellow-men into
his kingdom now, the 3idkovot angels, who in all the judg-
ment 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 od\o1 and BeproTadi, of Matt.
xiii. 27, 30; cf. Luke xix. 24.
OikéTmg is often used as equivalent to Sodhog. It cer-

tainly is so at 1 Pet. ii. 18; and hardly otherwise on the
three remaining occasions on which it occurs in the N. T.
(Luke xvi. 13; Acts x. 7; Rom. xiv. 4); nor does the
Septuagint (Exod. xxi. 27; Deut. vi. 21; Prov. xvii. 2)
appear to recognize any distinction between them; the
Apocrypha as little (Eccles. x. 25). At the same time
oikéTng (=" domesticus’) does not bring out and emphasize
the servile relation so strongly as 8od\og does; rather con-
templates that relation from a point of view calculated to
mitigate, and whit actually did tend very much to miti-
gate, its extremes verity. He is one of the household, of
the 'family,' in the older sense of this word; not indeed
necessarily one born in the house; oiKoyevﬁg is the word
for this in the Septuagint (Gen. xiv. 14; Eccles. 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; oikéTng éoTiv 0 KaTd TNV oikiaw S1aTpiBwy, KAV
é\evBepog Q) KoV (Athenaeus, vi. 93); the word being used
in the best times of the language with so wide a reach as
to include wife and children; so in Herodotus (viii. 106,
and often); while in Sophocles (Trach. 894) by the oikéTau
the children of Deianira, can alone be intended. On the
different names given to slaves and servants of various
classes and degrees see Athenmus, as quoted above.

“Ynnpérng, which only remains to be considered, is a



34 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § x.

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 official who
waited to accomplish the behests of his superior, as the
orderly who attends a commander in war (Xenophon,
Cyrop. vi. 2, 13); the herald who carries solemn messages
(Euripides, Hec. 503). Thus Prometheus, as I cannot

doubt, intends a taunt when he characterizes Hermes as
Be@v vnMpéTng (AEschylus, Prom. Vinct. 990), one who runs
the errands of the other gods. In this sense, as an in-

ferior minister to perform certain defined functions for

Paul and Barnabas, Mark was their OnnpéTng (Acts xiii. 5);
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. 32;

xviii. 18; Acts v. 22). The mention by St. John of 8odAot
and vmmpéTau together (xviii. 18) is alone sufficient to indi-
cate 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 800\ og, that profane
and petulant striker a OmnpéTng, of the High Priest. The
meanings of Stdkovog and UmnpéTng are much more nearly
allied; they do in fact continually run into one another,

and there are innumerable occasions on which the words
might be indifferently used; the more official character

and functions of the UmnpéTng is the point in which the
distinction between them resides. See Vitringa, De Syno-
yvoga Vetere, pp. 916-919, and the Dictionary of the Bible, art.
Minister.

§ x. Sethia, péPog, eONABera.
OF these three words the first, Set\ia, is used always in a
bad sense; the second, (p6Bog is a middle term, capable
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of a good interpretion, capable of an evil, and lying in-
differently between the two; the third, eONdBerq, is quite
predominantly used in a good sense, though it too has
not altogether escaped being employed in an evil.

Aelia, equivalent to the Latin 'timor,' and having
Bpaoc VTN or '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 cause:
potius in animo sunt quam foris;' but etAidw at John
xiv. 27; and 8e1\dg at Matt. viii. 26; Mark iv. 40; Rev.
xxi. 8: the et\ot, in this last passage being those who
in time of persecution have under fear of suffering denied
the faith; cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. viii. 3. It is joined to
dvavdpeia (Plato, Phaedr. 254 c; Legg. ii. 659 a), to eimo-
Ta&ia (Lysias, Orat. in Alcib. p. 140), to vy péTng (Plu-
tarch, Fab. Max. 11), to ékhvoig (2 Macc. iii. 24); is
ascribed by Josephus to the spies who brought an ill report
of the Promised Land (A4ntt. iii. 15. I); being constantly
set over against dvdpeia, as Se1\0g over against dv3p€iog:
for example, in the long discussion on valour and cowardice
in Plato's Protagoras, 360 d; see too the lively description
of the 8e1\6g in the Characters (27) of Theophrastus. Aeinia
seeks to shelter its timidity under the more honorable
title of ONdBera’ (Philo, De Fort. 739); pleads for itself
that it is indeed do (pdhera (Plutarch, An. an, Cor. App. Pej.
3; Philo, Quod Det. Pot. Insid. 11).

®6Bog, very often united with Tpépog (as at Gen. ix. 2;
Deut. xi. 25; Exod. xv. 6; 1 Cor. ii. 3; Phil. 11. 12), and
answering to the Latin 'metes,' is, as has been said, 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 1v. 18; cf. Wisd. xvii. 11; but in a
good, Acts ix. 31; Rom. iii. 18; Ephes. vi. 5; Phil. ii. 12;

' <And calls that providence, which we call flight.—DRYDEN.
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1 Pet. i. 17. Being this péoov, Plato, in the Protagoras as
referred to above, adds aioxpég to it, as often as he would
indicate the timidity which misbecomes a man. On the
distinction between ‘timor,” ‘metus,’ and ‘formido’ see
Donaldson, Complete Latin Grammar, p. 489.

Ev\dBera 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. The image
on which it rests is that of the careful taking hold and
wary handling, the €0 AapBdveoBat, of some precious yet
fragile vessel, which with ruder or less anxious handling
might easily be broken (1] ydp edNdBera TWitet, TdvTa
Aristophanes, Aves, 377), as in Balde's sublime funeral
hymn on the young German Empress—

'Quam manibus osseis tangit,
Crystallinam phialam frangit;
0 inepta et rustica Mors,

0 caduca juyencuhe sors!'

But such a cautious care in the conducting of affairs (the

word is joined by Plutarch to mpévoia, Marc. 9; x pnoipw-
TATMN Be@v, it is declared by Euripides, Phoen. 794); springing
as in part it will from a fear of miscarriage, easily lies open

to the charge of timidity. Thus Demosthenes, who opposes

eV dBera to Bpdoog (517), claims for himself that he was only
eblaPrig, where his enemies charged him with being Se1\ég
and &Tolpog: while in Plutarch (Fab. 17) edOhaprig and
SduoémioTog are joined together. It is not wonderful then
that fear should have come to be regarded as an essential
element of eONdBetra, sometimes so occupies the word as to
leave no room for any other sense (Josephus, Antt. xi. 6.

9), though for the most part no dishonorable fear (see,
however, a remarkable exception, Wisd. xvii. 8) is in-

tended, but one which a wise and good man might fitly en-
tertain. Cicero (Tusc. iv. 6): ‘Declinatio [a malis] si cum
ratione fiet, cautio appelletur, eaque intelligatur in solo

esse sapiente; quae autem sine ratione et cum exanima-
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tione humili atque racta, nominetur metus." He has pro-

bably the definition of the Stoics in his eyes. These,

while they disallowed (»6Bog as a tdBog, admitted eOAdBera,
which they defined ékk\io1g 00V Néyw (Clement of Alex-
andria, Strom. 1i. 18), into the circle of virtues; thus

Diogenes Laertius vii. I. 16): Trjv 8¢ ed dBetav [évavTiov
Paciv evo] 1§ G6Bw odoav ebhoyov ékkhio1v* (hopnex-
oegBat pév yap 1oV codov 003apds, eDNapNnBiTeTBar 8¢ :
and Plutarch (De Repugn. Stoic. 1 1) quotes their maxim:

10 yOop eONOBELTBOL ToOPRV 1810V, Yet after all, these dis-
tinctions whereby they sought to escape the embarrass-

ments of their ethical position, the admission for instance

that the wise man right feel ‘suspiciones quasdam etiam

irae affectuum,’ but not the ‘affectus’ themselves (Seneca,

De Ira, 1. 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 (’)VO;,taTouciXOI,
as 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 distinctly religious aspect of eOAdBeta there
will be opportunity to speak hereafter (§ 48).

§ xi. Kokia, Kakor|Beta.

IT would be a mistake to regard kakia in the N. T. as
embracing the whole complex of moral evil. In this
latitude no doubt it is often used; thus dpeTr} and kokia
are virtue and vice (Plato, Rep. 444 d); dpeTai Kai kakiot
virtues and vices (Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 12; Ethic. Nic.

vii. 1; Plutarch, Conj. Praec. 25, and often); while Cicero
(Tusc. iv. 15) refuses to translate kokia by ‘malitia,’
choosing rather to coin ‘vitiositas’ for his need, and

giving this as his reason: ‘Nam malitia certi cujusdam
vitii nomen est, vitiositas omnium;' showing plainly



38 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § xi.

hereby that in Ais eye kokia was the name, not of one

vice, but of the viciousness out of which all vices spring.

In the N. T., however, kakta is not so much 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. 1. 29; Col. ii1. 8; 1 Pet. 11. 1). We must
therefore seek for it a more special meaning; and, com-
paring it with Tovmpia, we shall not err in saying that kakia
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. 30; De Fin.
iii. 11 in fine); while movmpia is the active outcoming of the
same. Thus Calvin says of kakia, (Eph. iv. 31): ‘Significat
hoc verbo [Apostolus] anima pravitatem quae humanitati

et aequitati est opposita, et malignitas vulgo nuncupatur,’

or as Cicero defines ‘malevolentia’ (7Tusc. Quaest. 1v. 9):
‘voluptas ex malo alterius sine emolument suo.” Our
English Translators, rendering kakia so often by 'malice’
(Eph. iv. 31; 1 Cor. v. §; xiv. 20; i Pet. ii. I), show that

they regarded it very much in this light. With this agrees

the explanation of it by Theodoret on Rom. i.: kakiow
KaNEL TV Yoy fis éni Td yeipw ponrv, kai Tov éni BAABY Tod
TéNaS Ywopevov \ytopév. Not exactly but nearly thus the
author of what long passed as a Second Epistle of Cle-
ment's, but which now is known not to be an Epistle at

all, warns against kakia as the forerunner (tpo08oimopog)
of all other sins (§ 10). Compare the art. Bosheit in

Herzog's Real-Encycloptidie.

While kakia occurs several times in the N. T., kakor|0eta
occurs but once, namely in St. Paul's long and terrible
catalogue of the wickednesses with which the heathen
world was filled (Rom. 1. 29); but some four or five times
in the Books of the Maccabees (3 Macc. ii1. 22; vil. 3;

4 Macc. i. 4; 4); kakon|Ong there as well (4 Macc. i. 25;
i. 16); never in the Septuagint. We have translated it



§ XI.  SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 39

‘malignity.” When, however, we take it in this wider

meaning, which none would deny that it very often has

(Plato, Rep. 1. 384 d; Xenophon, De Van. xiii. 16), or in

that wider still which Basil the Great gives it (Req. Brev.

Int. 77: kokor@eia pév éoTiv, W hoyiGopal, adTn 1 TPWTn
Kod kekpuppévn kakio Tod 0oug, 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 coppITW
KOKOMOELQ TO KANOV ANwOo devol, SIMvekds 8¢ eig 10 (hadiov
ékvevoveg, 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 kakia or Tovmpia.

I prefer therefore to understand kakoriBeia 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. 13): €011 ydp kakorBera T6 éni
70 Y €ipov dmorauBdvev dravTa: or, as Jeremy Taylor
calls it, 'a baseness of nature by which we take things by

the wrong handle, and expound things always in the

worst sense;’1 the 'malignitas interpretantium' of Pliny

(Ep. v. 7);2 being exactly opposed to what Seneca (De

Ira, ii. 24) so happily calls the 'benigna rerum aesti-

matio.' For precisely such a use of kako")0wg see Josephus,
Antt. vii. 6. 1; cf. 2 Sam. x. 3. This giving to all words

and actions of others their most unfavorable interpreta-

tion 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 kakor0eig
and kavy bmomTol. We shall scarcely err then, taking

" Grotius: 'Cum quae possumus in bonam partem interpretari, in
pejorern rapimus, contra quam exigit officium dilectionis.'

? How striking, by the way, this use of 'interpretor,' as 'to interpret
awry,' in Tacitus (himself not wholly untouched with the vice), Pliny,
and the other writers of their age.
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kakonBeta, at Rom. i. 29, in this narrower meaning; the
position which it occupies in that dread catalogue of sins
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 kakorjBera without noticing
the deep psychological truth attested in this secondary
meaning which it has obtained, namely, that the evil
which we trace in ourselves makes us ready to suspect and
believe evil in others. The kakoMOng this, 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, ‘Il doers
are 1ll deemers;' or, as it runs in the monkish line, Au-
tumat hoc in me quod novit perhdus in se;' and just as
Love on the one side, in those glorious words of Schiller,

‘delightedly believes
Divinities, being itself divine;’

so that which is itself thoroughly evil finds it impossible

to believe anything but evil in others (Job 1. 9-11; 1. 4, 5).
Thus the suitors in the Odyssey, at the very time when

they are laying plots for the life of Telemachus, are per-
suaded that he intends at a banquet to mingle poison with
their wine, and so to make an end of them all (Odyss. ii.
329, 330). Iago evidently believes the world to be peopled
with Tagoes, can conceive of no other type of humanity

but his own. Well worthy of notice here is that remark-
able passage in the Republic of Plato (iii. 409 a, b), where
Socrates, showing the profit that it is for physicians to

have been chiefly conversant with the sick, but not for
teachers and rulers with the bad, explains how it comes to
pass that young men, as yet uncorrupted, are evriBeig rather
than kakoBeis, dTe 0K éyoVTeS €V EQUTOIS TapadeiypaTa
0101081 TOig TOVMPOis.
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§ xii. dyondw, (Giréw.

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 distinction between these, will help us to understand
that between those rather 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. xii1.47):
‘Ut scires illum a me non diligi solum, verum etiam
amari;' and again (4d Brut. I): ‘L. Clodius valde me
diligit, vel, ut éuaTikiTepov dicam, valde ine amat.' From
these and other like passages (there is an ample collection
of them in Doderlein's Latein. Synon. vol. iv. pp. 9S seq.),
we might conclude that ‘amare,” which answers to (p1\€éiv,
is stronger than ‘diligere,” which, as we shall see, corre-
sponds to dyandv. 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 sensum pertinet.' So that, in fact,
Cicero in the passage first quoted is saying,--‘I do not
esteem the man merely, but I love him; there 1s 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
dyanBaoBat, than the piréioBar. The first expresses a
more reasoning attachment, of choice and selection
(‘deligere’= ‘deligere’), from a seeing in the object upon
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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 dis-
course addressed to the Roman people over the body of
Caesar: epiAioaTe alTOV WS TATEéPQ, KA NYATHTATE
W evepyétmy (Dion Cassius, xliv. 48). And see in Xenophon
i1. 7. 9. 12) two passages throwing much light on the

relation between the words, and showing how the notions

of respect and reverence are continually implied in the
o’Lyomdv, which, though not excluded by, are still not in-
volved in, the p1r€iv. Thus in the second of these, ai LEV
Ws kMdepdva épilovy, 0 3¢ wg Whehipovg Nydra. Out of
this it may be explained, that while men are continually
bidden dyandv TOV Bedv (Matt. xxii. 37; Luke x. 27; I Cor.
viil. 3), and good men declared so to do (Rom. viii. 28;

I Pet. i. 8; i John iv. 21), the p1\éiv TOov Bedv is commanded
to them never. The Father, indeed, both dyand@ Tov Yiév
(John iii. 35), and also 1Aéi Tov Y1év (John v. 20); with
the first of which statements such passages as Matt. iii. 17,
with the second such as John 1. 18; Prov. viii. 22, 30,

may be brought into connection.

In almost all these passages of the N. T., the Vulgate,
by the help of ‘diligo’ and ‘amo,’ has preserved a dis-
tinction 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 instruc-
tive, 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, o’nyan@g ue; At this
moment, when all the pulses in the heart of the now peni-
tent Apostle are beating with a passionate affection toward
his Lord, this word on that Lord's lips sounds far too cold;
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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.' He therefore in his
answer substitutes for the ciyom@g of Christ the word of a
more personal love, p1A®@ 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 dyondg
any more, but p1A€éig. All this subtle and delicate play of
feeling disappears perforce, in a translation which 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 épwg, épav, épaoTrg, never
occur in the N. T., but the two latter occasionally in the
Septuagint; thus épav, Esth. ii. 17; Prov. iv. 6; épaoTrg
generally in a dishonorable sense as 'paramour’ (Ezek.

xvi. 33; 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 ex-
plained from the fact that, by the corrupt use of the world,
they had become so steeped in sensual passion, carried

such an atmosphere of unholiness about them (see Origen,
Prol. in Cant. Opp. tom iii. pp. 28-30), 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 dydnn is a

word born within the bosom of revealed religion: it occurs
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 inmost they attain to here is (p1AavBpwnia
and p1\adeldia, and the last never in any sense but as the

" Bengel generally has the honour 'rem acu totigisse; ' here he has
singularly missed the point and is wholly astray. * dyandv, aware, est
necessitudinis et affectus; (p1\€iv, diligere, judicii.'
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love between brethren in blood (cf. Cremer, W. B. d. N. T.
Gracitat, p. 12). But the reason may lie deeper still.
”Epwg might have fared as so many other words have
fared, might have been consecrated anew, despite of the
deep degradation of its past history;1 and there were ten-
dencies already working for this in the Platonist use of it,
namely, as the longing and yearning desire after that un-
seen but eternal Beauty, the faint vestiges of which may
here be everywhere traced;2 ovpdviog épwg, Philo in this
sense has called it (De Vit. Cont. 2 ; De Vit. Mos. f). But
in the very fact that €épwg (=0 8e1vodg Tuepog, Sophocles,
Trach. 476), did express this yearning desire (Euripides,
lon, 67; Alcestis, 1101); this longing after the unpos-
sessed (in Plato's exquisite mythus, Symp. 203 b,”Epwg is
the offspring of Tlevia), 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 unattained 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 €épwg 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 épwg is no more is well expressed
in the lines of Gregory Nazianzene (Carm. ii. 34, 150, 15):

T1660g & GpeEig 1 KANDV 1) 1) KANDV,
“Epwg 8¢ Beppnog SuokdBekTdg Te T600S,

"On the attempt which some Christian writers had made to distinguish
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.

* I cannot regard as an evidence of such reconsecration the celebrated
words of Ignatius, Ad Rom. 7: 6 éuog épwg éoTabpwrat. It is far more
consistent with the genius of these Ignatian Epistles to take épwg sub-
Jectively here, ‘My love of the world is crucified,’ i.e. with Christ; rather
than objectively, ‘Christ, the object of my love, is crucified.’
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§ xiii. BdNaooa, TENAYOS.

THE connexion of 8dAa.ooa with the verb Tapdooetv, that
it means properly the agitated or disturbed, finds favour
with Curtius (p. 596) and with Pott (Etym. Forsch. vol. ii. p.
56). Schmidt dissents (vol. I. p. 642); and urges that the
predominant impression which the sea makes on the be-
holder 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: 6d\a.ocoa, he says,

‘1st das Meer nach seiner naturlichen Beschaffenheit, als
grosse Salzflut, und dem Sinne Hach von dem poetischen
d\g, durch nichts unterscheiden.' It is according to him
‘the great salt flood." But not entering 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. 15; Acts iv. 24); or perhaps more strictly

as contrasted with the shore (see Hayman's Odyssey, vol. T.
p. xxxiii. Appendix). TIéxayos, closely allied with TAAE,
TAQTUG, ‘plat,” ‘plot,” “flat,” is the vast uninterrupted level

and expanse of open water, the ‘altum mare,’1 as distin-
guished from those portions of it broken by islands, shut

in by coasts and headlands (Thucydides, vi. 104; vii. 49;
Plutarch, Timol. 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 (Ed. Col. 659): pokpov 10 8edpo mérayos,

"It need hardly be observed that, adopted into Latin, it has the same
meaning:

Ut pelagus tenuere rates, nec jam amplius ulla

Occurrit tellus, maria undique et undique caelum.'

Virgil, AEn. v. 8.

? Hippias, in the Protagoras of Plato (338 a), charges the eloquent
sophist with a (hevyerv eig méhayog TOV Adywv, drnokpOyavTta yfv. This last
idiom reappears in the French ‘noyer la terre;” applied to a ship sailing
out of sight of land; as Indeed in Virgil's ‘Phacacum abscondimus arces.'
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0U3¢ TAWo1pov: so too the murmuring Israelites (Philo,
Vit. Mos. 35) liken to a mé\ayog the illimitable sand-flats
of the desert; and in Herodotus (ii. 92) the Nile overflow-
ing Egypt is said mehayiCewv Ta media, which yet it only
covers to the depth of a few feet; cf. ii. 97. A passage in
the Timaeus of Plato (25 a, b) illustrates well the distinc-
tion between the words, where the title of Té\ayog is re-
fused 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 be-
yond can be acknowledged as dAnBwog mévToS, TéNAY0S
dvTws. Compare Aristotle, De Mun. 3; Meteorol. ii. 1:
péovoa & 1 Bd aTTO (haiveTal KaTd TAS OTevéTNTAS [the
Straits of Gibraltar], €{mov 81a meptéyovoav YAy eig pikpov
ék peydhov cuvdyetatl Téhayos.

It might seem as if this distinction did not hold good
on one of the two occasions upon which Té\ayog occurs
in the N. T., namely Matt. 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" (Kol KATATOVTITOT
év T@ mehdyer TRg Baldoong). But the sense of depth,
which undoubtedly the passage requires, is here to be
looked for in the kaTamoOVTIOOR:--T6VTOS (not in the N. T.),
being connected with BdBog, BuBag (Exod. xv. 5), BévBog,
perhaps the same word as this last, and implying the sea
in its perpendicular depth, as méhayog (=’aequor maris’),
the same in its horizontal dimensions and extent. Com-
pare Doderlein, Lat. Syn. vol. iv. p. 75.

§ xiv. okAMPES, 0BT TNPOS,.

IN the parable of the Talents (Matt. xxv.), the slothful
servant charges his master with being okAnpdg, " an hard
man" (ver. 24); while in the corresponding parable of St.
Luke it is a0oTNPG4s, "an austere man" (xix. 21), which
he accuses him of being. It follows that the words must
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be nearly allied in meaning; but not that they are identi-
cal in this.

TKAMNPOS, derived from okéNw, okATivaL (= arefacio’),
is properly an epithet applied to that which through lack
of moisture is hard and dry, and thus rough and dis-
agreeable to the touch; or more than this, warped and
intractable, the ‘asper’ and ‘durus’ in one. It is then
transferred to the region of ethics, in which it chiefly
moves, expressing there roughness, harshness, and intracta-
bility in the moral nature of a man. Thus Nabal (I Sam.
xxv. 3) is kAMpog and no epithet could better express the
evil conditions of the churl. For other company which
the word keeps, we find it associated with aﬁxunpég (Plato,
Symp. 195 d); dvTitunog (Theaet. 155 a; Plutarch, De.
Pyth. Orac. 26); dpetd.otpogog (Plato, Crat. 407 d); dyprog
(Aristotle, Ethic. iv. 8; Plutarch, Cons. ad Apoll. 3); dvii-
SvvTog (Praec. Ger. Reip. 3); annvrig (De Vit. Pud.); ové-
paoTog (De Adul. Am. 19); TpayOg (De Lib. Ed. i 8);
anaidevtog (4lex. Virt. seu Fort. Or. i. 5); dtpentog (Dio-
genes Laertius, vii. I. 64, 117); ddmviaoTig (Philo, De
Septen. 1); a60ddng (Gen. xlix. 3); Tovnpég (I Sam. xxv.
3); mikpés. It is set over against ednO1kég (Plato, Charm.
175.d); parakog (Protag. 331 d); parBakog (Symp. 195 d,
Sophocles, OEdip. Col. 771).

AvoTnpég, which. in the N. T. appears but once (Luke
xix. 21), and never in the Septuagint, is in its primary
meaning applied to such things as draw together and con-
tract 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 gather-
ing from the hedgerows ‘sloes austere,” uses ‘austere’
with exactest propriety. But just as we have transferred
‘strict’ (from ‘stringo’) to the region of ethics, so the
Greeks transferred adoTnpég, with an image borrowed from
the taste, as in 0kAnpog from the fouch. Neither does this
word, set out anything amiable or attractive in him to
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whom it is applied. It keeps company with dndvjg (Plato,
Rep. iii. 398 a); dxpaTog and dvriduvTog (Plutarch, Praec.

Conj. 29); dvidvoTog (Phoc. 5); aﬁeékao‘rogl (De Adul. et
Am. 14); mkpds (ibid. 2); dyéaoTog and dvévTtevkTog (De
Cup. Div. 7); a0 unpés (Philo, De Praem. et Paen. 5); while
Eudemus (Ethic. Eudem. vii. 5) contrasts the adoTnpég with

the evTpdmelog, using the latter word in a good sense.

At the same time none of the epithets with which
a0 TNP6g is associated imply that deep moral perversity
which lies in many with which okAmpdg is linked; and,
moreover, it 1S met not seldom in more honorable com-
pany; thus it is joined with cWdpwv continually (Plutarch,
Praec. Conj. 7, 29; Quaest. Gr. 40); with povokog (Symp.

v. 2); with cwdpovikég (Clement of Alexandria, Paedag.

ii. 4); one, otherwise yevvoiog kai péyas, is a 0o TNP6S as not
sacrificing to the Graces (Plutarch, Amat. 23); while the

Stoics affirmed all good men to be austere (Diogenes

Laertius, vii. I. 64, 117): kai adoTnpovg 8¢ poov elvat Tdv-
Tag Tovg omovdaiovs, TW priTe ABTOVS TPOS NBOVV OMINEILY,
piTe map AMwy Td npdg NSovny npoodéyeodat: cf. Plu-
tarch, Praec. Conj. 27. In Latin, ‘austerus’ is predomi-

nantly an epithet of honour (Doderlein, Lat. Synon. vol.

i11. 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 harshness, rigour, or moroseness, into which he

might easily lapse—(‘non austeritas ejus tristis, non dis-

soluta sit comitas,' Quintilian, 2. 5 )--but as yet not

chargeable with these.

We may distinguish, then, between them thus: okAMpoS
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, d8dpavTog ’éxwv

In Plutarch this word is used in an ill sense, as self-willed, joined
by him to dTeykTog, 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), have ended with a bad.
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KpaTepbhpova Bupdy. It is not so with avoTnpés. This
epithet does not of necessity convey a reproach at all, any
more than the Berman ‘streng,” which is very different
from ‘hart;' and even where it does, yet conveys one of

far less opprobrious a kind; rather the exaggeration of a
virtue pushed too far, than an absolute vice.

b ’ e e
§ Xv. €lkWY, Opoiwaots, opoiwua.

THERE is a twofold theological interest attending the
distinction between eikuWv 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 here be a distinction, and if so, what it
is, between the 'image' (eikuwv) of God, in which, and the
‘likeness’ (opoiwaig) 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 Commentar on the Colossians. Them I must refer to
his discussion on the words eikwv Tod Beod. It is evident
that eikuWv, (from €lkw, €éo1ka.) and opoiwpo might often be
used as equivalent, and in many positions it would be in-
different whether one or the other were employed. Thus
they are convertibly used by Plato (Phaedr. 250 b), opotui-
nata and eikéveg 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,
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but having essential difference in the words themselves for
its ground. EikWv (=’imago’ =’imitago’=dneikéviopa),
and used in the same intention of the Logos by Philo (Leg.
Alley. i11. 31), always assumes a prototype, that which it
not merely resembles, but from which it is drawn, a Topd.-
devypa (Philo, ibid.); it is the German ‘Abbild,” which in-
variably presumes a ‘Vorbild;’ thus Gregory Nazianzene
(Orat. 36): aitn ydp eikévos Bibos, pipnpa eivar Tod dpye-
Tomov. Thus, the monarch's head on the coin is eikuWv,
(Matt. xxii. 20); the reflection of the sun in the water is
etk (Plato, Phaedo, 99 d); the statue in stone or other
material is eikwiv (Rev. xiii. 14); and, coming nearer to the
heart of the matter than by any of these illustrations
we have done, the child is ’éuqfuxog eikuwv of his parents.
But in the opoiwpa or opoiwoig, 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’ ( =eikWv) includes and involves the ‘similitudo,’
but the ‘similitudo' (=0poiwoig) does not involve the
‘imago.” The reason will at once be manifest why eikuv
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 potog, not merely
none are so employed in the Scripture, but they have all
been expressly forbidden and condemned by the Church;
that 1s, so soon as ever this has had reason to suspect that
they were not used in good faith. Thus Hilary, address-
ing 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).

Eixdv, in this its augustest application, like y apakTip
and dravyaopa (Heb. i. 3), with which theologically it is,
nearly allied, like éoonTpov, dTpig, dndppora (Wisd. v. 2
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26), like okid (Philo, Leg. Alleg. iii. 31; 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
human thought, we must be content with approximate
statements, seeking for the complement of their inade-
quacy, 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. Eikuv 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 archetype from which it has

been derived and drawn; while 6po16Tng, opoiwaoig, and
words of this family, expressing mere similarity, 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 considera-
tions were at work, here, which, in respect of the verbs
vevvav and kTitew, 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 eikwiv as applied to the Son, will
find the materials admirably prepared to his hand by
Petavius, De Trin.; iv. 6; vi. 5, 6; while Gfrorer

(Philo, vol. 1. p. 261 sqq.) will give him the very interest-
ing, 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 con-
stitution, "Let us make man in our image (KaT eikéva,

LXX., D',_?_X, Heb.), after our likeness" (ka8 oppoiwov, LXX.,
DINT Heb.), anything different was intended by the second
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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 eikwv and
opoiwotg are claimed for man in the N. T.: the elkdv,
1 Cor. xi. 7; the opoiwog, 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. 1638, vol.
ii. pp. 22-34), 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
great Alexandrian theologians taught that the eikwWv was
something in which men were created, being common to
all, and continuing to man as much after the Fall as
before (Gen. ix. 6), while the opoiwo1g was something
toward which man was created, that he might strive after
and attain it; Origen (De Prin. iii. 6): ‘Imaginis digni-
tatem in prima, conditione percepit, similitudinis vero per-
fectio in consummatione servata est;' cf. in Joan. tom. xx.
20; Irenaeus, v. 16. 2; Tertullian, De Bapt. 5. Doubtless
the Platonist studies and predilections of the illustrious
theologians of Alexandria had some influence upon them
here, and on this distinction which they drew. It is well
known that Plato presented the 0p010008at T@ Be@ KaTd TO
dvvaTov (Theaet. 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 School-
men, in like manner, drew a distinction, although it was
not this one, between ‘these two divine stamps upon man.’
Thus Anselm, Medit. 1™ ; Peter Lombard, Sent. ii.
dist. 16; H. de S. Victore, De Anima, 25; De Sac. 1.
6. 2: ‘Imago secundum cognitionem veritatis, similitudo
secundum amorem virtutis;' the first declaring the in-
tellectual, as the second the moral, preeminence in which
man was created.

Many, however, have refused to acknowledge these, or
any other distinctions, between the two declarations; as
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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 Times, by Sylvester, vol. ii. p. 296). They were scarcely
justified in this rejection. The Alexandrians, I believe,

were very near the truth, if they did not grasp it altogether.
There are portions of Scripture, in respect of which the
words of Jerome, originally applied to the Apocalypse, ‘quot
verba tot sacrameuta,” 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 mysteries
there; prophetic intimations of truths which it might

require ages upon ages to develop. And, without attempt-
ing to draw any very strict line between eikujv and dpoiwoig,
or their Hebrew counterparts, we may be bold to say that
the whole history 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. 111. 10, on which

see Lightfoot in loco); because it knew that only as par-
taker of this double benefit would he attain the true end

for which he was ordained.

. 5 ’ 5 /
XVl AOWTLO, AT ENYELQ.

IT is little likely that he who is dowTog will not be doehyrg
also; but for all this dowTia and doé\yera are not iden-
tical in meaning; they will express different aspects of
his sin, or at any rate contemplate it from different points
of view.

’AcwTia, a word in which heathen ethics said much
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more than they intended or knew, occurs thrice in the

N. T. (Ephes. v. 18; Tit. 1. 6; I Pet. 4); once in the
Septuagint (Prov. xxviii. 7) and once in the Apocrypha,
being there joined with kWpot (2 Macc. vi. 4). We have
further the adverb douWTwg, at Luke xv. 13; and dowTog
once in the Septuagint (Prov. vii. 11). At Ephes. v. 18

we translate it ‘excess;’ in the other two places, ‘riot,” as
¢@V doWTws, "in riotous living;" the Vulgate always by
‘luxuria’ and ‘luxuriose,' words implying in medieval
Latin a loose and profligate habit of living which is strange
to our ‘luxury' and ‘luxuriously’ at the present: see my
Select Glossary, s. vv. in proof. “AowTog is sometimes
taken in a passive sense, as =dowaoTog (Plutarch, Alcib. 3);
one who cannot be saved, cwWfeoBa1 ur dvvduevog, as
Clement of Alexandria (Paedag. I) explains it, ‘per-

ditus' (Horace, Sat. 1. 2. 15), ‘heillos,” or as we used to

say, ‘losel,” ‘hopelost’ (this noticeable word is in
Grimeston's Polybius); Grotius: ‘Genus hominum ita lin-
mersorum vitiis, ut eorum salus deplorata sit;” the word
being, so to speak, prophetic of their doom to whom it

was applied." This, however, was quite the rarer use;

more commonly the dowTog 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-
vagant squandering of means Aristotle notes as the proper
definition of dowTia (Ethic. Nic. iv. 1. 3): dowTia éoTiv
UmepBoAT) Tepi y pripata. The word forms part of his
ethical terminology; the é\evBépiog, or the truly liberal
man, keeps the golden mean between the two dkpa., namely,

" Thus in the Adelphi of Terence (vi. 7), one having spoken of a youth
‘luxu perditium,” proceeds:
‘ipsa si cupiat Salus,
Servare prorsus non potest hauc familiam.'
No doubt in the Greek original there was a threefold play here on dowTog,
ocwTnpia, and owewv, which the absence of a corresponding group of words
in Latin has hindered Terence from preserving.
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dowTia (= ‘effusio’) on one side, and dvehevBepia, or ig-
noble stinginess (‘tenacitas,” Augustine, Ep. 167. 2),

on the other. It is in this view of dowTia that Plato (Rep.
viii. 560 e), 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
dowTtia, peyohonpéneia: compare Quintilian (Inst. viii. 36):
‘Pro luxuries liberalitas dicitur.” It is at this stage of its
meaning that Plutarch joins with it toAvTérera (De Apoph,
Cat. 1); and Menander &owTog with ToAuTeAig (Meineke,
Fragm. Com. p, 994).

But it is easy to see that one who is dowTog in this
sense of spending too much, of laying out his expenditure
on a more magnificent scheme than his means will war-
rant, slides easily, under the fatal influence of flatterers,
and of all those temptations with which he has surrounded
himself, into 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. Ntc. iv. I. 36): 810 Kkai,

AKONQLOTOL AVTAV [TAV doWTwy] €101V 01 TOANOL® ely epdS YA
dvaliokovTeg Kai elg TAg dkoNaTiag Samavnpoi eiot, kai 31d T6
11 TPOg TO KANOV (v, Tpog TS Ndovag dnokNivovoty. Here

he explains a prior statement: ToUg AKPATELS KA €15 KON

oiav danavnpoig d.owWToug KaAoDuey.

In this sense dowTia is used in the N. T.; as we find
adowTtiot and kpoundhat, joined elsewhere together (Herodian,
i1. 5). The two meanings will of course run often into
one another, nor will it be possible to keep them strictly
asunder. Thus the several examples of the dowTog, and of
dowTia, which Athenmus (iv. 59-67) gives, are sometimes
rather of one kind, sometimes of the other. The waster
of his goods will be very often a waster of everything
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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,
’AcwTia, one of the courtesans, the temptresses of Her-
cules, keeps company with’Akpacia,’ AtAnoTia and Koha-
KeiaL.

The etymology of o’w’é)\'yem 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 Bé\yewv probably the same

word as the German ‘schwelgen’ see, however, Donald-

son, Cratylus, 3rd edit. p. 692. Of more frequent use than
dowTia in the N. T., it is in our Version generally rendered
‘lasciviousness’ (Mark vii. 22; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal. v. 19;
Ephes. iv. 29; I Pet. iv. 3; Jude 4); though sometimes
‘wantonness' (Rom. xiii. 13; 2 Pet. ii. 18); as in the

Vulgate now ‘impudicitia,” and now ‘luxuria;’ even as it

is defined in the Etymologicon Magnum as éTolpéTng TPOS
naoav Ndovrv. If our Translators or the Latin had im-
purities and lusts of the flesh exclusively in their eye, they
have certainly given to the word too narrow a meaning.
’AUé)xyela, 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 somewhat
stronger than the Latin ‘protervitas,” though of the same
quality, more nearly ‘petulantia,” Chrysostom (Hom. 37

in Matt.) joining iTapuéTngis with it. It is defined by Basil
the Great (Reg. Brev. Int. 67) as $1d8e01g Yuy fis purj éxovoa
A 1 hépovoa dryog dBANTKGV. The doekyns, as Passow
observes, is very closely allied to the UBp1oTiKSg and
dké\a.oTog, being one who acknowledges no restraints,
who dares whatsoever his caprice and wanton petulance

may suggest. None would deny that doé\yera may dis-

' Thus Washsius (Melet. Leid. p. 465) observes: ‘aoélyerav dici posse,
omnem tam iugenii, quam morum proterviam, petalantiam, lasciviam
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play itself in acts of what we call lasciviousness; 'for
there are no worse displays of UBp1g than in these; but
still it is their petulance, their insolence, which this
word, linked by Polybius (v. IT ) with Bia, expresses. Of
its two renderings in our Version, ‘wantonness' is the
best, standing as it does in a remarkable ethical con-
nexion with dgé\yeia, and having the same duplicity of
meaning.

In a multitude of passages the notion of lasciviousness
is altogether absent from the word. In classical Greek it
is defined (Bekker's Anecdota, p. 451) 1 pet énmpeacpod kai
BpacuTnTog Bia. Thus, too, Demosthenes in his First Philip-
pic 42, denounces the doé\yeta of Philip; while elsewhere
he characterizes the blow which Meidias had given him, as
in keeping with the known doé\yeia of the man, joining
this and UBp1g together (Cont. Meid. 514); linking elsewhere
o’LO'e)\yu”Jg, with 8eomoTik®@g (Or. xvii. 21), and with TpomeT@g
(Or. lix. 46). As o’LO’é)\yewL Plutarch characterizes a similar
outrage on the part of Alcibiades, committed against an
honorable citizen of Athens (4/cib. 8); indeed, the whole
picture which he draws of Alcibiades is the full-length
portrait of an doexyns. Aristotle notices Snuoaywy@v doé-
yerav as a frequent cause of revolutions (Pol. v. 4). Josephus
ascribes o’wé)\yela and pavia to Jezebel, daring, as she did,
to build a temple of Baal in the Holy City itself (4Antt.
viil. 13. 1); and the same to a Roman soldier, who, being
on guard at the Temple during the Passover, provoked by
an act of grossest indecency a tumult, in which many lives
were lost (xx. 5. 3). Other passages, helpful to a fixing of
the true meaning of the word, are 3 Macc. ii. 26; Polybius,
viil. 14. 1; Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. v. 1. 26; and see the
quotations in Westein, 1. p. 588. ’AO'é)\yeloL, then, and
dowTia are clearly distinguishable; the fundamental notion

quae ab AEschine opponitur TH peTptdTnTi KOl Cwpoodv).' There is a
capital note, but too long to quote, on all that doé\yera includes in Coc-
ceitis on Gal. v. § 136.
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9 . . 9
of aowTia, being wastefulness and riotous excess; of oo éN-
yera, lawless insolence and wanton caprice.

§ xvii. Bryydvw, dnTopat, ymiaddw.

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 ex-
plained Heb. xii. 18: " For ye are not come unto the

mount that might be touched" (ymhadwpévw Jper), by Ps.
civ. 32: "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 Sinai, which "was altogether on

a smoke, because the Lord descended upon it" (Exod.

xix. 18). But decisively forbidding this is the fact that
ynhaddw 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. 39: 1 John 1. I);
this, it may be, with the intention of learning its composi-
tion (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 ex-
presses a 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 (Phaed. 99 b), ym\ap@vTeg Wjomep v okGTeL; Aris-
tophanes, Pax, 691; Eccles. 315, and Philo, Quis Rer.

Div. Haer. 51. Nor does the ymhadupevov 8pog, to which
reference was just made, the ‘mons palpabilis,” or ‘trac-
tabilis,” as the Vulgate has it, mean any-thing else: ‘Ye
are not come,’ the Apostle 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 vonTov, not to
an aiocOnTéV, 8pos.' Thus Knapp (Script, Var. Argum. p.
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264): “Videlicet T0 ymiadupevov idem est, quod aiocONTéV,
vel quidquid sensu percipitur aut investigatur quovis
modo; plane ut Tacitus (4nn. 1i1. 12) oculis contrectare
dixit, nec dissimili ratione Cicero (7usc. iii. 15) mente con-
trectare. Et Sina quidem mons ideo aioc@nTég appellatur,
quia Sioni opponitur, quo in monte, que sub sensus
cadunt, non spectantur; sed ea tantum, quae mente atque
aninio percipi possunt, vonTtd, nvevpatikd, 181kd. Appo-
site ad h. 1. Chrysostomus (Hom. 32 in Ep. ad Hebr.):
ndvTa Toivuw T6Te aloONTd, kai §eis, kai pwvai* TdvTa
vonta kai dépata vdv.’

The so handling of any object as to exert a modifying
influence upon it, the French ‘manier,’ as distinguished
from ‘toucher,” the German ‘betagten,’ as distinguished
from ‘beruhren,” would be either {nTeaBat’ or Bryydvew.
These words may be sometimes exchanged the one for the
other, as at Ex. xix. 12 they are; and compare Aristotle,
De Gen. et Corrupt. T. 8, quoted by Lightfoot with other
passages at Coloss. i1. 21 ; but in the main the first is
stronger than the second; {mTeoBau, (="contrectare’) than
Bryydvew (Ps. cv. 15; 1 John v. 18), as appears plainly in
a passage of Xenophon (Cyr. 1. 3. 5), where the child Cyrus,
rebuking his grandfather's delicacies, says: 871 oe 0p@,
dTav pév 1od dptouv dym, eig 008V TV Y Eipa droydpevoy, dTav
8¢ ToUTWY TIVog BiynS, €VBVS dmokaBipn TNV y€ipa eig Ta
Y E1POPAKTPO, WS TAVY dy Bdpevos. It is, indeed, so much
stronger that it can be used, which certainly 8ryydvew
could not, of the statuary's shaping of his materials (Plu-
tarch, Max. cum Principibus, 1); the self-conscious effort,
which is sometimes present to this, being always absent
from the other. Our Version, then, has exactly reversed
the true order of the words, when, at Col. 11. 21, it trans-
lates pr m, pndé yebon, unde Biyns, "Touch not, taste
not, handle not." The first and. last prohibitions should

"In the passage lluded to already, Ps. civ. 32, the words of the Sep-
tuagint are, 0 ANTOPEVOS TV Opéwv Kod KamviCovTat.
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change places, and the passage read, "Handle not, taste

not, fouch not;" just as in the Latin Versions ‘tangere,’
which now stands for &mTeo8au, and ‘attaminare,” or ‘con-
trectare,” for B1y€iv, should be transposed. How much
more vividly will then come out the ever ascending scale
of superstitious prohibition 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
Biyew averbo dnTeoBau sic est distinguendum, ut decres-
cente semper oratione intelligatur crescere superstitio.’

The verb aterv does not once occur in the N. T., nor in
the Septuagint. There is, I may observe in conclusion,

a very careful study on this group of words in Schmidt's
Synonymik, vol. 1., pp. 224-243.

§ xviii. ta\1yyeveoia, dvakaivwois.

IToAryyeveoia 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 expression 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 Chris-
tian new-birth was not till after Christ's birth; as men
were not new-born, till Christ was born (John 1. 12); as
their regeneration did not go before, 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, prepara-
tory uses. There are passages (as, for instance, in Lucian,
(Musae Encom. 7) 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 taitryyeveoia (Plutarch, De Esu Car. 1.7,

ii. 6: De Isid. et Osir. 35: Ocip1dog ai dvapiwioeig kod
nalyyeoeaiat: De Ei ap. Delp. 9: dmopidoelg kai maity-
yveveoiatr: De Def. Orac. 51: petaBoladi Kol TAALyYEVETION).
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) Trjv Tep1odiknv Taktyyeve-
oiov TOV 6 wv. Philo also constantly sets forth by aid of
naktryyeveoia the phoenix-like resurrection of the material
world out of fire, which the Stoics taught, (De Incorr. Mun.

17,2 1; De Mun 15); while in another place, of Noah

and those in the Ark with him, he says (De Vit. Mos. ii.

12): movyyeveoiag éyévovTo Nyepdves, kod SevTtépag dpym-
yvéTtat mepi6dov. Basil the Great (Hexaem. Hom. 3) notes

some heretics, who, bringing old heathen speculations

into the Christian Church, dneipovg (pB0opa.g KGT OV Kai
naityyeveoiag eiodyovow. Cicero (4d Attic. vi. 6) calls

his restoration to his dignities and honours, after his

return from exile, ‘hanc maAryyeveoiov nostram,' with

which compare Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 41. Josephus (Antt.

xi. 3. 9) characterizes the restoration of the Jewish nation

after the Captivity, as THv dvdkTnoiv kai taktyyeveoiov Tfg
naTpidog (=wonoinow, Ezra ix. 8, 9). And, to cite one
passage more, Olympiodorus, a later Platonist, styles

recollection or reminiscence, which must be carefully dis-
tinguished from memory,' the Tatyyevesia of knowledge

! The very purpose of the passage in Olympiodorus is to bring out
the old Aristotelian and Platonic distinction between ‘memory’ (uvrun,
Gedachtniss) and ‘recollection’ or ‘reminiscence’ (dvdupvnotg, Heb. x. 3;
Wiedererinnerung), the first being instinctive, and common to beasts
with men, the second being the reviving of faded impressions by a distinct
act of the will, the reflux, at the bidding of the mind, of knowledge
which has once ebbed (Plato, Philebus, 34 b; Legg. v. 732 b: dvduvnoig
8 éoTiv émppon ppovroews droltrtodong: cf. Philo, Cong. Erud. Grat. 8),
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(Journal des Savans, 1834, p. 488): maityyeveoia T1g
YYéoeds éoTv M) dvdpvnots.

IToAryyeveoia, 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 occur in the 0. T. (but T
yiveoBou at Job xiv. 14; cf. Josephus, Con. Apion. ii.
30), and only twice in the New (Matt. xix. 28; Tit. 1ii.
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 dnokaTdoTaoig ndvTwy (Acts iii. 21),
which shall be when the Son of Man hereafter comes in his
glory; while "the washing of regeneration" whereof St.
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 makvyyeveoia 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 nTaryyeveoia
which Scripture proclaims begins with the pikpdkoopog
of single souls; but it does not end with this; it does not
cease its effectual working till it has embraced the whole
pokpokoopog of the universe. The primary seat of the
naktryyeveoia 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 mavyyeveoia for it. It

and as such proper only to man (Aristotle, De Hist. Anim. 1. 1. 15;
Brandis, Aristoteles, pp. 1148-53). It will at once be seen that of this
latter only Olympiodorus could say, that it is TaAtyyeveoia THg yvuoews.
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follows that those Fathers had a certain, though only a
partial, right, who at Matt. xix. 28 made moAryyeveoia
equivalent to dvdoTaotg, and themselves continually used
the words as synonymous (Eusebius, Hist Eccl. v. 1. 58;

iii. 23; Euthymius: maltyyeveoiov Néyet THv ék vekp@v
dvdoTooy wg Talvdav; see Suicer, s. v.). Doubtless
our Lord there implies, or presupposes, the resurrection,
but he also includes much more. Beyond the day of
resurrection, or, it may be, contemporaneous 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
times of restitution of all things " (Acts iii. 21); of what
Plutarch, reaching out after this glorious truth, calls the
pnetakounois (De ac. in Orbe Lunae, 13); of ‘the new
heaven and the new earth’ (Rev. xxi. 1; Isai: Ixv. 17; Ixvi.
22; 2 Pet. iii. 13) a day by St. Paul regarded as one in

the labour-pangs of which all creation is groaning and
travailing until now (Rom. viii. 21-23)." Man is the pre-
sent subject of the makiyyeveoia, 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 1s the reconciliation of the
two passages, in one of which it is contemplated as per-
taining to the single soul, in the other to the whole re-
deemed creation. These refer both to the same event, but
at different epochs and stages of its development. ‘Palin-
genesia,' as Delitzsch says concisely and well (4pologetik,

! Parallels from heathen writers are very often deceptive, none are
more likely to prove so than those which Seneca offers; on which see
Lightfoot in an Appendix to his Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the
Galatians, p. 268, sqq. ; and also Aubertin, Sur les Rapports supposes entre
Seneque et S. Paul. And yet, with the fullest admission of this, the
words which follow mint be acknowledged as remarkable (Ep. 102):
'Quemadmodum novem mensibus nos tenet maternus uterus, et praeparat
non sibi sed illi loco in vem videmur emitti, jam idunei spiritum trahere,
et in aperto durare, sic par hoc spatium quod ab infantia patet in senectu-
tem, in alium naturae sumimur partum, alia origo nos expectat, alius rerum
status.'
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p. 213), ist kurzer Ausdruck fur die Wiedergeburt oder
Verklarung de menschlichen Leiblichkeit und der ausser-
menschlichen. Gesammtnatur.' Compare Engelhardt,
Weltverklarung und Welterneuerung in the Zeitschrift fur
Luther. Theol. 871, p. 48, sqq.

’Avayévvnmg, a word common enough with the Greek
Fathers (see Suicer, s. v.), nowhere occurs in the N. T.,
although the verb dvayevvdw twice (I Pet. i. 3, 23). Did
we meet it there, it would constitute a closer synonym
to maltyyeveoia than dvakaivwotg can do; dvayévvnoig
(=regeneratio) bringing out the active operation of Him
who is the author of the new-birth; while TaAryyeveoia
(=renascentia) is that same new-birth itself. But not
urging this further, we have now to speak of dvakaivwoig
(=renovatio), of the relations in which it stands to TaA1y-
yveveotia, and the exact limits to the meaning of each.

And first it is worth observing that while the word
naltyyeveoia drawn from the realm of nature, dvaxai-
vwog is derives from that of art. A word peculiar to the
Greek of the N. T., it occurs there only twice—once in
connexion with maAvyyeveoia (Tit. iii. 5), and again at
Rom. xii. 2; but we have the verb dvakaivéw, which also
is exclusively a N. T. form, at 2 Cor. 1v. 16; Col. iii. 10;
and the more classical dvakoavidw, Heb. vi. 6, from which
the nouns, frequent in the Greek Fathers, dvakaiviopég
and dvakaivioig' are more immediately drawn; we have
also dvawvebw at Ephes. iv. 23; 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 Taityyeveoia and the dvakivwos stand to each
other; we there pray, ‘that we being regenerate,’ in other
words, having been already made the subjects of the
Taktyyeveoia, ‘may daily be renewed by the Holy Spirit,’

" Thus Gregory of Nazianzus (Orat. 10): dvapévw Tod 0Upavod peto-
oynuaTiopdy, Ths yfis petanoino, Ty T@V oToryeiwv éNevBepiav, Tod k6o POV
TOVTOg AVaKoiVIo.
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may continually know the dvakaivwoig IvedpaTtog ‘Ayiov.
In this Collect, uttering, as do so many, profound theolo-
gical truth in forms at once the simplest and the most ac-
curate, the new-birth is contemplated s 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' powers of the world to
come. It is called ‘the renewal of the Holy Ghost,’ inas-
much 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 navyyeveoia 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 dvwBev yevvnBfvar, of John
iii. 3; the yevvnBfvat ék Beod of I John v. 4; the Beoyeveria
of Dionysius the Areopagite and other Greek theologians;
the yevvnOfjvat ék omopdg dpOdpTov of I Pet. i. 23; in
it that glorious word begins to be fulfilled, 1300 kava
no1® Ta tdvTa (Rev. xxi. 5). In it,—not in the prepara-
tions 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 dvakaivwog, it is otherwise. This is the
gradual conforming of the man more an 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 images; and in all this, so far from being

' MeTapopdhodoBe 11 dvokaivuioetr Tod vodg (Rom. x 2). The striking
words of Seneca (Ep. 6): Intelligo me emendari non tantum, sed trans-
figurari; 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, but only in the
Church of the living God.
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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
(Locc. Theoll. xxi.7. 113) has well declared: ‘Renovatio,
licet a regeneratione proprie et specialiter accepta di-
stinguatur, individuo tamen et perpetuo nexu cum ea est
conjuncta." What infinite perplexities, conflicts, scan-
dals, obscurations of God's truth on this side and on that,
have arisen now from the confusing, and now from the
separating, of these two!

. 9 ’ b4 ’ bl /
§ Xix. ooy Ovm, A1duWg, EVTPOTT).

THERE was a time when ai8ujg occupied that whole domain
of meaning afterwards divided between it and aiaxﬁvn.

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. 387-389). Thus Homer, who does

not know aioxﬁvn), sometimes, as at /. v. 787, uses aidug,
where aiaxﬁvn would, in later Greek, have certainly been
employed; but elsewhere in that sense which, at a later
period, it vindicated as exclusively its own (//. 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 employed them as equipollent

and convertible (Donaldson, Cratylus, 3rd ed. p. 545). So
too in a passage of Sophocles, where they occur close to-
gether, ai8ug lined with GpéBos, and aioy bvn with Séos (4jax,
1049, 1052), it is very difficult, if not impossible, to draw
any distinction between them. Generally, however, in the
Attic period of the language, they were not accounted syn-
onymous. 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 a real difference existing

between them.
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This distinction has not always been seized with a
perfect success. Thus it has been sometimes said that
aiSu’)g is the shame, or sense of honour, which hinders one
from doing an unworthy act; aioy bvn, is the disgrace, out-
ward or inward, which follows on having done it (Luke
xiv. 9). This distinction, while it has its truth, yet is
not exhaustive; and, if we were thereupon to assume that
odoxt’nm was 1s only retrospective, the conscious result
of things unworthily done, it would be an erroneous one:'
seeing that od(rxlivn continually expresses that feeling
which leads to shun what is unworthy out of a prospective
anticipation of dishonour. Thus in the Definitions ascribed
to Plato (4161) it is (p6Bog éni mpooSokiq ddoEiag: Aristotle
including also, the future in his comprehensive defini-
tion (Rhet. ii. 6): éoTw 81 aioy By, NOmN T1s Kai Tapaym
Tepl TA e1g Ado&iav Gavépeva (Gépetv TOV Kak@V, §j TapdVTWY,
1 YeyovéTwv, f) peA\vTwy: cf. Ethic. Nic. iv. 9. 1. In this
sense, as ‘fuga dedecoris,’ it is used Ecclus. iv. 21; by
Plato (Gorg. 492 a); and by Xenophcn (A4nab. iii. 1. 10):
(hoPovpevor 8¢ TOV 080V kai dkovTes Suwg ot ToAkoi 81 atoy buny
Koi AN WY kai Kbpov ouvnkorovBnoav: Xenophon imply-
ing here that while he and others, for more reasons than
one, were disinclined 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 pos-
sesses, that aiduwig(="verecundia,” which is defined by Cicero,
Rep. vi. 4: ‘quidam vituperationis non injustae timor")

' There is the same onesidedness, though exactly on the other side, in
Cicero's definition of ‘pudor,” which he males merely prospective:

‘Pudor, metus rerum turpium, et ingenua qundam timiditas, dedecus
fugiens, laudemque consectans;’ but Ovid writes,

‘Irruit, et nostrum vulgat clamore pudorem.'

? In the Latin of the silver age, ‘verecundia’ had acquired a sense of
false shame; thus Quintilian, xii. 5, 2: “Verecundia est timor quidam
reducens animum ab eis quae facienda sunt.' It is the Svowmria, on the
mischiefs of which Plutarch has written such a graceful little essay.
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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 aiaxﬁvn. 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, mepi add0&iag
davTaoia: 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 sense of disesteem;' thus at Jer. 26 we

have aioy bvm kAénTov §Tav ara@. Neither does the defini-
tion of ‘shame’ which Locke gives (Of Human Under-
standing, 11. 20) rise higher than this. Its seat, therefore,

as Aristotle proceeds to show, is not properly in the moral
sense of him that entertains it, in his consciousness of a
right which has been, or would be, violated by his act,

but only in his apprehension of other persons who are, or
who might be, privy to its violation. Let this apprehension
be removed, and the aioxﬁvn ceases; while aiduig 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. 431; and again in his Primer on
Homer, p. 112. Thus it is often connected with ebAdBera
(Heb. xii. 28; if indeed this reading may stand); the
reverence before God, before his majesty, his holiness,
which will induce a carefulness not to offend, the German
‘Scheu.' (Plutarch, Caes. 14; Praec. Conj. 47; Philo, Leg.
ad Cai. 44) ; often also with 8éog, (Plato, Euthyd. 126 c);
with ebkoopia (Xenophon, Cyrop. 1. 33); with ebTa&ia
and koou16Tng, (Plutarch, Caes. 4); with cepvéTng (Praec.
Conj. 26). To sum up all, we may say that aiduig would
always restrain a good man from an unworthy act, while
aioxﬁvn would sometimes restrain a bad one.
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"EvTpont, occuring only twice in the N. T. (1 Cor. vi.
5; xv. 34), is elsewhere found in connection now with
aioydvmn, and now with aidus, with the first, Ps. xxxiv. 26,
cf. Ps. Ixix. 3; Ezek. xxxv. 32; with the second in Jam-
blichus (quoted by Rost and Palm). It too must be
rendered ‘shame,” but has something in it which neither
aidujg nor aioy bvn has. Nearly related to évTpénw, évTpé-
mouat, it convey, least a hint of that change of con-
duct, that return of a man upon himself, which a wholesome
shame brings with it in him who is its subject. This
speaks out in such phrases as Tai8eia évtponfig (Job xx. 3);
and assuredly it is only to such shame that St. Paul seeks
to bring his Corinthian converts in the two passages re-
ferred to already; cf. Tit. ii. 8; and 2 Thess. iii. 14, Tva
évtpani, which Grotius paraphrases rightly, ‘ut pudore
tactus ad mentem meliorem redeat.” Pott (Etym. Forsch.
vol. v. p. 135) traces well the successive meanings of
the words: 'c’-:VTpénw, umnwenden, umkdren, umdrelien.
Uebertr. einen in sich kehren, zu sich bringen, machen,
dass er in sich geht . . . évTponr} das Umkehren; 2. das in
sick Gehn. Beschamung, Scham, Scheu, Rucksicht, Ach-
tong, wie aidug.'

§ xx. aiduig, cwhpooiv.

THESE two are named together by St. Paul (I Tim. 1i. 9

cf. Plato, Phaedrus 253 d) as constituting the truest adorn-

ment of a Christian woman; cw®poodvn occurs only on

two other occasions (Acts xxvi. 25: 1 Tim 11. 15). If the
distinction which has been drawn in § 19 be correct, then

that which Xenophon (Cyrop. viii.31) puts into the

mouth of Cyrus cannot stand: Sirjpet 8¢ aid® kai cwhpooivny
T8¢, WS TovS pév aidovpévovs’ Td év T@ havep® aioypad
(PevyovTag, Tovg 8¢ TWidpovas kai TA év T@ dpavé. Itis
faulty on both sides; on the one hand ai8ug does not

merely shun open and manifest baseness, however ai-

o bvm may do this; on the other a mere accident of ow-
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dpovovvn is urged as constituting its essence. The etymology
of cwdpovoivn, as cwovoa TV dppovnow (Aristotle, Ethic.
Nic. vi. 5), or cwTnpia THg Ppovnoews (Plato, Crat. 411 e;

cf. Philo, De Fort. 3), must not be taken as seriously in-

tended; Chrysostom has given it rightly: cwdpovoivn

NéyeTar ano Tod owag Tas Gpévag éxev. Set over against
akohaoia (Thucydides, iii. 37; Aristotle, Rhet. 9; Philo,

Mund. Opif 16 b), and dkpa.oia (Xenophon, Mem. iv. 5),

the mean between dowTia and (perdwiia (Philo, De Praem.

et Poen. 918 b), it is properly the condition of an entire

command over the passions and desires, so that they re-

ceive no further allowance than that which the law and

right reason admit and approve (émikpd Tero TAOV EM1BLVMIAY,

4 Macc. 1.31; cf. Tit. ii. 12); cf. Plato (Symp. 196 ¢)

eilvat ydp OpoNoYEITaL Cwdpooivn TO KPATELY NSOVAY Kai éntfu-
pi@v: his Charmides being dedicated throughout to the
investigation of the exact force of the word. Aristotle

(Rhet. 9): dpeTn 31 Ny Tpog TAS Ndovag Tod TWpaToS 0UTWS
€y 0v0 1Y, Ws 0 vépog kehebet: Plutarch (De Curios. 14; De

Virt. Mon. 2 and Gryll. 6): Bpox9Tng Tig €0 Tiv émBum@dv

kol TAELS, dvatpodoa pév Tag énelodkToUS Kol TEPITTAS, KALP®
8¢ kai peTp16TNTL KOTPODT A TAS dvaykaiag: Philo (De Im-
mut. Dei, 311 e): péon peBupiog 8¢ ékkeyvpévng kod (herdw-
Mag dveevBépou, cwhpooivn: cf. Diogenes Laertius, iii. 57.
91; and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1. 18. In Jeremy

Taylor's words (The House of Feasting): ‘It is reason's

girdle, and passion's bridle. . . . it is puiun Yuyfg, as

Pythagoras calls it; kpnmig dpeTfig, so Socrates; K6 Log
dyaB@v ndvTwy; so Plato; dopdiera T@V kaMNioTTwy éEewy,
so Iamblichus." We find it often joined to koo u10TNS
(Aristophanes, Plut. 563, 564); to ebTa&ia (2 Macc. iv. 37);

to kapTepia (Philo, De Agric. 22); ayveio (Clement of

Rome, I Cor § 58). No single Latin word exactly repre-

sents it; Cicero, as he himself avows (Tusc. iii. 8; cf. v. 14),
rendering it now by ‘temperantia,” now by ‘moderatio,’

now by ‘modestia;’ and giving this account of it: ‘ejus
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enim videtur esse proprium motus animi appetentes regere
et sedare, semperque adversantem libidi, moderatam in
omni re sere are constantiam.' Twdpoovvn was a virtue
which assumed more, marked prominence in heathen ethics
than it does in Christian (8Wpmnua kdAAA1oTOV Be@v, as Euri-
pides, Med. 632, has called it); not because more value

was attached to it there 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 atten-
tion; 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 a.i8ujg
and cwdpoovvn, and the distinction will be capable of
further application, if we affirm of ai8ug that it is that
‘shamefastness,”’ or pudency, which shrinks from over-
passing the limits of womanly reserve and modesty, as
well as from the dishonour which would justly attach

"It is a pity that ‘shamefast’ (Ecclus. xli. 16) and ‘shamefastness’
by which our Translators rendered cwdpoovvn 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 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 a far poorer word. It is inex-
cusable that all modern reprints of the Authorized Version should have
given in to this corruption. So 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, corruptions 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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thereto; of cwdpovovvn 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 ai8uig
opposed to it

. ’ e ’
§ xx1. OUpw, EAKVW.

THESE words differ, and the difference between them is

not theologically unimportant. We best represent this
difference in English, when we render ovpetv, ‘to drag,’
eNkeVety, ‘to draw.” In oOpewv, as in our ‘drag,” there lies
always the notion of force, as when Plutarch (De Lib. Ed.

8) speaks of the headlong course of a river, tdvTa oOpwy
Kai TdvTa tapadépwy: and it will follow, that where per-
sons, and no merely things, are in question, oVpetv will
involve the notion of violence (Acts viii. 3; xiv. 19; xvii. 6;

cf. kaTaovperv, Luke xii. 58). But in é\kdetv this notion

of force or violence does not of necessity lie. It may be

there (Acts x 19; xxi. 30; Jam. ii. 6; cf. Homer, /1. xi.

258; xxiv. 52, 417, Aristophanes, Equit. 710; Euripides,
Troad.70: Aidg €ihke Kaodvdpav Biq); but not of necessity
(thus Plato, Rep. vi. 494 e: édv éxkmrat npog pirooodiay:
cf. vii. 538 d) any more than in our ‘draw,” which we use

of a mental and moral attraction, or in the Latin ‘traho’

(‘trahit sua ouemque voluptas’).

Only by keeping in mind the difference which thus
exists between these, can we vindicate from erroneous
interpretation two doctrinally important passages in the
Gospel of St. John. The first is xii. 32: "I, if I be lifted
up from the earth, will draw all men [rdvTag éxkbow] unto
Me." But how does a crucified, 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" (Exk0o 1 adTéV).
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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\k0o1) can mean no
more than the potent allurements, the allective force of
love, the attracting of men by the Father to the Son;
compare Jer. xxxi. 3. "With loving-kindness have I drawn
thee" (€i\kvod o¢), and Cant. i. 3, 4. Did we find odperv
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.

In agreement with all this, in éExkdev is predominantly
the sense of a drawing to a certain point in cOpe1v merely
of dragging after one; thus Lucian (De Merc. Cond. 3),
likening a man to a fish already hooker and dragged
through the water, describes him as cupdéuevov kai Tpog
dvdykny adyéuevov. Not seldom there will lie in odpetv the
notion of this dragging being upon the ground, inasmuch
as that will trail upon the ground (cf. c0ppa, c0pdnv, and
Isai. 1i1. 16), which is forcibly dragged alone with no will
of its own; a dead body, for example (Philo, /n 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 éxkberv is used; for there a drawing of

' The excellent words of Augustine on this last passage, himself some-
times adduced as an upholder of this, may be here quoted (In Ev. Joh.
Tract. xxxi. 4): ‘Nemo venit ad me, nisi quem Pater adtraxerit. Noli
to cogitare invitum trahi; trahitur animus et amore. Nec timere debe-
mus ne ab hominibus qui verba perpendunt, et a rebus maxime divinis
intelligendis longe remoti saunt, in hoc Scripturarum sanctarum evan-
gelico verbo forsitan reprehendamur, et dicatur nobis, Quomodo voluntate
credo, si trahor? Ego dilco: Parum est voluntate, etiam voluptate tra-
heris. Porro si poetae 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 justitia, delectatur sempiterna vita,
quod totum Christus est?'



74  SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XXII.

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 é\kletv gives place to oOperv: 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 as maintained the distinction; so too the
German of De Wette, by aid of ‘ziehen’ (=é\kte1v) and
‘nachschlepp’ (=00pewv); but neither the Vulgate, nor
Beza, both employing ‘traho’ throughout.

§ xxii. ONGKAT)POS, TéNE10G, APT10S.

‘ON6kAMpog and Téherog occur together, though their order
is reversed, at Jam. i. 4,—"perfect and entire " (cf. Philo,
De Sac. Ab. e Cain. 33: €unhea kai ONGKATIPQL KAl TéNELAL:
Dio Chrysostom, Oral. 12, p. 203); éunhea kai ONGKAMPa Kai TéNela
besides in the N. T. (1 Thess. v. 23); OA6kAnpia., also, but
in a physical of an ethical sense, once (Acts iii. 16; cf.
Isai. i. 6). “ONéKAMpOg 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 (ON6KAMPOS kol mavTeNnis, Philo, De Mere. Meret. 1) ;
with nothing necessary for its completeness wanting. Thus
Darius would have been well pleased not to have taken
Babylon if only Zopyrus, who had maimed himself to
carry out the stratagem by which it fell, were OA6kATpOS.
still (Plutarch, Reg. et Imper. Apoph.). Again, unhewn
stones, as having lost nothing in the process of shaping
and polishing, are OAékAnpot (Dent. xxvii. 6; 1 Macc. iv.
47); perfect weeks are €Bdopddeg OM6kAMpot (Lev. xxiii. 15);
and a man év ONokAYjpw SéppuaTt, is ‘in a whole skin’ (Lucian,
Philops. 8). We next find 0O\6kAnpog expressing that in-
tegrity of body, with nothing redundant, nothing deficient
(cf. Lev. xxi. 17-23), 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
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offered. In both these senses Josephus uses it (4ntt. 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 ONOKATIpO1 BuTio ONOKAT)pw Be® (De Vict. 2; De Vict.
Off. 1, ONGKAMPOV Koi TOVTENDS pépwy dpétoyov: De Agricul.
29; De Cherub. 28 ; cf. Plato, Legg. vi. 759 c). Téerg is
used by Homer (/1. 1. 66) in the same sense.

It is not long before OAékAnpog and oXokAnpia, like the
Latin ‘integer’ and ‘integritas,” are transferred from
bodily to mental and moral entireness (Suetonius, Claud.
4). The only approach to this in the Apocrypha is Wisd.
xv. 3, ON6KAMpa S1kaooBvm: but in an interesting and im-
portant passage in the Phaedrus of Plato (250 c; cf. Tim.
¢), ONGKATpOg expresses the perfection of man before the
Fall; I mean, of course, the Fall as Plato contemplated
it; when to men, as yet OAGKANPO1 Koi ATaBELS KAKDY, were
vouchsafed OAékAMpog pdopaTa, 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 OA6kAnpog, which is ‘omnibus numeris
absolutus,” or év undevi Aermbpevog, as St. James himself
(1. 4) explains the word.

The various applications of Té\etog are all referable to
the Té\og, which is its ground. In a natural sense the
TéNero are the adult, who, having attained the full limits
of stature, strength, and mental power within their reach,
have in these respects attained their Té\og, as distinguished
from the véot or Ta(ideg, young men or boys (Plato, Legg.
x1. 929 c; Xenophon, Cyr. viii. 7. 6; Polybius, v. 29. 2).
This image of full completed growth, as contrasted with
infancy and childhood, underlies the ethical use of Té\etot
by St. Paul, he setting these over against the vijmiot év
Xpro1®@ (1 Cor. 6; xiv. 20; Ephes. iv. 13, 14; Phil.
ii1, 15; Heb. v. 14; cf. Philo, De Agricul. 2); they cor-
respond in fact to the TaTépeg of I John ii. 13, 14, as dis-



76 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.  § XXII.

tinct from the veaviokot and maidia. Nor is this ethical
use of Té\erog confined to Scripture. The Stoics distin-
guished the Té\er0g in philosophy from the TpokdmTWY, just
as at I Chron. xxv. 8 the Té\e1ot are set over against the
navBdvovTtes. With the heathen, those also were TéNerot
who had been initiated into the mysteries; for just as the
Lord's Supper was called 10 Té\etov (Bingham, Christ.
Antiquities, 1. 4. 3), because there was nothing beyond it,
no privilege into which the Christian has not entered, so
these Té\erot 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 is a certain ambiguity in our
word ‘perfect,” which, indeed, it shares with Té\e10g itself;
this, namely, that they are both employed now in a rela-
tive, now in an absolute sense; for only so could our
Lord have said, "Be ye therefore perfect (Té\eror), as
your Heavenly Father is perfect" (Té\erog), 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 as 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:
TENEL0S KAl TeMANpPoopMuévos); not a babe in Christ to the
end, ‘not always employed in the elements, and infant
proposition 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 Té\etog,

' 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 1. 3. 40-56, from which this quotation is drawn.
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even while almost in the same breath he disclaimed the
being TeTeAerwpévog (Phil. iii. 12, 15).

The distinction then is plain. The 6AékAnpog is one who
has preserved, or who, having once lost, as now regained,
his completeness: the Té\e10g 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 OA6kAMpPoOg no grace which ought to be in a Christian
man is deficient; in the Té\etrog no grace is merely in its
weak imperfect beginnings, but all have reached a certain
ripeness and maturity. ‘“ONoTe\1jg, occurring once in the
N. T. (I Thess. v. 23; cf. Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. v. 21),
forms a connecting link between the two, holding on to
ON6KATPOS in its first half, to Té\e1og in it second.

” ApT10g, occurring only once in the N. T. (2 Tim. iii. 17),
and there presently explained more fully as éEmpTiopévos,
approximates in meaning more closely to OA6kAnpog, with
which we find it joined by Philo (De Plant. 29), than to
TéNerog. It is explained by Calvin, ‘in quo nihil est mu-
tilum,'—see further the quotation from Theodoret in Sui-
cer, s.v.,—and is found opposed to x wkég (Chrysostom), to
kohoBég (Olympiodorus), to dvdnmnpog (Theodoret). Vulcan
in Lucian (Sacrif. 6) is otk dpTiog Tw) méde. If we ask
ourselves under what special aspects completeness is con-
templated in pT10g, 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 parts for the ends which they were
designed to serve. The man of God, St. Paul would say
(2 Tim. 111.17), should be furnished an accomplished
with all which is necessary for the carrying out of the
work to which he is appointed.

" Seneca (Ep. 120) says of one, ‘Habebat perfectum animum, ad
summam sui adductus.'



78 SYNONMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XXIII.
§ xxiii. oTédavog, drddnua.

WE must not confound these words because our English
‘crown’ stands for them both. I greatly doubt whether
anywhere in classical literature oTédavog, 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 Athenaeus,
xv. 9-33); 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 81d8nuoa was this Baoileiag
yvupiopa, as Lucian calls it (Pisc. 35; cf. Xenophon, Cyr.
viil. 3. 13; Plutarch, De Frat. Am. 18); being properly a
white linen band or fillet, ‘taenia’ or ‘fascia’ (Curtius,
iii. 3), encircling the brow; so that no language is more
common than wep1T1Bévan d1ddnua to indicate the assump-
tion of royal dignity (Polybius, v. 57. 4; r Macc. 1. 9;
xi. 13; xiii. 32; Josephus, Antt. xii. 10, I), even as in
Latin in like manner the ‘diadema’ alone is the ‘insigne
regium’ (Tacitus, Annal. xv. 29). With this agree Sel-
den's opening words in his learned discussion on the
distinction between ‘crowns’ and ‘diadems’ (7itles of
Honour, c. 8, 2): ‘However those names have been from
antient time confounded, yet the diadem strictly was a
very different thing from what a crown now is or was;
and it was in other than only a fillet of silk, linen, or
some such thing. Nor appears it that any other kind of
crown was used for a royal ensign, except only in some
kingdoms of Asia, but this kind of fillet, until the be-
ginning of Christianity in the Roman Empire.'

A passage in Plutarch brings out very clearly the dis-
tinction here affirmed. The kingly crown which Antonius
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offers to Caesar the biographer describes as 81ddnua
oTpedpdvw dddhvng mepimenieypnévov (Caes. 61). Here the
oTédavog is the garland or laureate wreath, with which

the diadem proper was enwoven; indeed, according to

Cicero (Phil. 1i. 34), Caesar was already ‘coronatus’
(=éoTepavwpévog), this he would have been as Consul,
when the offer was made. It is by keeping this distinc-

tion in mind that we explain a version in Suetonius (Caes.

79) of the same incident. One places on Caesar's statue
‘coronam laureal, candida fascia praeligatam' (his statues,
Plutarch also informs us, were S1a8puooiv dvadedepévor
Baoi\koig); on which the tribunes command to be re-
moved, 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 con-

tained. Compare Diodorus Siculus, xx. 24, where of one

he says, S1ddnua pév ovk ékprvev €y e, édépet yap del oTe-
Qpavov.

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
d1ddnpa is employed (such as i. 9; vi. 15; viii. 14; xi.

13, 54; xii. 39; xiii. 32), and those where oTé(avog ap-
pears (iv. 57; x. 29; xi. 35; xiii. 39; cf. 2 Macc. xiv. 4).
Compare Isai. Ixii. 3, where of Israel it is said that it

shall be oTéavog kAANoLS, but, as it is added, 31ddnua
Baoi\eiag.

In the N. T. it is plain that the o Té(pavog where of St.
Paul speaks is always the conqueror's, and not the king's
(1 Cor. 1x. 24-26; 2 Tim. ii. 5); it is the same in what passes
for the Second Epistle of Clement, § 7. If St. Peter's allu-
sion (I 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 dpapdTvivog oTédavog Tfig S6ENS,
with the garlands of earth which lose their beauty and
freshness so soon. At Jam. 1. 12; Rev. 1. 10; 111. 11; 1v.
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4, it 1s little probable that a reference, either near or
remote, is intended to these Greek games; the alienation
from which, as idolatrous and profane, reached so far
back, was so deep on the part of the Jews (Josephus, Antt.
xv. 8. 1-4; I Macc. i. 14; 2 Macc. 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 oTépavog,
or the oTéavog Tig (wig, is the emblem, not of royalty,
but of highest joy and gladness (cf. oTé(pavog dyariid-
patog, Ecclus. vi. 31), of glory and immortality. We may
the more confidently conclude that with St. John it was

so, from the fact that on three occasions, where beyond a
doubt he does intend kingly crowns, he employs 31d3nua
(Rev. xii. 3; xii. I [cf. xvii. 9, 10, ai énTA Keparad . ..
Baoi\€ig entd eio1v]; 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" (3tadnfuato
TOANd); an expression, with all its magnificence, difficult
to realize, so long as we picture to our mind's eye such
crowns as at the present monarchs wear, but intelligible

at once, when we contemplate them ‘diadems,’ that is,
narrow fillets encircling the brow. These “many dia-
dems" 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 ‘crowns,’ or ‘diadems’
rather (dra8Muata), on his head, the ‘diadem’ of Asia,
and the ‘diadem’ of Egypt (1 Macc. xi. 13); or as in
Diodorus Siculus (i. 47) we read of one ’éxouaav TPEiS
Baoikeiag éni THig keparfis, the context plainly showing



§ XXIV. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 81

that these are three diadems, the symbols of a triple
royalty, which she wore.

The only occasion on which oTédpavog might seem to
be used of a kingly crown is Matt. xxvi 29; cf. Mark xv.
17; John xix. 2; where the weaving of the crown of
thorns (oTépavog adkdvOivog), 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 1d3nua could not be applied to it; and
the word, therefore, which was fittest in respect of the
material whereof it was composed, take the place of that
which would have been the fittest in respect of the pur-
pose for which it was intended. On the whole subject of
this § see The Dictionary of the Bible, s. vv. Crown and
Diadem; and Dictionary of Christian Antiquities, art. Coro-
nation, p. 464.

§ xxiv. mheoveEia, prhapyupia.

BETWEEN these words the same distinction exists as be-
tween our ‘covetousness’ and ‘avarice’ as between the
German ‘Habsucht’ and ‘Geiz.” IT\eove&ia, primarily
the having more, and then in a secondary and more usual
sense, the desire after the having more, is the more active
sin, (1 apyvpia the more passive: the first, the ‘amor
sceleratus habendi,' seeks rather to grasp what it has not;
the second, to retain, and, by accumulating, 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 scattering, and squander-
ing, as it was eager and unscrupulous in getting: the
nheovékTng will be often ‘rapti largitor,” as was Catiline;
characterizing whom Cicero demands (Pro Cael. 6): ‘Quis in
rapacitate avarior? quis in largitione effusior?’ even as

the same idea is very boldly conceived in the Sir Giles
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Overreach of Massinger. Consistently with this, we find
nheovékTng joined with dpmag (i Cor. v. 10); TheoveEia
with BapVTng (Plutarch, Arist. 3); TheoveEiat, with khomat
(Mark vii. 2); with d8wiau (Strabo, vii. 4. 6); with
(1 oveikioun (Plato, Legg. iii. 677 b); and the sin defined by
Theodoret (in Ep. ad Rom. i. 30): 1) Tod mheiovog édeog,
kai TAV 00 TpooMkéVTwY 1 dprayn: with which compare
the definition, whosesoever it may be, of ‘avaritia’ as
‘injuriosa a petitio alienorum’ (ad Herenn. iv. 25); and
compare further Bengel's note (on Mark vii. 22): ‘mtheove-
Eia, comparativum involvens, denotat medium quiddam
inter furtum et rapinam; ubi per varias artes id agitur
ut alter per se, sed cum laesione sui, inscius vel invites,
offerat, concedat et tribuat, quod indigne accipias.' It is
therefore fitly joined with aiaxpoxepSeia (Polybius, vi. 46.
3). But, while it is thus with mheoveEia, Girapyvpia, on
the other hand, the miser's sin (it is joined with pikpo-
Noyia, Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul. 36) will be often
cautious and timid, and will not necessarily have cast off
the outward shows of uprightness. The Pharisees, for
example, were (phdpyvpor (Luke xvi. 14): this was not
irreconcilable with the maintenance of a religious profes-
sion, which the mheovEia would have manifestly been.
Cowley, the delightful prose which he has inter-
spersed with 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 descrip-
tion severall, of Covetise and Avarice in The Romaunt
of the Rose, 183-246). ‘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 so called, which is a rest-
less and unsatiable desire of riches, not for any further
end or use, but only to hoard and preserve, and per-
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petually 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 TheoveEia
may be regarded as the larger term, the genus, of which
({1\apyvpia is the species; this last being the love of
money, while T eoveEia is the drawing and snatching by
the sinner to himself of the creature in every form and
kind, as it lies out of and beyond himself the ‘indigentia’
of Cicero ('indigentia est libido inexp ebilis:" Tusc. iv.

9. 21); compare Dio Chrysostom, De varit. Orat. 17;
Augustine, Enarr. in Ps. cxviii. 35, 36; and Bengel's pro-
found explanation of the fact, that, in the enumeration of
sins, St. Paul so often associates Theove&ia with sins of the
flesh; as at 1 Cor. v. 11; Ephes. v. 3, 5; Col. 5: ‘Solet
autem jungere cum impuritate T \eoveEiav, nam homo
extra Deum quaerit pabulum in creatura materiali, vel per
voluptatem, vel per avaritiam bonun alienum ad se

redigit." But, expressing much, Bengel as not expressed
all. The connection between these two provinces of sin

is deeper and more intimate still; and his is witnessed

in the fact, that not merely is Theove&ia, as signifying
covetousness, joined to sins of impurity but the word is
sometimes used, as at Ephes. v. 3 (see Jerome, in loc.), and
often by the Greek Fathers (see Suicer. Thes. s. v. : and
Hammond's excellent note on Rom. 1. 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. 38-41).
Contemplated under this aspect, TAeove&ia has a much
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wider and deeper sense than pirapyvpa. Plato (Gorg. 493),
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 husks of

the swine.

§ xxv. BOOTKw, Tolpaivw.

WHILE B6oketv and moipaivewy are both often employed
in a figurative and spiritual sense in the 0. T. (1 Chron.

xi. 2; Ezek. xxiv. 3; Ps. Ixxvii. 72; Jer. xxiii. 2), and
noipaivewv in the New; the only occasions in the latter, on
which B6oketv, is so used, are John xxi. 5, 17. There our
Lord, giving to St. Peter that thrice-repeated commission

to feed his “lambs’ (ver. i 5), his "sheep" (ver. 16), and
again his "sheep" (ver. 17), uses first Booke, then secondly
TOipaLVe, returing to Booke 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 Booke, with which He
began. Yet cannot ascribe to accident the variation of

the words, any more than the changes, in the same verses,
from dyandv to Gpi\éiv (see p. 41), from dpvia to npéRaTa.
It is true that our Version, rendering Bdoke and moipaive
alike by "Feed," as the Vulgate by "Pasce," has not
attempted to follow the changes of the original text, nor

"t is evident that the same comparison had occurred to Shakespeare:
The cloyed will,
That satiate yet unsatisfied desire,
That tub both filled and running.'
Cymbeline, Acti. Sc. 7.
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can | perceive any resources of language by which either
our own Version or the Latin could have helped itself
here. ‘Tend’ for moipawve is the best suggestion which I
could make. The German, by aid of ‘weiden’ (=B6Tke1v)
and ‘huten’ (=moipaiveiv), might do it; but De Wette
has ‘weiden’ throughout.

The distinction, notwithstanding, is very far from
fanciful. Bookewv, the Latin ‘pascere,’ is simply ‘to feed:’
but Toipaivewv 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 ecclesiasticum compre-
hendit;” and Bengel: ‘Béoketv est pars Tod moipaivey.’
The wider reach and larger meaning of moipaiveiv makes
itself felt at Rev. 27; xix. 15; where at once we are
conscious how impossible it would be to substitute BoTkewv;
and compare Philo, Quod Det. Pot. Insid. 8.

There is a 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
noipéveg A\a@v: cf. 2 Sam. v. 2; vii. 7; Ps. Ixxviii. 71. 72.
Nay more, in Scripture God Himself is a Shepherd (Isai.
xl. 11; Ezek. xxxiv. 11-31; Ps. xxiii.); and God manifest
in the flesh avouches Himself as 6 moiurjv 6 Aaég (John
x. 11); He is the dpy1moipriv (I Pet. v. 4); 6 péyog moumv
T@V poRdTwy (Heb. xiii. 20); as such fulfilling the pro-
phecy of Micah (v. 4). Compare a sublime passage in
Philo, De Agricul. 12, beginning: oUTw pévTot Toi motpaiverv
€0 Tiv dyaBév, WoTe 00 Baoihedot pévov kai oodhoig dvdpdort,
kai Yoy ois TENelo kekaBappévots, AANA Koi Be® TA mavmnye-
névt dikaiwg dvaTiBetau, with the three §§ preceding.

But it may very naturally be asked, if Toipaivev be thus
so much the more significant and comprehensive word, and
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if on this accoun the moipoive was added to the Béoke in
the Lord's latest instruction to his Apostle, how account
for his going back to Béoke again, and concluding thus,
not as we should expect with the wider, but with the
narrower charge, and weaker admonition? In Dean Stan-
ley's Sermons an Essays on the Apostolic Age, p. 138, the
answer 1s 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 occupy.

How often, in a false ecclesiastical system, the preaching
of the Word loses its preeminence; the Béokewv falls into
the background, is swallowed up in the Toipaiverv, which
presently becomes no true Toipaivelv, because it is not a
Bookewv as well, but such a ‘shepherding’ rather as God's
Word by the prophet Ezekiel has denounced (xxxiv. 2, 3,
8, 10; cf. Zech. xi. 15-17; Matt. xxiii.)

xxvi. {fhog, pOsOVoS.

THESE words are often joined together; they are so by

St. Paul (Gal. v. 20, 21); by Clement of Rome (1 Ep. § 3),
4, 5; and virtually by Cyprian in his little treatise, De

Zelo et Livore: by classical writers as well; by Plato (Phil.
47 e; Legg. iii. 679 c; Menex. 242 a); by Plutarch, Coriol.
19; and by others. Still, there are differences between
them; and this first, that {fj\og is a péoov, 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. 13; Gal. v. 20; Jam. 1i1. 14, in
which last place, to make quite clear what {fj\og is meant,
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it is qualified by the addition of mikpdg, land is linked with
épiBera): while pBSvVog, incapable of good, is used always
and only in an evil, signification. When £1j\og, 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: {f\og TOV dpiocTwy (Lucian, Adv.
Indoct. 17): ¢fihog ToD BehTiovog (Philo, de Praem. et Poen.
3); dvoTnia kai ERNog (Plutarch, De Alx. Fort. Or. ii. 6;
An Seni Resp. Ger. 25); {f\os kai piunoig (Herodian, 4);
ENAWTNS Kol mpnTHg (vi. 8). It is the Latin ‘aemmulatio,’
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 ‘Eifer-
sucht." The verb ‘aemulor,’ I need hardly observe, finely
expresses the difference between worth and unworthy
emulation, governing an accusative in cases where the
first, a 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 a 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 impatient 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

' YEp1g, which often in the Odyssey, and in the later Greek (not, I
believe, in the /liad), very nearly resembled {fihog, 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): €pig pév éoTv, 8TOV T1g, UNEP
100 p1j ENATTWY Pavijvai Tivog, omovddln TotEiv Ti.
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attend it), must needs be in the same degree lawful and
laudable too, that it is for a man to make himself as use-
ful and accomplished as he can' (Works, London, 1737,
vol. v. p. 403; and compare Bishop Butler, Works, 1836,
vol. 1. p. 1 s).
By Aristotle £fihog 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 con-
trasts it with envy (Rhet. 2. IT): éo11 {flog ANOT T1g émi
Gawopévn tapovoiq dyab@V Evtipwy . ... ovyx 8Tt A w,
dAN 811 0Uyi Ko aUT® €0 T 810 Kai émekég ETTY 0 {R\oS,
KOl éMElK@Y* TO 8¢ PhBoVEiY, hadrov, kai padlwy. The
Church Fathers follow in his footsteps. Jerome (Exp. in
Gal. v. 20): “¢f\og et in bonam partem accipi potest,
quum quis nititur ea quae bona sunt aemulari. Invidia
vero aliena felicitate torquetur;' and again (in Gal. 1v.
17): ‘AEmulantur bene, qui cum videant in aliquibus esse
gratias, dona, virtutes, ipsi tales esse desiderant.' OEcu-
menius: 0Tt {ANOS Kivnois Yoy fis évBovoiwidng éni Ti, petd
Tvog doporuioews Tod Tpog 6 1) omovdry éoT: cf. 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.'

But it is only too easy for this zeal and honorable
rivalry to degenerate into a 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 together aim at the same object, who are
thus competitors, being in danger of being enemies as
well; just as duilha (which, however, has kept its more
honorable use, see Plutarch, Anim. an Corp. App. Pej. 3),
is connected with &pa; and ‘rivales’ meant no more
at first than occupants of the banks of the same river
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(Pott, Etym. Forsch. i1. 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 degene-

rates (‘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

¢filog and ép1g continually joined together (Rom. xiii. 13;

2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 20; Clement of Rome, [ Ep. § 3,

36): ¢frog and rhovewkia (Plutarch, De Cap. Inim. Util.

I): or, where there is not vigour and energy enough to

attempt the making of it less, there in may be at least the
wishing of it less; with such petty carping and fault-finding
as it may dare to indulge in--86vog and pwpog being
joined, as in Plutarch, Praec. Reg. Reip. 27. And here in

this last fact is the point of contact which {fihog has with
(06vog (thus Plato, Menex. 242 a: np@Tov pév Lflog, dno
¢rhov 8¢ pB6vog: and AEschylus, Agamem. 939: 6 & d(pO6-
ynTog 0UK éniinhog méhet); the latter being essentially
passive, as the former is active and energic. We do not

find pBGvog in the comprehensive catalogue of sins at

Mark vii. 21, 22; but this envy, 800 ppwv Tog, as AEschylus
(Agam. 755) has called it, onué€iov pUOews TOAVTATOOT
novnpds, as Demosthenes (499, 21), tao@v peyioTn TOV év
advBpuinoig véoog, as Euripides has done, and of which
Herodotus (iii. So) has said, dpyfi8ev énddetar dvBpuinw,
could not, in one shape or other, be absent; its place is
supplied by a circumlocution, 6OAnog movnpés (cf. Ec-
clus. xiv. 8, 10), but one putting it in connexion with

the Latin ‘invidia,” which is derived, as Cicero observes
(Tusc. 1ii. 9), ‘a nimis intuendo fortuna alterius;' cf.

Matt. xx. 15; and I Sam. xviii. 9: "Saul eyed," 1. e.

envied, "David." The ‘urentes oculi’ of Persius (Sat. 1i.

34), the ‘mal’ occhio’ of the Italians, must receive the

same explanation. ®B6vog, is the meaner sin,—and there-
fore the beautiful Greek proverb, 6 (p86vog €€w Tod Beiov
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y 6pouv,—being merely displeasure at another's good;’
AU €’ dANoTpiotg dyaBais, as the Stoics defined it
(Diogenes Laertins, vii. 63, III), \UTtn THig ToD TANCTi0V
evnpayiag, as Basil (Hom. de Invid.), ‘aegritudo suscepta
propter alterius res secundas, quae nihil noceant invidenti,'
as Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8; cf. Xenophon, Mem. iii. 9. 8),
‘odium felicita is alienae,” as Augustine (De Gen. ad Lit.
11-14),> with the desire that this good or this felicity may
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. 30). 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 youthful Themistocles to
sleep (Plutarc Them. 3), here was €fi\og in its nobler
form, an emulation which would not let him rest, till he
had set a Salamis of his own against the Marathon of his
great predecessor. But it was pB6vog which made that
Athenian citizen to be weary of hearing Aristides evermore
styled ‘The Just’ (Plutarch, Arist, 7); an envy which
contained no impulses moving him to strive for himself
after the justice which he envied in another. See on this
subject further the beautiful remarks of Plutarch, De Prof.
Virt. 14; and on the likenesses and differences between
uioog and pBGvog, his graceful essay, full of subtle analysis
of the human heart, De Invidid et Odio. Baokavia, a word
frequent enough in later Greek in this sense of envy,
nowhere occurs in the N. T.; Baokaiveiv only once

(Gal. iii. 1).

! Augustine's definition of ¢p86vog (Exp. 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 vould rather be vépeoig and vepeodv in the ethical ter-
minology of Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. ii. 7, 15; Rhet. ii. 9).

* ‘Sick of a strange disease, another's health.' Phineas Fletcher.
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§ xxvii. wn, Bios.

THE Latin language and the English not less 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 {wn and
Biog 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 equi-
vocation, conceal real and important differences from our-
selves or from others; as nothing is so effectual for this
as the employment of equivocal words

The true antithesis of {w is BdvaTog (Rom. viii. 38;
2 Cor. v. 4; Jer. viii. 3; Ecclus. xxx. 7; Plato, Legg. xii.
944 ¢), as of ¢Av, dmoBvriokev (Luke xx. 38; I Tim. v. 6;
Rev. 1. 18; cf. 1I. xxiii. 70; Heroditus, 1. 31; Plato,
Phaedo, 71 d; o0k évavTiov s T@ Ry TO TeBrdvat elvat;);
¢wn), as some will have it, being nearly connected with
dw, dnuu, to breathe the breath of life, which is the neces-
sary condition of living, and, as such is involved in like
manner in Tvedpa and Yoy, in ‘spiritus’ and ‘anima.’

But, while wnj is thus life intensive (‘vita qua vivimus’),
Biog is life extensive ('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 oir life,” ‘profession,’
career. Examples of Biog in all these senses the N. T.
supplies. Thus it is used as

a. The period or duration of life ; thus, Xp6vog ToD Biov
(I Pet. iv. 3): cf. Biog ToD ypévou (Job x. 20): pfikog Biov
kod €1 Cwiig (Prov. iii. 2): Plutarch (De Lib. Ed. 17),
oTrypn xpévov nag 0 Biog éoT: again, Biog THg Cwhg (Cons.
ad Apoll. 25); and €wnj kai Biog (De Pla. Phil. v. 18).

B. The means of life, or ‘living,” A. V.; Mark xii. 44;
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Luke viii. 43; xv. 12; I John iii. 17, Tov Biov ToD k6o p1ov:
cf. Plato, Gorg. 486 d; Legg. xi. 936 c; Aristotle, Hist. An.
1x. 23. 2; Euripides, lon, 329; and often, but not always,
these means of life, with an under sense of largeness and
abundance.

Y- The manner of life; or life in regard of its moral
conduct, having such words as Tpémog, 1161, npaEg for its
equivalents, and not seldom such epithets as k6o pn10g,
XPNOTOS, TuWhpwy, joined to it I Tim. ii. 2; so Plato (Rep.

i. 344 ¢), Biov Sraywyn: Plutarch, diouta kai Biog (De Virt. et
Vit. 2): and very nobly (De Is. et Os. 1), ToD 8€ y1vwokewy

10 §vTa Koi PPovEV ddharpeBévTos, 0U Biov dANd ypévov
[olpau] €lvon Tv dBavaciav: and De Lib. Ed. 7, TETAYHEVOS
Biog: Josephus, Att. v. 10. I; with which compare Augus-

tine (De Trin. xii. II): Cujus vitae sit quisque; id est,

quomodo agat haec temporalia, quam vitam Graeci non {wNv
sed Bilov vocant.’

In Biog, thus used as manner of life, there is an ethical
sense often inhering, which, in classical Greek at least, wn
does not possess. Thus in Aristotle (Politics, 1. 13. 13),
it is said that he slave is kowwvog Cwis, he lives with the
family, but not kotwwvog Biov, he does not share in the
career of his master; cf. Ethic. Nic. x. 6. 8 ; and he draws,
according to Ammonius, the following distinction: Biog
¢o1i Noykn) Gwr): Ammonius himself affirming Biog, to be
never, except incorrectly, applied to the existence of plants
or animals, but only to the /ives of men." I know not
how he reconciled this statement with such passages as
these from Aristotle, Hist. Anim. 15; 1x. 8. 1; un-
less, indeed, he included him in his censure. Still, the
distinction which he somewhat too absolutely asserts (see
Stallbaum's ote on the Timaeus 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,

"'See on these two synonyms, Viimel, Synon. Worterbuch, p. 168, sq.;
and Wyttenbach Animad. in Plutarchum, vol. iii. p. 166.
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as now used, is a manifest misnomer.! We speak, on one
side, of ‘zoology,” for animals ({@wa) have the vital prin-
ciple; 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 lives, lives in which there is that moral distinction
between one and another, which may make them worthy
to be recorded. They are éTn {wfig, but 6301 Biov (Prov.
iv. 10); cf. Philo, De Carit. 4, where of Moses he says
that at a certain epoch of his mortal course, Hp&aTo peTa-
BAA\eV ék BunTig Lwiig eig dBdvaTov Biov.

From all this it will follow, that, while 8dvaTog and {wm)
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): kpeiocowv BdvaTog VTP
Cwnv TKpav 1 dgpuioTnua éppovov. But so soon as a moral
element is introduced, and ‘life’ is regarded as the oppor-
tunity for living nobly or the contrary, the antithesis is
not between 8dvaTog and w1}, but BdvaTog and Bilog: thus
compare Xenophon (De Rep. Lac. ix. I): aipeTduiTepov elvat
TOV KOOV BdvaTov avTi Tod aioypod Biov, with Plato
(Legg. xii. 944 d): Cwrv aioypdv dpvipevos petd Tdyovs,
LENNOV T peT dvdpeiag kahov kai evdaipova BdvaTov. A
reference to the two passages will show that in the latter
it is the present boon of shameful life, (therefore Lwm,)
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 Biog &Brog (Empedocles, 326) a Biog dBiwTog
(Xenophon, Mem. iv. 8. 8; cf. Meineke, Flagm. Com. Graec.
142); a Biog 00 PiwTdg (Plato, Apol. 38 a); a “vita non

! The word came to us from the French. Gottfried Reinhart Trevi-
sanus, who died in 1837, was its probable inventor in his book, Biologie,
ou la Philosophic de la Nature vivante, of which the first volume appeared
in 1802, Some flying pages by Canon Field, of Norwich, Biology and
Social Science, deal well with this blunder.
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vitalis;” from which all the ornament of life, all the
reasons for living, have departed. The two grand chap-
ters with which the Gorgias of Plato concludes (82, 83)
constitute a fine exercise in the distinction between the
words themselves, as between their derivatives no less;
and Herodotus, vii. 46, the same.

But all this being so, and Biog, not {w, 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 {wn) is there the nobler
word, expressing as it continually does all of highest and
best which the saints possess in God; thus oTépavog THg
¢wig (Rev. ii. 10), EONov TR Cwiig (ii. 7), BiBNog THS Cwiig
(iii. 5), UBwp CwRg (xxi. 6), Ewn Kad eboéBeta (2 Pet. i. 3),
Cwn kad ddpBapoia (2 Tim. i. 10), wny Tod Beod (Ephes. iv.
18), Ewnj aduwviog (Matt. xix. 16; Rom. ii. 7),' ¢w} dkaTd-
AvTog (Heb. vii. 16); 1) vTwg Ewry (I Tim. vi. 19); or some-
times w1 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 Biog, 3ovai Tod
Biov (Luke viii. 14), mpaypaTtéiot 100 Biov (2 Tim. ii. 4),
alatoveia Tod Biov (I John ii. 16), Biog Tod kéopov (iii. 17),
nepipvou BuwTtikai (Luke xxi. 34). How shall we explain
this?

A little reflection will supply the answer. Revealed
religion, and it alone, puts death and sin in closest con-
nexion, declare them the necessary correlatives one of
the other (Gen 1.-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 1s there because sin was there first; wherever there 1s
no death, that is, life, this is there, because sin has never
been there, or having once been, is now cast out and ex-

! Zw1) aduiviog occurs once in the Septuagint (Dan. xii. 2; cf. Cw
dévaog, 2 Macc. vii. 36), and in Plutarch, De.Is. et Os, 1.
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gelled. In revealed religion, which thus makes death to

have come into the world through sin, and only through

sin, life is the correlative of holiness. Whatever truly

lives, does so because sin has never found place in it, or,
having found place for a time, has since been overcome

and expelled. So soon as ever this is felt and understood,
¢wn at once assumes the profoundest moral significance;

it becomes the fittest expression for the very highest
blessedness. Of that whereof we predicate absolute {wn,
we predicate absolute holiness of the same. Christ affirm-
ing of Himself, éy« eip M wr (John xiv. 6; cf. I John

i. 2; Ignatius, ad Smyrn. 4: Xp1o 10 T0 AANBLVOV LAV
¢nv), implicitly affirmed of Himself that He was absolutely
holy; and in the creature, in like manner, that alone truly
lives, 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
¢wn to set 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 dmnAloTpiwpévor Tfig Ewiig Tod Beod,
as ‘alienated from a divine life,' that is, ‘from a life lived
according to the will and commandments of God’ (‘remoti a
vita, illa quae secundum Deum est:' as Grotius has it),
¢wn 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 (mapd Zot Tnyn
Cwiig, Ps. xxxv. 10); as not having life, because separated
from Him who only absolutely lives (John v. 26), the living
God (Matt. xvi. 16; I Tim. 1ii. 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 {wn (and to the verb ¢fjv as well) the force
which has been claimed for it here.
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§ xxviii. KUp10g, €T TOTNS.

A MAN, according to the later Greek grammarians, was
8eomdTNg in respect of his slaves (Plato, Legg. vi. 756 €),
therefore 0iko8eoméTNg, but kbp1og in regard of his wife and
children; whole in speaking either to him or of him, would
give him this title of honour; "as Sara obeyed Abraham,
calling him lord" (k0ptov aToV kakodoa, I Pet. iii. 6;
cf. I Sam. i. 8; cf. Plutarch, De Virt. Mul. s. vv. Mikko.

kol MeyioTw). There is a certain truth in this distinction.
Undoubtedly there lies in k0p10g 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, a consideration of their good over
whom it is exercised; while the 8eamdTNg exercises a more
unrestricted power and absolute domination, confessing no
such limitations or restraints. He who addresses another

as 8éomoTa, puts an emphasis of submission into his
speech, which k0p1e would not have possessed; therefore

it was that the Greeks, not yet grown slavish, refused this
title of 8eomdTNg to any but the gods (Euripides, Hippol.
88: dvak, Beovs yop SeomiTAS KANELY Y pewdv); 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 payment, 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 hu-
mane view of slavery obtained, the antithesis of 8eamdTNg
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and 8odhog, would continually give place to that of kbprog
and 300Nog. 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 gram-
marians was observed. Masters are now kvp1ot, (Ephes. vi.
9; Col. iv. I), and now 8eondéTar (I Tim. 1. I, 2; Tit. ii.
9; cf. I 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 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 the word ‘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 8eomdTaur, however
they might refuse this title to any other; so, within the
limits of Revelation, 8e0mdTNg, no less than kVp10g, is ap-
plied to the true God. Thus in the Septuagint, at Josh.
v. 14; Prov. xxix. 25; Jer. iv. 10; in the Apocrypha, at
2 Macc. v. 17, and elsewhere; while in the N. T. on these
occasions: Luke 11. 29; Acts iv. 24; Rev. vi. 10; 2 Pet. ii.
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, 3ean6TNS is to
be referred to Christ; attributing only kptog to Him, and
8eomoTNG to the Father. The fact that in the Greek text,
as he read it, Bedv followed and was joined to eaméTNY,
no doubt really lay at the root of his reluctance to ascribe
the title of 8eamdTNg to Christ. It was for him not a phi-
lological, but a theological difficulty, however he may have
sought to persuade himself otherwise.
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This 8eandTNg 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 is will in the army of heaven and among the
inhabitants of the earth" (Dan. iv. 35), more strongly
than kbprog, would have done. So much is plain from
some words of Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Haer. 35), who finds
evidence of Abraham's ebAdBe1a, of his tempering, on one
signal occasion, boldness with reverence and godly fear, in
the fact that, addressing God, he forsakes the more usual
KUp1e, and substitutes 8éomoTa in its room; for 8eondTNG,
as Philo proceeds to say, is not k0p1og only, but poBepog
kUptog, and implies, on his part who uses it, a more entire
prostration of self before the might and majesty of God
than kbprog, would have done.

§ xxix. dNafwWv, dmepriavos, VRPLOTHS.

THESE words occur all of them together at Rom. 1. 30,
though in a order exactly the reverse from that in which
I have found it convenient to take them. They constitute
an interesting subject for synonymous discrimination.

> ANaCWv occurring twice in the Septuagint (Hab. ii. 5;
Job xxviii. 8), is found as often in the N. T. (here and at
2 Tim. iii. 2); while dhaoveia, of which the Septuagint
knows nothing, appears four times in the Apocrypha
(Wisd. v. 8; xvii. 7; 2 Macc. ix. 8; xv. 6), and in the
N. T. twice (Jam. iv. 16; 1 John ii. 16). Derived from
d\m 'a wandering about,' it designated first the vagabond
mountebanks (‘marktschreyers'), conjurors, quacksalvers,
or exorcists (Acts xix. 13; I Tim. v. 13); being joined
with yéng (Lucian, Revivisc. 29); with (pévg (Aristo-
phanes); with kevog (Plutarch, Quom. in Virt. Prof. 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 (Act i1. Sc. I). It was from them
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transferred to any braggart or boaster (A\a{wv kai VTép-
avyos, Philo, Cong. Erud. Grat. § 8; while for other in-
different 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 else it might be, which were not truly
his (Plutarch, Qua quis Rat. Laud. 4). He is thus the exact
antithesis of the €lpwv, who makes less of himself and his
belongings than the reality would warrant, in the same
way as the dha£uiv makes more (Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. 7.
12). In the Definitions which pass under Plato's name,
dlagoveia is defined as €€1g mpoomoinTiKY) dyaB@V ur vrap-
¥ 6vTwv; while Xenophon (Cyr. ii. 2. 12) describes the
dladv thus: 0 pév ydp dhaluwv épotye Sokéi Svopa k€ioBat
émi Toig MPOTMO10VNEVOLS KoL TAOVT1WTEPOLS E1Vat 1 €101, Kaid
Av8peroTépots, kai morioe, & prj ikavoi eiot, VTLOY VOLPéVOLS'
kai TadTa, Pavepois yryvouévors, 6Tt Tod NaBeiv Tt éveka kai
kepdAvat motodow: and Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. iv. 7. 2): S0k€el
81 0 PV ANAE@V TPOTTOINTIKOS TV EVEOEWY €lvat, Koi un
vmapy dvTwy, Kod pergévwy 1 vrrdpyet: cf. Theodoret on Rom.
i. 30: dhatévog KaEL Todg 0Udepiov pév €yovrtag npdhooiy
eis GpovruaTog §ykov, pdTn 8¢ puoiwpévous. As such he
is likely to be a busybody and meddler, which may explain
the juxtaposition of dhatoveia and ToNvrpaypoodvn (Ep. ad
Diognetum, 4). Other words with which it is joined are
Bhakeia (Plutarch, De Rect. Aud. 18); T0¢og (Clement of
Rome, 1 Ep. § 13); dyepwyia (2 Macc. ix. 7); draidevoia
(Philo, Migrat. Abrah. 24): while in the passage from
Xenophon, which was just now quoted in part, the d\a{éveg
are distinguished from the doTéiot, and eﬁxaiTeg.

It is not an accident, but of the essence of the A a{uwv,
that in his boastings he overpasses the limits of the truth
(Wisd. 1i. 16, 17); thus Aristotle sees in him not merely
one making unseemly display of things which he actually
possesses, but vaunting himself in those which he does
not possess; and sets over against him the dAnBevTikog Kai
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1@ Biw kai T@ A\éyw: cf. Rhet. ii. 6: T0 TA AANGTPLa ALVTOD
(dokew, dhatoveiag onuéiov: and Xenophon, Mem. i. 7;
while Plato (Rep. viii. 560 c) joins \yevd€ig with dhabveg
\éyor: and Plutarch (Pyrrh. 19) dha&uwv with kéumog. We
have in the same sense a lively description of the d\a&uiv
in the Characters (23) of Theophrastus; and, still better,
of the shifts and evasions to which he has recourse, in the
treatise, Ad Herenn. 1iv. 50, 51. While, therefore ‘boaster’
fairly represents dhauwv (Jebb suggests ‘swaggerer,” Cha-
racters of Theophrastus, p. 193), ‘ostentation’ does not
well give back d\aoveia, 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, E. V.),
renders it all so adequately as the German ‘prahlerei.’
For the thing, Falstaff and Parolles, both of them ‘un-
scarred braggarts of the war,” are excellent, though mar-
vellously diverse, examples; so too Bessus in Beaumont
and Fletcher’s King and no King; while, on the other hand,
Marlowe's Tamburlaine, despite of all his big vaunting
words, 1S no o’L)\OLQu')v, imnasmuch as there are fearful reali-
ties of power by which these his peyding yAwoong képmot
are sustained and borne out. This dealing in braggadocio
is a vice sometimes ascribed to whole nations; thus an
éndutog dratoveia to the AEtolians (Polybius, iv. 3; cf.
Livy, xxxiii. II); and, in modern times, to the Gascons;
out of which these last have given us ‘gasconade.” The
Vulgate, translating d\atéveg, ‘elati’ (in the Rhemish,
‘haughty’) has not seized the central meaning as suc-
cessfully as Beza, who has rendered it ‘gloriosi."

A distinction has been sometimes drawn between the
d\awv and the mépmepog [1) dydnn o0 Teprepetertat, 1 Cor.

! We formerly used ‘glorious’ in this sense. Thus, in North's Plu-
tarch, p. 183: 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 glori-
ous poppy [prelacy] from insulting over the good corn [presbytery].’
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xiil. 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 main-
tained (see Polybius, xxxii. 6. 5 : x1. 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 a tendency;
and thus the dhadWv is often at0ddng as well (Prov. xxi.
24); alatoveia is nearly allied to Umepoia: they are used
as almost convertible terms (Philo, De Carat. 22-24). But
from Omepoyia to Umepndavia there is but a single step;
we need not then wonder to meet Umepripavog joined with
alawv: cf. Clement of Rome, I Ep. § i6. The places in
the N. T. where it occurs, besides those noted already, are
Luke i. 51; Jam. iv. 6; I Pet. v. 5; Omeprjpavog at Mark
vii. 22. A picturesque image serves for its basis: the
vnepripavog, from vép and paivopar, being one who shows
himself above his fellows, exactly as the Latin ‘superbus’
1s from 'super;' as our ‘stilts’ is connected 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, quem-
admodum Saul, prae ceteris sit conspicuus, I Sam. ix. 2.’
Compare Horace (Carm. 1. 18. 15): ‘Et tollens vacuum
plus nimio Gloria verticem.’

A man can show himself d\a¢wiv only when in company
with his fellow-men; but the proper seat of the Umepnpavia,
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. 34)
describes it, kaToPpéYNTig Tig TATV aiTOD TAV AAWY:
joined therefore with vmepoia. (Demosthenes, Orat. xxi.
247); with é€ovdévworg, (Ps. xxx. 19); dmepripavog with
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a08ddng (Plutarch, Alcib. c. Cor. 4). The bearing of the
vnepripavog 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 (bnepndavia
is joined with (p1\odo&ia Esth. iv. 10); his indignation,

and, it may be, his cruelty and revenge, if these are with-
held (see Esth. 5, 6; and Appian, De Reb. Pun. viii.

118: Wpa kai vmepripava), are only the outcomings of this
false estimate of himself; it is thus that dmeprjdavog and
énidpBovog (Plutarch, Pomp. 24), Omepripavor and Bapeig
(Qu. Rom. 63), bmepndavia and dyepwyia (2 Macc. ix. 7),
are joined together. In the Umepripavog we may have the
perversion of a nobler character than in the d\a£uv, the
melancholic, as the d\a§wv is the sanguine, the VBP1o TS
the choleric, temperament; but because nobler, therefore

one which, if it falls, falls more deeply, sins more fear-

fully. He is one whose "heart is lifted up" (O\ymhokdp-
8105, Prov. xvi. 5); one of those TA. VYnhd (ppovodVTeg
(Rom. xii. 16), as opposed to the Tamevol T1j kapdiq: he

is TupwBeig (1 Tim. iii. 6) or TeTvPpwpévog (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 against God; he may assail the very
prerogatives of Deity itself (I Macc. 1. 21, 24; Ecclus. x.

12, 13; Wisd. xiv. 6: brepripavor yrydvTes). Theophylact
therefore does not go too far, when he calls this sin dkp6-
TOALS KOK@WV: nor need we wonder to be thrice reminded,

in the very same words, that "God resisteth the proud"
(OUmepnpdvoig dvTiTdooeTat: Jam. iv. 6; I Pet. v. 5; Prov.
i11. 34); sets Himself in battle array against them, as they
against Him.

It remains to speak of UBp1oTYg, which, by its deriva-
tion from UBp1g, which is, again, from Umép (so at least
Schneider and Pott; but Curtius, Grundzuge, 2nd. edit.

p. 473 doubts), and as we should say, ‘uppishness,’
stands in a certain etymological relation with vmeprjpavog
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(see Donaldson, New Cratylus, 3rd ed. p. 552). “YBp1g is

insolent wrongdoing to others, not out of revenge, or any

other motive except the mere pleasure which the infliction

of the wrong imparts. So Aristotle (Rhet. 2): €011 ydp

UBpts, TO PAATEW Kai AuTeiv, édy otg aioybvn éoTi T® ndo-
xovTt, p1Tva Tt yévnTar adT® AANo, ) §T1 éyéveTo, AN Srws
MoBf" o1 ydp AvTimotodVTeS 0V VBPiLoVTY, AANG TipwpodYTAL.
What its flower and fruit and harvest shall be, the dread

lines of AEschylus (Pers. 822) have told us. “YBp1oT1ig

occurs only twice in the N. T.; Rom. 1. 30 ('despiteful,’

E. V.),and I Tim. i. 13 ("injurious,' E.V.; a word seldom

now applied except to things; but preferable, as it seems,

to ‘insolent,” which has recently been proposed; in the

Septuagint often; being at Job xi. 6, 7; Isai. ii. 12, asso-

ciated with vmepridpavog (cf. Prov. viii. 13); as the two, in

like manner, are connected by Aristotle (RAet. 11. 16).

Other words whose company it keeps are dyprog (Homer,

Od. vi. 120); drdoBarog (Ib. xxiv. 282); olitBwv (Sophocles,

Ajax, 1061); dvopog (Id. Trachin. 1076); Biarog (De-

mosthenes, Orat. xxiv. 169); tdpotvos, dyvdpwy, Tkpés

(Id: Orat. liv. 1261); &81kog (Plato, Legg. i. 630 b); dxo-

Ao T0S (Apol. Socr. 26 e); ddpwv (Phil. 45 e); vmepdnTNg
(Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. iv. 3. 21); 8pa.ovg (Clement of

Alexandria, Strom. ii. 5); ¢padhog (Plutarch, Def. Orac.

45); prrhoyéwg (Id. Symp. 8. 5; but here in a far milder

sense). In his Lucullus, 34, Plutarch speaks of one as

dvnp UBPLOTYS, Kai HeoTOS ONywpiag dndong kai BpaoiTnToS,
Its exact antithesis is oW dpwv (Xenophon, Apol. Soc. 19;

Ages. x. 2; cf. mpoqiiBupog, Prov. xvi. 19). The UBp1oTYS is
contumelious; his insolence and contempt of others break

forth in acts of wantonness and outrage. Menelaus is

UBp1oTYig when he would fain have withheld the rites of

burial from the dead body of Ajax (Sophocles, 4jax, 1065).

So, too, when Hanun, king of Ammon, cut short the gar-

ments of king David's ambassadors, and shaved off half

their beards, and so sent them back to their master
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(2 Sam. x.), this was UBp1g. St. Paul, when he persecuted
the Church, was OBp1oTvig (I Tim. i. 13; cf. Acts viii. 3),
but himself OBp1oB¢eig (I Thess. 2) at Philippi (see Acts
xvi. 22, 23). Our blessed Lord, prophesying the order of
his Passion, declares that the Son of Man UBp1o6riTeTO
(Luke xviii. 32); the whole blasphemous masquerade of
royalty, in which it was sought that He should sustain the
principal part (Matt. xxvii. 27-30), constituting the ful-
filment of this prophecy. ‘Pereuntibus addita ludibria’
are the words of Tacitus (4Annal. xv. 44), describing the
martyrdoms of the Christians in Nero's persecution; they
died, he would say, pe®’ #iBpews. The same may be said
of York, when, in Shakespeare's Henry V1., the paper
crown is set upon his head, in mockery of his kingly pre-
tensions, 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). 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 ever
begetting itself anew.

Cruelty and lust are the two main shapes in which
UBp1g 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 France, in the fifteenth century, they are not two sins
but one; and Milton, when he wrote, "lust hard by hate,"
saying much, yet did not say all. Out of a sense that in
UBp1g both are included, one quite as much as the other,
Josephus (Antt. 1. 11. 1) characterizes the men of Sodom as
vBproTai to men (cf. Gen. xix. 5), no less than doeBéig to
God. He uses the same language (Ib. v. 10. 1) about the
sons of Eli (cf. I Sam. ii. 22); on each occasion showing
that by the UBp1g which he ascribed to those and these,
he intended an assault on the chastity of others (cf. Eu-
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ripides, Hipp. 1086). Critias (quoted by AElian, V. H. x.
13) calls Archilochus \dyvog kai VBp1oTHis: and Plutarch,
comparing Demetrius Poliorcetes and Antony, gives this
title to them both (Com. Dem. cum Anton. 3; cf. Demet.
24; Lucian, Dial. Deor. vi. 1; and the article “YBpewg
8ikm in Pauly's Encyclopadie).

The three words, then, are clearly distinguishable,
occupying three different provinces of meaning: they pre-
sent 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 in acts.

§ xxx. AVTiYpPLOTOS, YeuddypLOTOS.

THE word dvTiyp1otog is peculiar to the Epistles of St.
John, occurring five times in them (1 Ep. 18, bis; ii.

22;1v. 3; 2 Ep. 7); and nowhere else in the N. T. But

if he alone has the word, St. 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 St.

Paul's {vBpwnog Tfig apapTiag, his vidg THg dmoleiag, his
&vopog (2 Thess. ii. 3, 8), is identical with St. John's dvTi-
Y P1OTOS (see Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xx. 19. 2); and,
indeed, to St. Paul we are indebted for our fullest instruc-
tion concerning this arch-enemy of Christ and of God.
Passing by, as not relevant to our purpose, many discus-

sions to which the mysterious announcement of such a
coming foe has given rise, whether, for example, the Anti-
christ is a single person or a succession of persons, a person
or a system, we occupy ourselves here with one question
only; namely, what the force is of dvTi in this composi-

tion. Is, it such as to difference o’w‘rixplo'Tog from evd0-

Y P1oT0S? does o’LVTixpw'Tog imply one who sets himself up
against Christ, or, like ev86y p1oTog, one who sets himself
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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 dvTi, in composition, has both
these forces. For a subtle analysis of the mental processes
see Pott, Etymol. Forschunyen, 2nd edit. p. 260. It often
by which it now means ‘instead of,” and now ‘against,’
expresses substitution; thus, dvTiBaciheds, he who is instead
of the king, ‘prorex,” ‘viceroy; dv@utnaTog, ‘proconsul;
dvTidetmvog, one who fills the place of an absent guest;
o’wTiqjuxog, one who lays down his life for others (Josephus,
De Macc. 17; Ignatius, Ephes. 21); dvti\uTpov, the ransom
paid instead of a person. But often also it implies opposi-
tion, as in dvTi\oyia (‘contradiction’), dvTiBeots, dvTikei-
pevos: 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 dvTivopia (see Suicer, Thes. s. v.),
opposition to law; o’wﬁxetp, the thumb, not so called,
because equivalent in strength to the whole hand, but as
set over against the hand; dvTidpiAéoodog, one of opposite
philosophical opinions; dvTikdTwy, the title of a book
which Caesar wrote against Cato; dvTiBeog—not indeed in
Homer, where, applied to Polyphemus (Od. 1. 70), and to
the Ithacan suitors (xiv. 18; cf. Pindar, Pyth. 88); it
means ‘godlike,’ that is, in strength and power;—but yet,
in later use, as in Philo; with whom dvTi8eog vodg, (De Conf.
Ling. 19; De Somn. 1i. 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 epuivupog, would be utterly point-
less, if dwTi in composition did not bear this meaning. I
will not further cite’ AvTépwg, where the force of dvTi is
more questionable; examples already adduced having
sufficiently shown that dvTi, in composition implies some-
times substitution, sometimes opposition. There are words
in which it has now this force, and now that, as these
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words are used by one writer or another. Thus dvTioTpd-
TNnyos is for Thucydides (vii. 86) the commander of the
hostile army, while for later Greek writers, such as Plutarch,
who occupy themselves with Roman affairs, it is the stand-
ing 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 deciding 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 I John ii.

22; 2 John 7; and in the parallel passage, 2 Thess, ii. 4,

he is 0 dvTikeipevog, or ‘the opposers;' and in this sense,
if not all, yet many of the Fathers have understood the
word. Thus Tertullian (De Praesc. Haer. 4): ‘Qui anti-
christi, nisi Christi rebelles?’” The Antichrist 1s, in Theo-
phylact's language, évavtiog T® Xp1o 1@, or in Origen's
(Con. Gels. vi. 45), Xp1oT@ kata Stdpetpov evavTios, ‘Wider-
christ,” as the Germans have rightly rendered it; one who
shall not pay so much homage 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 destruc-
tion of every religion, every acknowledgment that man is
submitted to higher powers than his own, shall seek to
establish his throne; and, for God's great truth that in

" Lucke (Comm. uber die Briefe des Johannes, pp. 190-194) excellently
discusses the word. On the whole subject of Antichrist see Schnecken-
burger, Jahrbuch fur Deutsche Theologie, vol. iv. p. 405 sqq,
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Christ God 1s man, to substitute his own lie, that in
him man is God.

The term evd6y p1oTog, with which we proceed to com-
pare 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
Jebd0og is combined with almost any other nouns at will.
Thus JevdandoTorog (2 Cor. xi. 13), yevddderdog (2 Cor.
Xi. 26), Yevd0313dakahog ( 2 Pet. ii. 1), evdompodriTng (Matt.
vii. 13; cf. Jer. xxxiii. 7), evdopudpTup (Matt. xxvi. 60; cf.
Plato). So, too, in ecclesiastical Greek, evdomoipnv, evdo-
NaTpeia; and in classical, Yevddyyehos (Homer, /. xv. 159),
YevdopavTig (Herodotus, iv. 69), and a hundred more. The
Vevdéy proTog 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, blas-
phemously affirms that he is the foretold One, in whom.
God's promises and men's expectations are fulfilled. Thus
Barchochab,—‘Son of the Star,” as, appropriating 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 con-
sumed himself with more than a million of his fellow-
countrymen,—was a \yevd6 proTos: 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 expectations of the Jews.

The distinction, then, is plain. The o’LVTixplo'Tog denies
that there is a Christ; the yev3éy proTog affirms himself 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
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they represent two different manifestations of the kingdom
of wickedness, there is a sense in which the final ‘Anti-
christ' 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 Anti-
christ will reveal himself to the world,—for he too will have
his dmokd\v\ig (2 Thess. ii. 3, 8), his mapovoia (ver. 9),
—as, 1n 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 pre-
sent material earth, instead of a distant, shadowy, and
uncertain heaven; abolishing those troublesome distinc-
tions, now the fruitful sources of so much disquietude,
abridging men of so 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 yevd6y proTog,
yet, usurping to himself Christ's offices, presenting him-
self 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 yevdéy pr1oTog and dvTi-
XPLOTOS in one.
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§ xxxi. pLONOVW, pioivw.,

WE have translated both these words, as often as they

occur in the N. T. (uoNOvw, at i Cor. viii. 7; Rev. iii. 4;

Xiv. 4; piaivw, 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;— poAVvewv being properly
‘to besmear,’ or ‘besmirch,’ as with mud or filth, ‘to de-
foul;' which, indeed, is only another form of ‘defile;’ thus
Aristotle (Hist. An. vi. 17. 1) speaks of swine, T@ TNA®@
oA OVoVTeg €auToUS, that is, as the context shows, crusting
themselves over with mud (cf. Plato, Rep. vii. 535 ¢;

Cant. v. 3; Ecclus. xiii. I): while piaivev, 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. 37), ‘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 secondary and ethical
sense both words have an equally dishonorable signifi-
cation, the poAvonog oapkdg (2 Cor. vii. I) being no other
than the pidopaTta Tod K6opov (2 Pet. ii. 20), both being
also used of the defiling of women (cf. Gen. xxxiv. 5;
Zech. xiv. 2),—this will only hold good so long as they are
figuratively and ethically taken. So taken indeed, piai-
vew is in classical Greek the standing word to express the
profaning or unhallowing of aught (Plato, Legg. ix. 868 a;
Tim. 69 d; Sophocles, Antig. 1031; cf. Lev. v. 3; John
xviii. 28). In a literal sense, on the contrary, piaivetv
may be used in good part, just as, in English, we speak of
the staining of glass, the staining of ivory (/I. iv. 141; cf.
Virgil, AEn. xii. 67); or as, in Latin, the ‘macula’ need
not of necessity be also a ‘labes;’ nor yet in English the
‘spot’ be always a ‘blot.” MoAVUvewv, on the other hand,
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as little admits of such nobler employment in a literal as

in a figurative sense.—The verb omihodv, a late word, and
found only twice in the N. T. (Jam. i1. 6; Jude 23), is

in meaning nearer to praiveiv. On it see Lobeck, Phryni-
chus, p. 28.

Xxxii. Tadeia, vovBeria.

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

IMaeia 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, Ta18eia 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 appre-
hension 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 under-
stood that all effectual instruction 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, ‘cor-
rection.' There must be énavépBwaotg, or ‘rectification’ in
it; which last word, occurring but once in the N. T., is there
found in closest connexion with mai8eia (2 Tim. iii. 16).'

" The Greek, indeed, acknowledged, to a certain extent, the same, in
his secondary use of dké\a.o'Tog, which, in its primary, meant simply ‘the
unchastised.” Menander too has this confession:

0 um dapeig AvBpwmog 0V madeteTat.
And in other uses of ma18everv in profane Greek there are slight hints of
the same: thus see Xenophon, Mem. i. 3. 5; Polybius, Hist. ii. 9. 6.
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Two definitions of Ta18eia—the one by a great heathen
philosopher, the other by a great Christian theologian,—
may be profitably compared. This is Plato's (Legg. ii.

659 d: Toundeia pév €00 1 maidwv OAkY Te kai dywyn TPOg
TOV U6 ToD vépov Aéyov 6pBov eipnuévov. And this is that
of Basil the Great (In Prov. I): éoTwv 1 toudeia dywyn Tig
dpénpos TH Yoy f, EMmovws ToOANAKLS TOV Ao Kakiag Kn\i-
Swv a TNV ékkaBaipovoa. For as many as felt and acknow-
ledged all which St. Basil here asserts, tai8eia signified,

not simply ‘eruditio,” but, as Augustine expresses it,

who has noticed the changed use of the word (Enarr. in

Ps. cxviii. 66), ‘per molestias eruditio.” And this is quite

the predominant use of ma1deia and Ta1deverv in the Sep-
tuagint, in the Apocrypha, and in the N. T. (Lev. xxvi. 18;

Ps. vi. 1; Isai. 5; Ecclus. iv. 17; xxii. 6, pol.oT1yeg Kot

radeia: 2 Macc. vi. 12; Luke xxiii. 16; Heb. xii. 5, 7, 8;

Rev. iii. 19, and often). The only occasion in the N. T.

upon which ma18everv 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 substituted with
advantage—the laws and ordinances of the Christian

household, the transgression of which will induce correc-

tion, being indicated by ma18eia there.

NouvBecoia (in Attic Greek vouBeTia or vovBéTnoig, Lobeck,
Phrynichus, pp. 513, 520) is more successfully rendered,
‘admonition;' which, however, as we must not forget,
has been defined by Cicero thus: ‘Admonitio est quasi
lenior ohjurgatio.! And such is vouBeoia 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 taudeia. Bengel, who so seldom misses, has yet missed
the exact distinction here, having on év na18eiq kai vouBeoiq
this note: ‘Harum altera occurrit ruditati; altera oblivioni
et levitati. Utraque et sermonem et reliquam disciplinam
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includit.' That the distinctive feature of vouBeoia is the

training by word of mouth is evidenced by such com-

binations as these: Tapaivéoeig kai vouBeoiat (Plutarch, De
Coh. Ira, 2); vouBeTikol Ndyot, (Xenophon, Mem. i. 2. 21);
318ay 1 kal vouBéTnoig (Plato, Rep. iii. 399 b); vouBeTeiv kai
d18dokew (Protag. 323 d).

Relatively, then, and by comparison with Tta18eta., vou-
Beoia is the milder term; while yet its association with
noudeia teaches us that this too is a most needful element
of Christian education; that the Tra18eia without it would
be very incomplete; 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
vouBeoia altogether. And yet the vouBeria itself, where
need is, will be earnest and severe enough; it is much
more than a feeble Eli-remonstrance: "Nay, my sons, for
it 1s no good report that I hear" (I Sam. ii. 24); indeed,
of Eli it is expressly recorded, in respect of those sons,
0UK €évouBéTterl aiTovg (iii. 13). Plutarch unites it with
népyig (Conj. Praec. 13); with é6yog (De Virt. Mor. 12; De
Adul. et Am. 17); Philo with cwdpoviouds (Losner, Obss.
ad N.T. e Philone, p. 427); while vouBeT€iv had continually,
if not always. the sense of admonishing with blame (Plu-
tar; De Prof. in Virt. I1; Conj. Praec. 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 vouBeoia no rebuke
or austerity is implied, as in ‘correptio’ there certainly is:
‘Quam correptionem nos legimus, melius in Graeco dicitur
vouBeaia, quae admonitionem magis et eruditionem quam
austeritatem sonat.” Undoubtedly, in vouBeoia such is not
of necessity 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
vodg, and TiOnu, affirms as much: whatever is needed to
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cause the monition to be taken home, to be laid to heart,
is involved in the word.

In claiming for it, as discriminated from Tau13eia., that
it is predominantly what our Translators understand it,
namely, admonition by word, none would deny that both
it and vouBeT€iv 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, pdBou
vouBétnog (Plato, Legg. iii. 700 ¢), TANyais vouBeTéiv (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 lies in the statement that
Gideon "took thorns of the wilderness and briers, and
with them he faught the men of Succoth" (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 relations be-
tween vouBeT€iv and 818dokerv see Lightfoot, on Col. i. 28.

cee Y /7
§ xxxiil. APeo1g, TOAPETS.

"Adeoig is the standing word by which forgiveness, or
remission of sins, is expressed in the N. T. (see Vitringa,
Obss. Sac. 1. pp. 909-933); though, remarkably
enough, the LXX. knows nothing of this use of the word,
Gen. iv. 13 being the nearest approach to it. Derived from
agiévar, the image which underlies it is that of a releasing,
as of a prisoner (Isai. Ixi. ), or letting go, as of a debt
(Deut. xv. 3). Probably the year of jubilee, called con-
stantly €Tog, or éviauTos, THg déoews, or simply dpeaig (Lev.
xxv. 31, 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
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ndpeoig TOV apopTNudTwy occurs (Rom. iii. 25). Our Trans-
lators have noticed in the margin, but have not marked

in their Version, the variation in the Apostle's phrase,
rendering mdpeoig here by ‘remission,” as they have rendered
d(eoig elsewhere; and many have since justified them in
this; whilst others, as I cannot doubt, more rightly affirm

that St. Paul of intention changed his word, wishing to say
something which ndpeoig would express adequately and
accurately, and which &¢peo1g would not; and that our
Translators should have reproduced this change which he

has made.

It is familiar to many, that Cocceius and those of his
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 Tehelwoig (Heb. x. 1-4), no entire abolition
of sin even for the faithful themselves, but only a present
praetermission (Tdpeoig), a temporary dissimulation, upon
God's part, in consideration of the sacrifice which was
one day to be; the dvdpvnoig TV apapTiwy remaining the
meanwhile. On this matter a violent controversy raged
among the theologians of Holland at the end of the
sixteenth and beginning of the following century, which
was carried on with an unaccountable acrimony; and for a
brief history of which see Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. v. p. 209;
Vitringa, Obss. Sac. vol. iv. p. 3; Venema, Diss. Sac. p. 72,
while a full statement of what Cocceius 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
Distinctionis duorum Vocabulorwm, Scripturae, To.péoews et
dpéoewg (vol. ix. p. 121, sq.) Those who at that time
opposed the Cocceian scheme denied that there was any
distinction between d(eoig and ndpeoig; thus see Wit-
sius, OEcon. Foed. Dei, iv. 12.36. But in this they erred;
for while Cocceius and his followers were undoubtedly



116 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XXXIII.

wrong, in saying that for the faithful, so long as the

Old Covenant subsisted, there was only a tdpeotg, and
no ddeog, apopTNUATWY, in applying to them what was
asserted by the Apostle in respect of the world; they were
right in maintaining that Tdpeo1g was not entirely equi-
valent to dpeo1g. Beza, indeed, had already drawn at-
tention to the distinction. Having in his Latin Ver-

sion, as first published in 1556, taken no notice of it, he
acknowledges at a later period his error, saying, ‘Haec
duo plurimum inter se differunt;” and now rendering
ndpeotig by ‘dissimulatio.’

In the first place, the words themselves suggest a
difference of meaning. If (eoig is remission, ‘Loslas-
sung,' mdpeois from mapinut, will be naturally ‘praeter-
mission,” ‘Vorbeilassung,’—the ndpeoig apopTnudTwy, the
praetermassion 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 to 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 (Ad Rom. vol. 1. p. 199):
‘Convenient in hoc [{eoig et ndpeoig] quod sive illa, sive
haec tibi obtigerit, nulla peccatorum tuorum ratio habetur;
discrepant eo, quod, hac data, facinorum tuorum poenas
nunquam pendes; illa concessa, non diutius nullas pec-
catorum tuorum poenas lues, quam ei in iis connivere pla-
cuerit, cui in delicta tua animadvertendi jus sit.'" And
the classical usage both of Tapiévar and of mdpeoig bears
out this distinction. Thus Xenophon (Hipp. 7. 10)
apapTipaTa od xpn naprévor dkéhaota: while of Herod
Josephus tells us, that being desirous to punish a certain
offence, yet for other considerations he passed it by (4ntt.

xv. 3. 2): mapfike Trjv apapTiav. When the Son of Sirach
(Ecclus. xxiii. 2) prays that God would not "pass by" his

sins, he assuredly does not use 00 prj Topfj as= ov p1j AP,
but only asks that he may not be without a wholesome
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chastisement following close on his transgressions. On the
other side, and in proof that ndpecig=&peog, the following
passage from Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Antt. Rom. vii.
37), is adduced: T pév oNooyepf mdpeoiv ovy elpovTo, TNV
8¢ elg ypbvov Goov Ngiovy dvaBortiv éxaBov.! Not ndpeois,
however, here, but 6)\ooxepﬁg ndpeots, is equal to dpeog,
and no doubt the historian added that epithet, feeling that
ndpeoig would have insufficiently expressed his meaning
without it.

Having seen, then, that there is a strong prima facie
probability that St. Paul intends something different by
the ndpeoig apapTnudTwy, in the only place where he
employs this phrase, from that which he intends in the
many where he employs d(eoig, 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 would venture to
render it thus: “Whom God hath set forth as a propitia-
tion, through faith in his blood, for a manifestation of
his righteousness because of the praetermission [d1a TMv
ndpeoy, not d1d THS mapéoews], in the forbearance of God,
of the sins done aforetime;’ and his exact meaning |
take to be this—‘There needed a signal manifestation of
the righteousness of God, on account of the long praeter-
mission or passing over of sins, in his infinite forbearance,
with no adequate expression of his wrath against them,
during all those long years 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.

! Still more unfortunate is a passage to which Losner (Obss. e Philone,
p. 249) refers from Philo (Quod Det. Pot. Ins. 47) in proof that ndpeoig
=8 Ppeoig. A glance at the actual words is sufficient to show that Losner,
through some inadvertence, has misunderstood its meaning altogether.
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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 St. 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 a few fearful lines some ways in which
this revelation of his wrath displayed itself (i. 24-32).
Yet for all this, it was the time during which He suffered
the nations to walk in their own ways (Acts xi1v. 16); they
were "the times of ignorance" which "God winked at"
(Acts xvii. 30), in other words, times of the dvoy1} Tod
BeoD, this dvoyn being the correlative of ndpeots, as ydpts
is of &peoig;: so that the finding of o’woxﬁ here is a 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 praetermission of offences, or ‘praeterition,’ as
Hammond would render it (deducing the word, but
wrongly, from mdpeipt, ‘praetereo’), will often be identical
with the remission, the ndpec1g will be one with the dpeos.
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 will it. But with an absolutely righteous God,
the Tdpeoig can only be temporary, and must always find
place with a looking on to a 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 mdpeog 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 a one
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as themselves, morally indifferent to good and to evil.

That such with too many was the consequence of the
o’woxﬁ T0D Beod, the Psalmist himself declares (Ps. 1. 21;
cf. Job xxii. 13; Mal. ii. 17; Ps. Ixxiii. II). But now (év

T@ vV kKapw) God, by the sacrifice of his Son, had ren-
dered such a perverse misreading of his purpose in the

past dissimulation of sin for ever impossible. Bengel
‘Objectum praetermissionis [TopéTews], peccata; tolerantiae
[dvoxﬁg], peccatores, contra quos non est persecutus Deus
jus suum. Et haec et illa quamdiu fuit, non ita apparuit
justitia Dei: non enim tam vehementer visus est irasci
peccato, sed peccatorem sibi relinquere, dpekéiv, negligere,
Heb. viii. 9. At in sanguine Christi et morte propitiatoria
ostensa est Dei justitia, cum vindicta odversus peccatum
ipsum, ut esset ipse justus, et cum zelo pro peccatoris
liberatione, ut esset ipse justificans.” Compare Hammond
(in loc.), who has seized with accuracy and precision the
true distinction between the words; and Godet, Comm.

sur l'Epitre aux Rom. iii. 25, 26, who deals admirably with
the whole passage.

He, then, that is partaker of the d(pec1g, has his sins
forgiven, so that, unless he bring them back upon himself
by new and further disobedience (Matt. xviii. 32, 34
2 Pet. 1. 9; ii. 20), they shall not be imputed to him, or
mentioned against him any more. The mdpeog, differing
from this, is a benefit, but a very subordinate one; it is
the present passing by of sin, the suspension of its punish-
ment, 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. 24: Tapopdg apuapTiuoTe AVOpWnWyY
elg petdvotav: cf. Rom. ii. 3-6. If such repentance follow,
then the ndpeoig will lose itself in the o’ftbeolg, but if not,
then the punishment, suspended, but not averted, in due
time will arrive (Luke xiii. 9).
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§ xxxiv. pwpoloyia, aioyporoyia, edTpameria.

ALL these designate sins of the tongue, but with a differ-
ence.

Muwpohoyia, employed by Aristotle (Hist. Anim. i. II),
but of rare use till the later Greek, is rendered well in the
Vulgate, on the one occasion of its occurrence (Ephes. v. 4),
by ‘stultiloquium,’ a word which Plautus may have coined
(Mil. Glor. 1. 3. 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 Tdv pfipa o’prév of our
Lord (Matt. xii. 36), but in good part also the &g Adyog
oanpdg 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 prjpata, as though pwporoyia
reached no further, fail to exhaust the fulness of its mean-
ing. Thus Calvin too weakly: Sermones inepti ac inanes,
nulliusque frugis;' and even Jeremy Taylor (On the Good
and Evil Tongue, Serra. 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 dis-
courses betray the vanity of their spirit, and discover
"the hidden man of the heart."" In heathen writings
nwpoloyia may very well pass as equivalent to dSeroxia,
‘random talk,” and pwpoloy€iv to Anpé€iv (Plutarch, De Garr.
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 ‘fool,” “foolish,” ‘folly,” obtain in Scripture, than
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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 pwpohoyia: it is that
‘talk of fools,” which is foolishness and sin together.
Aloyporoyia, which also is of solitary use in the N. T.
(Col. iii. 8), must not be confounded with aioypdéTng
(Ephes. v. 4). By it the Greek Fathers (see Suicer, Thes.
s. v.), whom most expositors follow, have understood ob-
scene discourse, ‘turpiloquium,’ ‘filthy communication’
(E. V.), such as ministers to wantonness, &y npa. Topveias,
as Chrysostom explains it. Clement of Alexandria, in a
chapter of his Paedagogus, mepi aioypoloyiag (ii. 6), recog-
nizes no other meaning but this. Now, beyond a doubt,
aioxpo)\oyia 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 in-
dicates 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, aiaxpo)\oyia ¢’ 1epoig, other kinds as well.
Thus, too, Polybius (viii. 13. 8; 13. 3; xxxi1. 10. 4):
aioyporoyia koi Noidopia kaTtd Tod Baoihéws: while the
author of a treatise which passes under Plutarch's name
(De Lib. Ed. 14), denouncing all aioxpo)\oyia as unbecom-
ing 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 (N3topata movnpead THg tadpnoiag); 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.
EvTpane)ia, a finely selected word of the world's use,
which, however, St. Paul uses not in the world's sense,
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like its synonyms, occurs only once in the N. T. (Ephes.

v. 4). Derived from e and TpéneoBau (ebTpdneot, olov
eliTpomor, Aristotle, Eth. Nic. iv. 8. 4; cf. Pott, Etym.

Forsch. vol. v. p. 136), that which easily turns, and in this
way adapts, itself to the shifting circumstances of the

hour, to the moods and conditions 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 ebTpdrelog in

the better sense of the word, he has given illustrious

proof (Acts xxvi. 29). Thucydides, in that panegyric of

the Athenians which he puts into the mouth of Pericles,
employs edTpamélwg (ii. 41) as= ebkivrjTws, to characterize
the ‘versatile ingenium’ of his countrymen; while Plato

(Rep. viii. 563 a) joins edTpamekio with yaptevTionds, as do
also Plutarch (De Adul. et Am. 7) and Josephus (Antt. xii.

4. 3); Isocrates (Or. xv. 316) with d»1\oXovyia; Philo (Leg.
ad Cai. 45) with ydpis. For Aristotle, also, the e0TpATENOS
or émdé&og (Ethic. Nic. 7; iv. 8; compare Brandis,
Aristoteles, p. 1415) 1s one who keeps the happy mean
between the Bwpoléy os, and the éfyplog, dypoikog, or
okAnpds. He is no mere yehwTomo16s or buffoon; but,

in whatever pleasantry or banter he may allow himself,

still y apierg or refined, always restraining himself within
the limits of becoming mirth (éppeh@g naifwv), 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 par-

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 the Christians should renounce edTpamnelia he adds this

(Hom. 17 in Ephes.):"Opa. koi at10 Tolvopa: edTpdnerog NéyeTat 6 moikirog,

0 TavTodandg 6 doTaTos, 6 elkohog, 6 TdVTa Y1véuevos” TodTO 8¢ MéPpwW TAOV
1 TIéTn SovkevévTwy. Toyéws TpémeTar 6 Tot0dTOS KA peBioTaTar.
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ticularly amiable in the story which Horace (Epp. 1. 18.
31-36) tells about him.

With all this there were not wanting, even in classical
usage, anticipations of that more unfavourable signification
which St. Paul should stamp upon the word, though they
appear most plainly in the adjective ebTpdmelog: thus, see
Isocrates, Orat. vii. 49; and Pindar, Pyth. 92; iv. 104;
where Jason, the model of a noble-hearted gentleman,
affirms that during twenty years of fellowship in toil he
has never spoken to his companions émog ebTpdnelov, ‘ver-
bum fucatum, fallax, simulatum:' Dissen on this last pas-
sage traces well the downward progress of ebTpdmeNog:
‘Primum est de facilitate in motu, tum ad mores trans-
fertur, et indicat hominem temporibus inservientem, dici-
turque tum de sermone urbano, lepido, faceto, imprimis
cum levitatis et assentationis, simulationis notatione.'
EvTpaneia, thus gradually sinking from a better meaning
to a worse, has a history closely resembling that of ‘ur-
banitas’ (Quintilian, vi. 3.17); 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 Cael. 3):
‘Contumelia, si petulantius jactatur, convicium; si face-
tius, urbanitas nominatur;' which agrees with the striking
phrase of Aristotle, that ebTpanelia is UBp1g menardevpévn:
‘chastened insolence’ is Sir Alexander Grant's happy
rendering (Rhet. 1. 12; cf. Plutarch, Cic. 50). Already in
Cicero's time (De Fin. ii. 31) ‘urbanitas’ was beginning
to obtain that questionable significance which, in the usage
of Tacitus (Hist. ii. 88) and Seneca (De Ira, i. 28), it far
more distinctly acquired. The history, in our own lan-
guage, of ‘facetious’ and ‘facetiousness’ would supply a
not uninstructive parallel.

But the fineness of the form in which evil might array
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itself could not make a Paul more tolerant of the evil it-
self; he did not count that sin, by losing all its coarse-
ness, 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 ear to 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: ‘Haec subtilior quam
turpitudo aut stultiloquium; nam ingenio nititur;” x dp1g
o’fxaplg, as Chrysostom has happily called it; and Jerome:
‘De prudenti mente descendit, et consulto appetit quadam
vel urbana verba, vel rustica, vel turpia, vel faceta.” 1
should 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 edTpdnelog
always, as Chrysostom notes, doTéia Aéyet: keeps ever in
mind what Cicero has said (De Oral. 11. 58): ‘Haec r1i-
dentur vel maxime, quae notant et designant turpitudinem
aliquam non turpiter.! What he deals in are y dptTeg,
although, in the striking language of the Son of Sirach,
yapiTes pwp@v (Ecclus. xx. 13). Polish, refinement, know-
ledge of the world, presence of mind, wit, must all be his;
—these, it 1s true, enlisted in the service of sin, and not

in that of the truth. The very profligate old man in the
Miles Gloriosus of Plautus (iii. I. 42-5 2), who prides him-
self, and not without reason, on his wit, his elegance, and
refinement (‘cavillator facetus,” ‘conviva commodus’),

is exactly the ebTpdmelog: and, keeping in mind that ev-
Tpamehia, being only once expressly and by name forbidden
in Scripture, is forbidden to Ephesians, it is not a little
notable 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 Animulae!'

See on this word's history, and on the changes through
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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 aioyporoyia the foulness, in ebTpameria

the false refinement, of discourse not seasoned with the

salt of grace, are severally noted and condemned.

§ XXXV. NATPeVW, NELTOUPYEW.

IN both these words the notion of service lies, but of
service under certain special limitations in the second, as
compared with the first. AaTpeverv, allied to AdTp1g, ‘a
hired servant,” AdTpov, ‘hire,” and perhaps to Aeia, Anis,
(so Curtius), is, properly, ‘to serve for hire,” and therefore
not of compulsion, as does a slave, though the line of
separation between Ad Tpig and 80D\og is by no means
always observed. Already in classical Greek both it and
NaTpeia are occasionally transferred from the service of
men to the service of the higher powers; as by Plato,
Apol. 23 c: 1) ToD Beod hatpeia: cf. Phaedr. 244 ¢; and
Euripides, Troad. 450, where Cassandra is 1| "ATéA\wvog
NATpis: and a meaning, which in Scripture is the only one,
is anticipated in part. In the Septuagint, AaTpeverv 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 Augus-
tine has perfect right when he says (De Civ. Dei, x. 1, 2):
> Aatpeia secundum consuetudinem qua locuti sunt qui
nobis divina eloquia, condiderunt, aut semper, aut tam
frequenter ut paene semper, ea dicitur servitus quae pertinet
ad colendum Deum;' and again (con. Faust. xx. 21): ‘Cultus
qui graece latria dicitur, latine uno verbo dici non potest,
cum sit quaedam proprie divinitati debita servitus.'
Aertoupy€iv boasts a somewhat nobler beginning; from
\€iTog (=3nuboiog), and €pyov: and thus eig T0 Snuéoiov
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épyd&eoBan, to serve the State in a public office or function.
Like AaTpevery, it was occasionally transferred to the highest
ministry of all, the ministry to the gods (Diodorus Siculus,

1. 2 1). When the Christian Church was forming its ter-
minology, 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 be-

fore employed in civil and political life, than such as had
already played their part in religious matters; and this,

even when it was seeking for the adequate expression of
religious truth. The same motives were here at work which
induced the Church more willingly to turn basilicas,—
buildings, that is, which had been used in civil life,--than
temples, into churches; namely, because they were less
haunted with the clinging associations of heathenism. Of

the fact itself we have a notable example in the words
NeLTOVPYOS, AetTOupYia, NetTOUPYELY, and in the prominent
place in ecclesiastical language which they assumed. At

the same time the way for their adoption into a higher use

had been prepared by the Septuagint, in which AeiTouvpy€iv

(=D72V) is the constant word for the performing of priestly

or ministerial functions (Exod. xxviii. 39; Ezek. x1. 46);
and by Philo (De Prof. 464). 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 AaTpeia and AaTpeverv had been;
being still occasionally used for the ministry unto men
(2 Sam. xiii. 18; x. 5; 2 Kin. iv. 43; Rom. xv. 27;

Phil. ii. 25, 30).

From the distinction already existing between the words,
before the Church had anything to do with them, namely,
that N\aTpevetv was 'to serve,' NetToupy€iv, 'to serve in an
office and ministry,' are to be explained the different uses
to which they are severally turned in the N. T., as pre-
viously in the Septuagint. To serve God is the duty of all
men; N\aTpeVety, therefore, and NaTpeia, are demanded of
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the whole people (Exod. iv. 23; Deut. x, 12; Josh. xxiv.
31; Matt. iv. 10; Luke 1. 74; Acts vii. 7; Rom. ix. 4; Heb.
xil. 28); but to serve Him in special offices and ministries
can be the duty and privilege only of a few, who are set
apart to the same; and thus in the 0. T. the AerTouvpyé€iv
and the NetTovpyia are ascribed only to the priests and
Levites who were separated to minister in holy things;
they only are AetToupyot, (Num. iv. 24; I Sam. ii. II;
Nehem. x. 39; 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. 23; Heb. ix. 21; x. 11), but that of apostles, pro-
phets, 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, TOV dyiwv hetTovpyéds (Heb. viii. 2). In
later ecclesiastical use it has been sometimes attempted to
push the special application of hertovpyia 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, Thes. s. v.; Bingham, Christian
Antigq. xiii. 1. 8; Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. 1. p. 285;
Augusti, Christ. Archaol. vol. i1. p. 537; Scudamore, Notitia
Eucharistica, p. 1 1.

It may be urged against the distinction here drawn
that AaTpetverv and NaTpeia 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 AerTovpy€iv this service finds a certain
limitation, in that it is service in an office: it follows that
every Nettovpyia will of necessity be a N\aTpetia, but not the
reverse, that every haTpeia will be a NerTovpyia. No passage
better brings out the distinction between these two words
than Ecclus. iv. 14: of o1 AaTpetovTeg adTh [i. e. TH Zodiq]
AerTovpyrioouow “Ayiw. "They that serve her, shall
minister to the Holy One."
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§ XxXxXVi. Téung, TTwy oS,

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 Septuagint, in the Psalms especially,

with no rigid demarcation of their meanings (as at Ps.

xxxix. 18; Ixxii1. 22; Ixxx1. 4; cf. Ezek. xvii1. 12; xxii.

29); very much as our "poor and needy;" and whatever

distinction may exist in the Hebrew between 772X and ")¥,

the Alexandrian translators have either considered it not

reproducible by the help of these words, or have not cared

to reproduce it; for they have no fixed rule, translating

the one and the other by nTwy 65 and névng alike. Still

there 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 mévng (as Deut. xxiv. 16, 17; 2 Sam. xii. 1,

3, 4), and where nTwy 65 would have been manifestly unfit.
ITévng occurs but once in the N. T., and on that one

occasion in a quotation from the Old (2 Cor. ix. 9), while

TTwy 65 between thirty and forty times. Derived from

névouat, and connected with Tévog, Tovéouat, and the Latin

‘penuria,’ it properly signifies one so poor that he earns

his daily bread by his labour; Hesychius calls him well

a0T031dK0V0g, one who by his own hands ministers to his

own necessities. The word does not indicate extreme want,

or that which verges upon it, any more than the ‘pauper’

and ‘paupertas’ of the Latin; but only the ‘res angusta’

of one to whom TAovo 105 would be an inappropriate epithet.

What was the popular definition of a Tévng we learn from

Xenophon (Mem. iv. 2. 37): Todg pév otpot prj ikava éyovTtas

eig A 3€i TENEIY, TéunTag” TOUS 8¢ TAeiw TAV IKAVAVY, TAOVTi0US.

It was an epithet commonly applied to Socrates, and mevia

he claims more than once for himself (Plato, Apol. 23 c;

31 ¢). What his mevia was we know (Xenophon, OEcon.
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2. 3), namely, that all which he had, if sold, would not
bring five Attic minae. So, too, the IlevéoTat in Thessaly
(if, indeed, the derivation of the name from néveaBaut, is to
stand), were a subject population, but not reduced to abject
want; on the contrary, retaining partial rights as serfs or
cultivators of the soil.

But while the mévmg is ‘pauper,” the TTwy 65 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, 2 1) ;
being one therefore whom Plato would not endure in his
ideal State (Legg. xi. 936 ¢). If indeed we fall back on
etymologies, TpooaiTng (which ought to find place in the
text at John ix. 8), or émaiTng, would be the more exactly
equivalent to our ‘beggar;” while nTwy 65 is generally
taken for one who in the sense of his abjectness and
needs crouches (dmo Tod nTWooev) in the presence of his
superiors; though it may be safest to add here the words
of Pott (Etym. Forsch. vol. iii. p. 933), ‘falls dieser wirklich
nach scheum unterwurfigem Wesen benannt worden, and
nicht als petax.” The derivation of the word, as though
he were one who had fallen from a better estate (ékmenTw-
KWS éK TV §vTwv: see Herodotus, iii. 14), is merely fanci-
ful: see Didymus, in Ps. xii. 5, in Mai's Nov. Pat. Bibl.
vol. vii. part i1. p. 165.

The words then are clearly distinct. A far deeper depth
of destitution is implied in TTwy ela 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 mévng may be so
poor that he earns his bread by daily labour; but the
nTwy 6g is so 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), eig meviag Te
kai puyds Kod eig TTwyeiog TeneuTwoag. The mévng has
nothing superfluous, the TTwy 65 nothing at all (see Doder-
lein, Lat. Synon. vol. iii. p. 117). Tertullian long ago
noted the distinction (Adv. Marc. iv. 14), for, dealing with
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Our Lord's words, pakdptot ot nTwyoi (Luke vi. 20), he
changes the ‘Beati pauperes,” which still retains its place
in the Vulgate, into ‘Beati mendici,” and justifies the
change, ‘Sic enim exigit interpretatio vocabuli quod in
Graeco est;” and in another place (De Idol. 12) he renders
it by ‘egeni.” The two, mevia (= ‘paupertas,’ cf. Martial,
ii. 32: ‘Non est paupertas, Nestor, habere nihil’) and nTw-
Y €la (="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
ITevia in that passage seems inclined wholly to disallow
any such near relationship at all. The words of Aris-
tophanes, in which he discriminates between them, have
been often quoted

TTwy 0D pév ydp Bios, 0v b Néyets, Ry éoTiv undév éyovta
T0D 8¢ mévnTos, LAY (herdduevov, kai Tdig €pyots mpooéyovTa,
TepryiyverBou & adT@® undév, un pévtor und émeinerv

§ xxxvii. Bupds, 6py1}, TapoPyLTNSS.

Bupndg and 0pyj are found several times together in the

N. T. (as at Rom. 1. 8; Ephes. iv. 31; Col. iii. 8; Rev.

xix. 15); often also in the Septuagint (Ps. Ixxvii. 49;

Dan. iii. 13; Mic. v. 15), and often also in other Greek

(Plato, Philebus, 47 e; Polybius, vi. 56. II; Josephus,

xX. 5. 3; Plutarch, De Coh. Ira, 2; Lucian, De Cal.

23); nor are they found only in the connexion of juxta-

position, but one made dependent on the other; thus

Buuog TS 6pyﬁg (Rev. xvi. 19; cf. Job iii. 17; Josh. vii.

26); while 0pyr) Bupod, not occurring in the N. T., is fre-

quent in the Old (2 Chron. xxix. 10; Lam. i. 12; Isai.

xxx. 27; Hos. x1. 9). On one occasion in the Septuagint

all the words of this group occur 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-
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son, New Cratylus, 3rd ed. pp. 675-679; and Thompson,
Phaedras 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 discriminate 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 Bupdg, con-

nected with the intransitive 80w, and derived, according

to Plato (Crat. 419¢), and TRig Oboews kai Géoews TR Yuyfs,
‘quasi exhalatio vehementior’ (Tittmann), compare the

Latin ‘fumus,’ is more of the turbulent commotion, the
boiling agitation of the feelings,' néén Tfig Yy fg, St. Basil
calls it, either presently to subside and disappear,—like the
Latin ‘excandescentia,” which Cicero defines (7usc. iv. 9),
‘ira nascens et modo desistens’—or else to settle down

into dpyM, wherein is more of an abiding and settled habit

of mind (‘ira inveterata’) with the purpose of revenge;
‘cupiditas doloris reponendi’ (Seneca, De Ira, 5); dpuny
Yuyfis, év perétn kakWoews katd Tod napodvavTos (Basil,
Reg. Brev. Tract. 68);” the German ‘Zorn,” “der activ sich
gegen Jemand oder etwas richtende Unwille, die Opposition
des unwillig erregten Gemuthes’ (Cremer). Thus Plato
(Euthyph. 7) joins éxepd, and Plutarch Svopévera (Pericles,
39), with 0py". Compare Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p.

99, sqq*

"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 pro-
poses ‘indignatio’ in its room. For another distinction, ascribing ‘ira’
and ‘furor’ alike to God, see Bernard, Serm. in Cant. 69, § 3; a remark-
able passage.

*In dyavdxkTnoig St. Basil finds the furthur thought that this eager-
ness to punish has the amendment of the offender for its scope. Certainly
the one passage in the N. T. where dyavdkTnotg occurs (2 Cor. vii. 11)
does not refuse this meaning.
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This, the more passionate, and at the same time more
temporary, character of Bupndg (Bupoti, according to Jeremy
Taylor, are ‘great but transient angers;’' cf. Luke iv. 28;
Dan. ii1. 19) may explain a distinction of Xenophon, namely
that Bupdg in a horse is what dpy1j is in a man (De Re
Eques. ix. 2; cf. Wisd. vii. 20, Bupoi Onpiwv: Plutarch,
Gryll. 4, in fine; and Pyrrh. 16, TvedpaT0S HegT0S KAl
Bupod, full of animosity and rage). Thus the Stoics, who
dealt much in definitions and distinctions, defined Bupog
as 0pym apyopévn (Diogenes Laertius, vii. 1. 63. 114);
and Ammonius: Bupdg pév 0Tt TpboKaLpog” Opyn Sé
ToAvy povoig pynoikokia. Aristotle, too, in his wonderful
comparison of old age and youth, thus characterizes the
angers of old men (Rhet. ii. II): kai ot Bupoi, 6E€ig pév
elo, doBevéig 8é--like fire in straw, quickly blazing up,
and as quickly extinguished (cf. Euripides, Androm. 728,
729). Origen (in Ps. 1. 5, Opp. vol. ii. p. 541) has a
discussion on the words, and arrives at the same re-
sults: Stopéper 8¢ Bunog dpyfs, TO Bupov pév etvar dpynv
dvaBupiwpévny kai €Tt ékkatopévny dpyMv 8¢ Epegtv dvTi-
Tinwpnoews: cf. in Ep. ad Rom. ii. 8, which only exists in
the Latin: ‘ut si, verbi gratia, vulnus aliquod pessimum
iram ponamus, hujus autem tumor et distentio indignatio
vulneris appelletur:” so too Jerome (in Ephes. iv. 31):

‘Furor [Bupdg] incipiens ira est, et fervescens in animo

indignatio. Ira [0py"j] autem est, quae furore extincto

desiderat ultionem, et eum quem nocuisse putat vult laedere.’

This agrees with the Stoic definition of 6p’yﬁ, that it is.

Tipwpiag éntBupio T0d SokodVTOg NSIKNTKEVOL 0V TPOTTKOVTWS
(Diogenes Laertius, vii. 113). So Gregory Nazianzene

(Carm. 34. 43, 44)

" 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.'
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Bupog pév éoTv aBpdog Léoig Pppévos,
Opy1| 8¢ Bunog éupévwy.

And so too Theodoret, in Ps. Ixviii. 25 (Ixix. 24, E. V.),

where the words occur together: 31 Tod Bupod T6 Tay v
SedM\wke, d1d 8¢ TAig Opyfis T0 émipovov. Josephus in like
manner (B.J. ii. 8. 6) describes the Essenes as 0pyfig Tapiat
dika1o1, Bupod kaBekTikol. Dion Cassius in like manner
notes as one of the characteristic traits of Tiberius, WpyiGeTo
év o1g Ko Ta é8vpodTo (Vita Tib.).

Mg (Isai. xvi. 6; Ecclus. xxviii. 4; ‘ira perdurans,’
Datum's Lex. Hom.) and k6T0g, being successively ‘ira
inveterata' and ‘ira inveteratissima’ (John of Damascus,

De Fid. Orthod. 11. 16), nowhere occur in the N. T.

ITopopytopds, a word not found in classical Greek, but
several times in the Septuagint (as at I Kin. xv. 30; 2 Kin.

xix. 3), is n0t=6pyﬁ, though we have translated it ‘wrath.’
This it cannot be; for the Tapopyronds (Ephes. iv. 26,
where only in the N. T. the word occurs; but Tapopyitetv,
Rom. x. 19; Ephes. vi. 4), 1s absolutely forbidden; the

sun shall not go down upon it; whereas under certain
conditions 6p’yﬁ; is a righteous passion to entertain. The
Scripture has nothing in common with the Stoics' ab-

solute condemnation of anger. It inculcates no dndBeia,
but only a peTprondBeia, 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 loveless view

of other men's sins as his who said, ceavTov pun Tdpaocoe:
apopTdvet T1S; EAVTA apapTdver (Marcus Antoninus, iv. 46).
But even as Aristotle, in agreement with all deeper ethical
writers of antiquity (thus see Plato, Legg. v. 731 b:
Bupoeldn) pév y pnj tdvta dvdpa etvar, k.T.\.; Thompson's
Phaedrus of Plato, p. 166; and Cicero, Tusc. Quaest. iv. 19),
had affirmed that, when guided by reason, anger is a

right affection, so the Scripture permits, and not only
permits, but on fit occasions demands, it. This all the
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profounder teachers of the Church have allowed; thus
Gregory of Nyssa dyaB80v kTfivdg éoTiv 0 Bupos, §Tav T0d
Aoy1opod vrotvytov yévntar: and Augustine (De Civ. Dei,
ix. 5): 'In discipline nostra non tam quaeritur utrum pius
animus irascatur, sed quare irascatur.” There is a "wrath
of God" (Matt. 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
wrath also of the merciful Son of Man (Mark 1iii. 5); 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 be angry with sin—and sin-
ners. ‘Anger,” says Fuller (Holy State, iii. 8), ‘is one of
the sinews of the soul; he that wants it hath a maimed
mind, and with Jacob sinew-shrunk in the hollow of his
thigh, must needs halt. Nor is it good to converse with
such as cannot be angry.” ‘The affections,” as another
English divine has said, ‘are not, like poisonous plants,

to be eradicated; but as wild, to be cultivated.” St. Paul

is not therefore, as so many understand him, condescend-
ing here to human infirmity, and saying, ‘Y our anger
shall not be imputed to you as a sin, if you put it away
before nightfall' (see Suicer, Thes. s. v. 6py1)); 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 mapopyionds, the irritation, the
exasperation, the embitterment (‘exacerbatio’), which
must be dismissed at once; that so, being defecated of this
impurer element which mingled with it, that only may
remain which has a right to remain.'

! See on this anger of God, as the necessary complement of his love,
the excellent words of Lactantius (De Ira Dei, c. 4): ‘Nam 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 nullam.’
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§ xxxviii. Exatov, ppov (xpiw, dheidw).

SOME have denied that the 0. T. knows of any distinction
between ‘oil’ and 'ointment;' and this on the very in-
sufficient grounds that the Septuagint renders 1%V some-
times by pvpov (Prov. xxvii. 9; Cant. i. 3; Isai. xxxix. 2;
Am. vi. 6); though more frequently, indeed times out of
number, by éxaov. 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;
napoipia and TapaBoln] furnish a well-known example of
this, both lying in the Hebrew '7!??; and this duplicity
of meaning it is the part of a well-skilled translator to
evoke. Nay the thing itself, the pvpov (= ‘unguentum’),
so naturally grew out of the éxaitov (=’oleum’), having
oil for its base, with only the addition of spice or scent
or other aromatic ingredients,—Clement of Alexandria
(Paedag. ii. 8) calls it ‘adulterated oil’ (8edoAwpévov
éxaov'),—that it would be long in any language before
the necessity of differencing names would be felt. Thus
in the Greek itself popov first appears in the writings of
Archilochus (Athenaeus, xv. 37). Doubtless there were
ointments in Homer's time; he is satisfied, however, with
‘sweet-smelling oil’ (e0@3eg éNatov, Od. ii. 339), ‘roseate
oil’ (poddev Eatov, 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. 3, 4) turns altogether on the greater
suitableness of éxaov for men, of ppov for women; these
last consequently being better pleased that the men should

! Compare what Plutarch says of Lycurgus (4popli. Lac. 16): 16 pév
nipov €eeraoev, wg Tod éhaiov (pBopav kai EheBpov. Compare too Virgil
(Georg. ii. 466): ‘Nec casia liquidi corrumpitur usus olivi.’
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savour of the manly ‘oil’ than of the effeminate ‘oint-

ment’ (éNaiov 8¢& Tod év yvpvaciotg 0o kai tapodoa Ndiwy
1) nopov yuvaugi, kai dnodoa moBetvotépa). And on any
other supposition our Lord's rebuke to the discourteous
Pharisee, "My head with oil 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;” where Grotius remarks well: Est enim per-

petua o’w'ermxia. Mulier illa lacrimas impendit pedibus
Christi proluendis: Simon ne aquam quidem. Illa assidua

est in pedibus Christi osculandis: Simon ne uno quidem

oris osculo Christum accepit. Illa pretioso unguento non
caput tantum sed et pedes perfundit: ille ne caput quidem
mero oleo: quod perfunctoriae amicitiae fuerat.’

Some have drawn a distinction between the verbs
dXeiperv and ypiew, which, as they make it depend on this
between pipov and éxatov, may deserve to be mentioned
here. The d\eitherv, they say, is commonly the luxurious,
or at any rate the superfluous, anointing with ointment,

x piewv the sanitary anointing with oil. Thus Casaubon
(Anim. in Atheneum, xv. 39): ‘d\eipeoBaur, proprium volup-
tuariorum et mollium: ypiecBou etiam sobriis interdum,

et ex virtute viventibus convenit:' and Valcknaer: ‘d\ei-
(heoBau dicebantur potissimum homines voluptatibus dedidi,
qui pretiosis unguentis caput et manus illinebant; y pieoBau
de hominibus ponebatur oleo corpus, sanitatis caussa, in-
unguentibus.' No traces of such a distinction appear in

the N. T.; thus compare Mark vi. 13; Jam. v. 14, with

Mark xvi. 1; John xi. 2; nor yet of that of Salmasius

(Exere. p. 330): ‘Spissiora linunt, xpiovot: liquida per-
fundunt, d\eiovor.’

A distinction is maintained there, but different from
both of these; namely, that d\eiperv is the mundane and
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profane, x piewv the sacred and religious, word. "ANeidev
is used indiscriminately of all actual anointings, whether
with oil or ointment; while Xpiew, no doubt in its con-
nexion with ¥ p1o1dg, is absolutely restricted to the anoint-
ing of the Son, by the Father, with the Holy Ghost, for

the accomplishment of his great office, being wholly sepa-
rated from all profane and common uses: thus see Luke

iv. 18; Acts iv. 27; x. 38; 2 Cor. 1. 21; Heb. 1. 9; the

only places where it occurs. The same holds good in the
Septuagint, where x pioig, xpiopa (cf. 1 John ii. 20, 27),
and ypiewv, are the constant and ever-recurring words for
all religious and symbolical anointings; d\eiperv hardly
occurring in this sense, not oftener, I believe, than twice

in all (Exod. x1. 13; Num. iii. 3).

§ xxxix. "EBpdiog, Tovddiog, Iopaniitng.

ALL 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.
‘EBpaiog 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, Antt. 1. 6. 4). It is best derived from 12 Y,
the same word as Umép, '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 Phoenician tribes among whom he came, ‘Abram
the Hebrew,” or 6 Tepd.T1s, as it is well given in the
Septuagint (Gen. xiv. 13), being from beyond (népav) the
river: thus rightly Origen (in Matt. tom. xi. 5): "EBpdGio,
oiTveg épunvetovTon mepatikoi. The name, as thus ex-
plained, is not 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
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on them; and we find the use of ‘EBpdaiog through all
the 0. T. entirely consistent with this explanation or

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; I Sam. iv. 6; xiii. 19; xxix. 3;
Judith xii. 11); or by which they designate themselves
to foreigners (Gen. xI. 15; Exod. 7; 11i. 18; v. 3; ix. I;
Jon. 1. 9); or by which they speak of themselves in tacit
opposition to other nations (Gen. xliii. 32; Deut. xv. 12;
I Sam. xiii. 3; Jer. xxxiv. 9, 14); never, that is, without
such national antagonism, either latent or expressed.

When, however, the name 'Tou8aiiog arose, as it did in
the later periods of Jewish history (the precise epoch will
be presently considered), ‘EBpaiog modified its meaning..
Nothing is more frequent with words than to retire into
narrower limits, occupying a 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 expressing of this new.

It was exactly thus with “EBpaiios. 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 “EBpaiiog now, but only those who,
whether dwelling in Palestine or elsewhere, have retained
the sacred Hebrew tongue as their native language; the
true complement and antithesis to “EBpaiiog being “EA\T-
V10 TN<S, a word first appearing in the N. T. (see Salmasius,
De Hellenistica, 1643, 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 Scriptures in the Septu-
agint Version.

This distinction first appears in Acts vi. 1, and is pro-
bably intended in the two other passages, where ‘EBpaiiog



§ XXXIX. SYNONYMS OF THE NETV TESTAMENT. 139

occurs (2 Cor. xi. 22; Phil. ii1. 5); as well as in the super-
scription, 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
use of the language of his fathers. Thus St. Paul, though
settled in Tarsus, a Greek city in Asia Minor, describes
himself as a ‘Hebrew,” and of ‘Hebrew’ parents, "
Hebrew of Hebrews" (Phil. ii1. 5; cf. 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 empha-

sis 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 dis-
tinction and opposition of “EBpaiiog to “EAAMV1oTYS, as a
distinction within the nation, and not between it and
other nations (which is clear at Acts vi. 1, and probably
is intended at Phil. ii1. 5; 2 Cor. xi. 22), is exclusively
a Scriptural one, being hardly recognized by later Chris-
tian 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): 70 pév odv yévog dvékaBev “EBpaiog Nv: cf. iv. 16;
Praep. Evang. vii. 13. 21; while Clement of Alexandria,

as quoted by Eusebius (H. E. vi. 14), makes continually

the antithesis to “EBpaiiot, not “EXAnvioTai, but “EXAnveg
and €0vm. Theodoret (Opp. vol. ii. p. 1246) styles the
Greek-writing historian, Josephus, ovyypadpevg ‘EBpaiog;
Origen, Ep. ad Afric. 5. Neither in Josephus himself,

nor yet in Philo, do any traces of the N. T. distinction

between ‘EBpaiog and ‘EAAMv1oTHg exist; in heathen writers
as little (Plutarch, Symp. iv. 6; Pausanias, v. 7. 3; x. 12.
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5). Only this much of it is recognized, that ‘EBpdiiog,
though otherwise a much rarer word than ’Tov8diiog, 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.

This name "Tov3aiog 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 in-
heritance; 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, in-
asmuch as the ten trbes, though with worst right (see
Ewald, Gesch. des Volkes Israel, vol. iii. part 1. p. 138),
assumed Israel as a title to themselves, the two drew their
designation from the more important of them, and of
Judah came the name 8”71 or "Toudaiot. Josephus, so

far as [ 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 (A4nft. 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 (Antt. xi. 5. 7) éKAOnoav Sé T0 3vopa

eég ns npepag oweBnO'ow EK BaBu)\wvog, dno TRig "Totda Q)u)\ng,
ng TPWTNG éNBoBO NS €ig eKewoug ToUg TéTOVS, AVTOL Te Kai
n yWpa THig Tpoomnyopiag avTg peTéhaBov. But in this
Josephus is clearly in error. We meet 'Touvdaiot, or rather

its Hebrew equivalent, in books of the sacred canon com-

posed anterior to, or during, the Captivity, as a designa-

tion of those who pertained to the smaller section of the

tribes, to the kingdom of Judah (2 Kin. xvi. 6; Jer. xxxii.
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12; xxxiv. 9; xxxviii. 19); and not first in Ezra, Nehe-
miah, 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 section of the people which remained henceforth
represented the whole; and thus it was only natural that
"Tovdaiog should express, as it now came to do, not one of
the kingdom of Judah as distinguished from that of Israel,
but any member of the nation, a ‘Jew’ in this wider
sense, as opposed to a Gentile. In fact, the word under-
went a process exactly the converse of that which “EBpaiiog
had undergone. For EBpdaiog, belonging first to the
whole nation, came afterwards to belong to a part only;
while Touddiiog, designating at first only the member of
a part, ended by designating the whole. It now, in its
later, like “EBpaiog in its earlier, stage of meaning, was a
title by which the descendant of Abraham called himself,
when he would bring out the national distinction between
himself and other peoples (Rom. ii. 9, 10); thus ‘Jew
and Gentile;’ 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
Gentiles, for they would certainly have asked for the
King of Israel, had they meant to claim any nearer share
in Him. So, too, the Roman soldiers and the Roman
governor give to Jesus the mocking title, "King of the
Jews" (Matt. xxvii. 29, 37), while his own countrymen,
the high priests, challenge Him to prove by coming
down from the cross that He is "King of Israel" (Matt.
XXVil. 42).

For indeed the absolute name, that which expressed
the whole dignity and glory of a member of the theocratic
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nation, of the people in peculiar covenant with God, was
Iopan\itng. It rarely occurs in the Septuagint, but is often
used by Josephus in his earlier history, as convertible with
‘EBpaiog (4ntt. 9. 1, 2); in the middle period of his his-
tory to designate a member of the ten tribes (viii. 8.
3; ix. 14. 1); and toward the end as equivalent to
"Toudaiog (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.
15); of Abraham and Isaac with the Edomites (Gen. xxiv.
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 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 alle-
giance to the house of David, they claimed in their pride
and pretension 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.
So, too, there 1s no nobler title with which the Lord can
adorn Nathanael than that of "an Israelite indeed" (John
1. 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, dv8peg IopanXitat (Acts
11. 22; 111, 12; x111. 16; cf. Rom. ix. 4; Phil. 111. 5; 2 Cor.
xi. 22) 1is still the language with which they seek to secure
their good-will.

When, then, we restrict ourselves to the employment
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in the N. T. of these three words, and to the distinctions
proper to them there, we may say that EBpaiiog is a
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 “EXAnv, a veri-
table ‘Greek’ or other Gentile); ’Touddiiog is a Jew in his
national distinction from a Gentile; while "Iopan\iTng, the
augustest title of all, is a Jew as he is a member of the
theocracy, and thus an heir of the promises. In the first

is predominantly doted his language; in the second his
nationality (' TouvSoiionués, Josephus, De Macc. 4; Gal. i. 13;
"Toudai¢ev, Gal. ii. 14); in the third his theocratic pri-
vileges and glorious vocation.

Y 7 9 /
xl. a1TéW, EpWTAW.

THESE 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 instances, aiT€iv and épwTdv alike by our English
‘to ask.” Yet sometimes they have a little marred the
perspicuity of their translation by not varying their word,
where the original has shown them the way. For example,

the obliteration at John xvi. 23 of the distinction between
aiTéiv and épwTAV might easily suggest a wrong interpreta-
tion 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 [éué oUk épwTrioeTe 00Sév]. Verily, verily, I say
unto you, Whatsoever ye shall ask [6oa &v aitrionTe] 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 118ehov adToV épwTaV of ver. 19; to the questions
which the disciples would fain have asked of Him, the
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perplexities which they would gladly have had resolved by
Him, if only they dared to set these before Him. ‘In
that day,” He would say, in the day of my seeing you
again, [ 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
plenissima, cognitionis luce, qua, convenienter oeconomiae
Novi Testamenti collustrandi essent. Nam sicut quaestio
supponit inscitiam, ita qui nihil amplius quaerit abunde se
edoctum existimat, et in doctrina plene exposita ac intel-
lects acquiescit.'" There is not in this verse a contrast
drawn between asking the Son, 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 further to inquire; the second half of the
verse begins the declaration 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. AiTéw, the
Latin ‘peto,’ 1s more submissive and suppliant, indeed
the constant 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 vi. 11; Lam. iv. 4); of the
subject from the ruler (Ezra viii. 22); of man from God
(I Kin. iii. 11; Matt. vii. 7; Jam. i. 5; I John iii. 22;
cf. Plato, Euthyph. 14: elyeoBon, [EoTv] aiTéiv Todg Beobs).
"Epwtdw, on the other hand, is the Latin ‘rogo;” or some-
times (as John xvi. 23; cf. Gen. xliv. 19) ‘interrogo,’ its
only meaning in classical Greek, where it never signifies
‘to ask,” but only ‘to interrogate,” or ‘to inquire.” Like
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‘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. 32), 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 sin-
gular accuracy in the employment of words, and in the
record of that employment, which prevails throughout the
N. T., that our Lord never uses aiT€iv or aitTéioBat of Him-
self, 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, any-
thing of the Father, it is always épwT®, épwTriow, an ask-
ing, that is, as upon equal terms (John xiv. 16; xvi. 26;

xvii. 9, 15, 20), never aiTéw or aiTjow. 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 ait€ioB8at to Him, which
He never ascribes to Himself: §oa &v aitrion Tov Beov.
duioet oot 6 Bedg (John xi. 22): on which verse Bengel
observes: ‘Jesus, de se rogante loquens €é8er{@nv dicit (Luc.
xxii. 32), et épwTNow, at nunquam aitodpat. Non Graece
locuta est Martha, sed tamen Johannes exprimit impro-
prium ejus sermonem, quem, Dominus benigne tulit: nam
aiTéioBau videtur verbum esse minus dignum: ‘compare
his note on 1 John v. 16.

It will follow that the épwTdv, 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

" Thus Cicero (Plane. x. 25): ‘Neque enim ego sic rogabam, ut petere
viderer, quia familiaris esset meus.’
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assertion i1s I John v. 16. The verse is difficult, but which-
ever 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 épwTvon for
the aitrioe, of the earlier clause of the verse, will rather
confirm it.

§ xli. dvdravoig, dveoig,.

OUR VERSION renders both these words by 'rest’; dvdrovoig

at Matt. xi. 29; xii. 43; and &veog at 2 Cor. ii. 13; vii.

5; 2 Thess. 7. No one can object to this; while yet,

on a closer scrutiny, we perceive that they repose on dif-

ferent images, and contemplate this ‘rest’ from different

points of view. Avdravoig, from dvaroatdw, implies the

pause or cessation from labour (Rev. iv. 8); it is the con-

stant word in the Septuagint for the rest of the Sabbath;

thus Exod. xvi. 23; xxxi. 15; xxxv. 2, and often. “Aveo1g,

from dvinui, implies the relaxing or letting down of chords

or strings, which have before been strained or drawn tight,

its exact and literal antithesis being énitaog (from émi-

Teivw): thus Plato (Rep. i. 349 e): év TH émiTdoet kai dvéoet
TWV yopd@v: and Plutarch (De Lib. Ed. 13) Td T6Ea kad,

Tdg ANbpag dviepey, Tva émitéivar SuvnB@uev: and again (Lyc.
29): ovk &veoig v, AN’ émiTtaoig Tfig moliTeiag: cf. Philo,

De Incorr. Mun. 13. Moses in the year of jubilee gave,

according to Josephus (4ntt. iii. 12. 3), dveow 11 yf dné

Te dpéTpoL Kai (puTeiag. But no passage illustrates dveoig

so well as one from the treatise just quoted which goes by

Plutarch's name (De Lib. Ed. 13): 8oTéov o0V TOig Taloiv
dVanvony TAV ouvey dV névwy, évluvpovpévous, §T1 tds 0 Biog
NUAV eig dveotv kod omoudry dujpnrar’ kai 31 TodT0 00 pévov
éYpiyopos, AANA kai Unvog e0pédn” 0U3E TéNepos, AANA Kai
elprium’ 008 Y etpuiv, AANG Kai evdia’ 008 évepyoi mpdEets,
dM\d kai €opTad ... ka8 ov 8¢ ocWieTal, cOua pév, évdeiq
kai TAnpwoer Yoy 8¢, dvéoel kd névw. Plato has the

same opposition between dveoig and omovd") (Legg. iv.
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724 a); while Plutarch (Symp. v. 6) sets dveog, over
against oTevoywpia, as a dwelling at large, instead of in

a narrow and straight room; and St. Paul over against
OA11g (2 Cor. viii. 13), not being willing that there should
be ‘ease’ (dveoig) to other Churches, and ‘affliction’
(BXiig), that is from an excessive contribution, to the
Corinthian. Used figuratively, it expresses what we, em-
ploying the same image, call the relaxation of morals

(thus Athenaeus, xiv. 13: dkohacoia kai dveotg, setting it
over against cw®poovvn; Philo, De Cherub. 27; De Ebriet.
6: dveoig, paBupia, Tpud1y: De Merc. Meret. 2).

It will at once be perceived how excellently chosen ’éxew
dveov at Acts xxiv. 23 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 relaxation of his bonds is
exactly what this phrase implies; cf. Ecclus. xxvi. 10;
Josephus, Antt. xviii. 6. 10, where dveo1g is used in a per-
fectly similar case.

The distinction, then, is obvious. When our Lord pro-
mises dvdnavoig to the weary and heavy laden who come to
Him (Matt. xi. 18, 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 confi-
dence that the Thessalonians, troubled now, should yet find
dveoig in the day of Christ (2 Thess. 7), lie anticipates for
them, not so much cessation from labour, as relaxation of
the chords of affliction, now so tightly drawn, strained
and stretched to the uttermost. It is true that this pro-
mise 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 aspects, and by help
of different images; and each word has its own fitness in
the place where it is employed.



148 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XLIIL
§ xlii. Tamewoppovaivn, TpadTNS.

THE 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 peyahoyvyia, and set up the despised
Christian grace Tametvoppoo v 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 direction 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 (yaLopurdkiov dpeT@v, Basil, Const. Mon. 16).
And indeed not the grace only, but the very word Tamet-
vopoo vy is itself a fruit of the Gospel; no Greek writer
employed it before the Christian nor, apart from the
influence of Christian writers, after. In the Septuagint
Tametvoppwy occurs once (Prov. xxix. 23) and Tamelvodpovéiv
as often (Ps. cxxx. 2); both words being used in honour.
Plutarch too has advanced as far as Tamewodpwv (De Alex.
Virt. 1. 4), but employs it in an ill sense; and the use by
heathen writers of Tamelvog, Tamewo6TNS, and other words of
this family, shows plainly how they would have employed
Tanetvodpoovvn had they thought good to allow it. The
instances are few and exceptional in which Tamelvog sig-
nifies anything for them which is not grovelling, slavish,

and mean-spirited. It keeps company with kaTndng

(Plato, Legg. iv. 774 c); with dv8panodwidng (Eth. Eudem.
3); with d'yevvng (Lucian, De Calum. 24); with kaTndns
(Plutarch, Fab. Max. 18); with 80&o0g (De Vit. Pud. 14);
with 8ov\1kdg, Sovhompenrig (Philo, Quod Omn. Prob. Lib.
4); with y apaitnhog (De Leg. Spec. 1), and the like: just

as the German ‘Demuth,’ born as it was in the heathen
period of the language, is properly and originally ‘servilis
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animus,'—'deo’ (=servus) constituting the first syllable
of it (Grimm, Worterbuch, s. v.)--and only under the in-
fluences 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 memorable passage
(Legg. iv. 716 a) links Tame1vdg with Kekoounuévog, as in
Demosthenes we have Aoyot pétprot kat Tametvoi: while
Xenophon more than once sets the Tamelvdg over against
the Umepvjpavog (4ges. ii. i ; cf. AEschylus, Prom. Vinci.
328; Luke i. 51, 52): and see for its worthier use a noble
passage in Plutarch, De Prof. in, Virt. 10; and another, De
Sera Num. Vincd. 3, where the purpose of the divine punish-
ments is set forth as being that the soul may become odv-
VOUg KAl TATELVT, Kol KaTd(oBog tpog Tov Bedév. Combined
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 Tamet-
vodpooovn (Ethic. Nic. iv. 3. 3; cf. Brandis, Aristoteles,

p. 1408; and Nagelsbach, Homer: Theologie, p. 336).

Having confessed how hard it is for a man TH dAnBeiq
peyaléyuyov elvai--for he will allow no peyaroyvyia, or
great-souledness, which does not rest on corresponding
realities of goodness and moral greatness, and his peya-
AGYuy0g is one peydAwy adTOV dE1AV, dErog Wv--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, can-
not be imputed to any as a culpable meanness of spirit;

it is rather the true cwdpoobvm (0 ydp mkp@v dErog, Kad
TOUTWY AEIQV €vTOVY, ocWdpwy. 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 Tameivopoovvn as a grace



150 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XLII.

in which every man ought to abound; for that which he,

even according to the standard which he set up, confessed

to be a y akemév, namely THi dANBeiq peyaréyuyov elvar, the
Christian, convinced by the Spirit of God, and having in

his Lord a standard of perfect righteousness before his

eyes, knows to be not merely a y aXenév, but an dddvaTov.
Such is the Christian Tamelvodpoo v, 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 a making of ourselves small, when we are great (Tamewvo-
(Ppoodvn 10076 0TV, GTOV Tig péyas Wy, EQVTOV TATELVOL:
and he repeats this often; see Suicer, Thes. s. v.). Far

truer and deeper is St. Bernard's definition: ‘Est virtus

qua, quis ex verissimci sui cognitione sibi ipsi vilescit;’ 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 Tametvopovovn, as springing out of and resting
on the sense of unworthiness, agree with the fact that
the sinless Lord laid claim to this grace, and said, "I am
meek and lowly in heart" (Tamelvog T4 kapdiq, Matt. xi.
29)? The answer is, that for the sinner Tamelvopovovvn
involves the confession of sin, inasmuch as it involves the
confession of his true condition; while yet for the un-
fallen creature the grace itself as truly exists, involving
for such the acknowledgment not of sinfulness, which
would be untrue, but of creatureliness, of absolute de-
pendence, 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 a creatures
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
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Christ thus claims to be Tameivdg: his human life was a
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 TpadTNS so
entirely as it had done Tameivodpoovn but this, because
the word did not need rehabilitation to the same extent.
IMpa61ng did not require to be transformed from a bad
sense 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 mp&og and of TpadTNS.
(Ethic. Nic. 1v. 5), mentally comparing the heathen virtue
with the Christian grace, and not feel that Revelation has
given to these words a depth, a richness, a fulness of
significance which they were very far from possessing
before. The great moralist of Greece set Tpa.dTNg as the
neodTng mepi 0pyfis, between the two 6py1AéTNg
and dopynoia, with, however, so much learning to the latter
that it might very easily run into this defect; and he
finds it worthy of praise, more because by it a man retains
his own equanimity and composure (the word is associated
by Plutarch with petprond®eia, De Frat. Am. 18; with
O’LXOMOL, Cons. ad Uxor. 2; with dveEkaxkio, De Cap. ex In.
Uti1.9; with peyalondBera, De Ser. Num. Vind. 5; with
ebneiBera, Comp. Num. et Lyc. 3; with ebkolia, De Virt. et
Vit. I), than for any nobler reason. Neither does Plu-
tarch's own graceful little essay, Ilepi dopymoiag, rise any-
where to a loftier pitch than this, though we might have
looked for something higher from him. IIpadTng is opposed
by Plato to dyp16Tng (Symp. 197 d); by Aristotle to Y LNe-
noTNS (Hist. Anim. ix. i; cf. Plato. Rep. vi. 472f); by
Plutarch or some other under his name, to dmoTopia (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,
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for instance, Tpa6TNg 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 interpretation of much of the deeper teaching in

Scripture:' on which subject, and with reference to this

very word, there are some excellent observations by F.

Spanheim, Dubia Evangelica, vol. iii. p. 398; by Rambach,

Inst. Herm. Sac. p. 169;* cf. also, passim, the lecture

or little treatise by Zerschwitz, Profangracitat 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-Encyclopadie. The Scriptural

TPA.OTNS 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; an the exercises of it are first and chiefly

towards God Matt. xi. 29; Jam. 1. 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 Tameivopoo v, 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 a sense that these, with the insults and

injuries which they may inflict, are permitted and em-

! They will do this, even though they stop short of lengths to which
Fritzsche, a very learned but unconsecrated modern expositor of the
Romans, has rearched; who, on Rom. 1. 7, writes: 'Deinde considerandum
est formula y dp1g Vpiv kai eiprivn in N. T. nihil aliud dici nisi quod Graeci
illo suo yaipetg s. €d mpdTTewV enuntiare consueverint, h. e. ut aliquis for-
tunatus sit, sive, ut cum Horatio loquar, Ep. i. 8. r, ut gaudeat et bene
rem gerat.'

* He concludes, 'Unde dignus esset reprehensione qui graciles illas et
exiles notiones quas pagani de virtutibus habuertmt Christianarum virtu-
tum nominibus subjiceret.'
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ployed by Him for the chastening and purifying of his
elect. This was the root of David's Tpa6Tng, 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 Tpa.dTng 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 con-
tradiction of sinners (Luke ix. 35, 36; John xviii. 22, 23);
—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. 25; Tit. iii. 2).

IMpa6Tng, then, or meekness, if more than mere gentle-
ness of manner, if indeed the Christian grace of meek-
ness of spirit, must rest on deeper foundations than its
own, on those namely which Tameivodpoodvn, has laid for it,
and can only subsist while it continues to, rest on these.
It is a grace in advance of Tamelvodpoo v, not as more
precious than it, but as presupposing it, and as being
unable to exist without it.

cee /7 bl
§ xliii. TpadTNG, €MiEiKeLAL.

Tanewoppooivn and émeikera, though joined together by
Clement of Rome (1 Ep. § 56), are in their meanings too
far apart to be fit subjects of synonymous discrimination;
but TpadTMg, which stands between, holds on to both. The
attempt has just been made to seize its points of contact
with Tarewvodppoaivn. Without going over this ground
anew, we may consider the relations to émieikeia in which
it stands.
The mere existence of such a word as énieikera is itself a
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signal evidence f the high development of ethics among

the Greeks.' It expresses exactly that moderation which
recognizes the impossibility cleaving to all formal law, of
anticipating 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, let the ‘summum jus’ should in practice
prove the ‘summa injuria’; which, therefore, urges not

its own rights to the uttermost, but, going back in part or

in the whole from these, rectifies and redresses the in-
justices of justice.” It is thus more truly just than strict
justice would have been; being dikatov, kot BENTIOV T1VOg
dikaiov, as 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, énavépBwpa vépov, 1 ENkeiner d1d
10 kBN ov:’ and he sets the dkpiBodikatog, the man who
stands up for the last tittle of his legal rights, over

against the émiewkrig. In the Definitions which go under
Plato's name (412 b) it is Sikaiwy kai copdepdVTWY ENAT-
Twog: it is joined by Lucian (Vit. Auct. 10) to ai8wg and

' No Latin word exactly and adequately renders it; ‘clementia’ sets
forth one side of it, ‘aequitas’ 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 a single and a
higher one.

? In the words of Persius (iv. i t),

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

3 Daniel, a considerable poet, but a far more illustrious thinker, in a
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 émieikera or ‘equity,” as being

‘the sou/ of law,
The /ife of justice, and the spirit of right.'
Soo too in Spenser's Fairy Queen the Legend of Artegal is devoted to the
glorifying of the Christian grace of émieiketa.
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neTp1dTNg, and in a fragment of Sophocles is opposed to
ani@g 8ikm. Correctio ejus, Grotius defines it, in quo lex
propter universalitatem deficit. EVyvwpoodvn in its mean-
ing approaches very closely to émteikeia; but has not as
completely been taken up into the scientific language of
ethics. This aspect of émieiketa, namely that it is a going
back from the letter of right for the better preserving of
the spirit, must never be lost sight of. Seneca (De Clem.
i1. 7) well brings it out: Nihil ex his facit, tanquam
justo minus fecerit, sed tanquam id quod constituit, jus-
tissimum sit;' and Aquinas: ‘Diminutiva est poenarum,
secundum rationem rectam; quando scilicet oportet, et in
quibus oportet.! Goschel, who has written so much and
so profoundly on the relations between theology and juris-
prudence, has much on this matter which, is excellent (Zur
Philos. und Theol. des Rechts und der Rechtgeschichte, 1835,
pp. 428-438).

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 righte-
ousness, and giving of a value to that which, rigorously
estimated, would have none; all his refusals to exact ex-
treme penalties (Wisd. xii. 18; Song of Three Children, 18;
2 Macc. x. 4; Ps. Ixxxv. 5: 611 00 Kipte, ypno1og kod
émeikng kai molvéeog: cf. Clement of Rome, I Ep. § 29:
émewns kai ebomhayyvos Matrp: Plutarch, Coriol. 24;
Peric. 39; Caes. 57); all his keeping in mind whereof we
are made, and measuring his dealings with us thereby;
all of these we may contemplate as émieikera upon his
part; even as they demand in return the same, one toward
another, upon ours. Peter, when himself restored, must
strengthen his brethren (Luke xxii. 32). The greatly
forgiven servant in the parable (Matt. xviii.. 23), having
known the éneikera of his lord and king, is justly expected.
to shew the same to his fellow servant. The word is often
joined with piravBpwnia (Polybius, v. 10. 1; Philo, De
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Vit. Mos. i. 36 ; 2 Macc. ix. 27); with Nuepé1ng (Philo, De
Car. 18; Plutarch, De Vit. Pud. 2); with pakpoBupuia
(Clement of Rome, 1 Ep. § 13); with dve&koakia (Wisd. ii.
19); often too with TpadTnS: thus, besides the passage
in the N. T. (2 Cor. x. ), by Plutarch (Peric. 39; Caes. 57,
cf. Pyrrh. 23; 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. 1. p. 529).

The distinction between mpa.dTng, and émieika Estius
(on 2 Cor. x. 1) sets forth in part, although incompletely:
‘Mansuetudo [rpa.dTng] magis ad animum, énieiketa vero
magis ad exteriorem conversationem pertinet;' compare
Bengel: ‘mpadTng virtus magis absoluta, émieikero magis
refertur ad alios.” Aquinas too has a fine and subtle dis-
cussion on the relations of likeness and difference between
the graces which these words severally denote (Summ.
Theol. 2a 3%, qu. 157): Utrum Clementia et Mansuetudo
sint penitus idem." Among other marks of difference he
especially presses these two: the first that in ‘clementia’
(=émieikera) these is always the condescension of a su-
perior to an inferior, while in ‘mansuetudo’ (Tpa6TNg)
nothing of the kind is necessarily implied: ‘Clementia est
lenitas superioris adversus inferiorem: mansuetudo non
solum est superioris ad inferiorem, sed cujuslibet ad quem-
libet;' 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 Tpa.dTng is in the inner
spirit, while the émieikera must needs embody itself in
outward acts: ‘Differunt ab invicem in quantum de-
mentia est moderativa exterioris punitionis, mansuetudo
proprie diminuit passionem irae.’

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 émieikera and
émierknig for the English reader. The occasions on which
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émieikera occur are two, or reckoning T0 émieikég as 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.’
"Emieikiig, not counting the one occasion already named,
occurs four times (I Tim. i11. 3; Tit.1i1. 2; Jam. 1i1. 17,

1 Pet. ii. 18), and appears in the several Versions of our
Hexapla as ‘temperate,” ‘soft,” ‘gentle,” ‘modest,” ‘pa-
tient,” ‘mild,” ‘courteous.’ ‘Gentle’ and ‘gentleness,’

on the whole, commend themselves as the best; but the
fact remains, which also in a great me sure excuses so
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.

§ xliv. KAETTMS, AOTYS.

THESE words occur together John x. I, 8; but do not con-
stitute there' or elsewhere a tautology, or mere rhetorical
amplification (cf. Obad. 5; Plato, Rep. 1. 351 c¢). The
KAETTNS and the Ao 1Y alike appropriate what is not
theirs, but the k\émTng by fraud and in secret (Matt. xxiv.
43; John xii. 6; cf. Exod. xxii. 2; ii. 26); the

AN O TN, by violence and openly (2 Cor. 26; cf. Hos. ix.

1; Jer. vii. 11; Plutarch, De Super. 3: 00 (hoB€iTar AoTag
0 oikoupu”)v); the one is the ‘thief' and steals; the other

is the 'robber' and plunders, as his name, from \rjig or
\eia (as our own ‘robber,” from ‘Raub,’ booty), suffici-
ently declares. They are severally the ‘fur’ and ‘latro;’
‘fures insidianter et occulta fraude decipiunt; latrones
audacter aliena diripiunt ' (Jerome, /n Osee, 7. 1). ‘Larron,’
however, in French, ‘voleur qui derobe furtivement et

" Grotius: ‘Fur [K\e,mTNg] quia venit ut rapiat alienum; latro [A\oThg]
quia ut occidat, ver 10.'
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par adresse,’ notwithstanding its connexion 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 kAémTng by
‘thief;’ they ought with a like consistency to have ren-
dered Ao TMg 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 lite-
rature 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 V. Still one must regret
that on several occasions in our Version we do not find
‘robbers’ rather than ‘thieves.” Thus at Matt. xxi. 13 we
read: "My house shall be called the house 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 quotation
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
a party armed with swords and clubs would issue forth,
not against a lurking thief. The poor traveller in the
parable (Luke x. 30) 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 con-
founding of ‘thief” and ‘robber’ as Luke xxiii. 39-43.

The whole anterior moral condition of him whom we call
‘the penitent thief” is obscured for many by the associa-
tions which almost inevitably cling to this name. The two
malefactors crucified with Jesus, the one obdurate, the
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other penitent, in all likelihood had belonged both to
the band of Barabbas, who for murder and insurrection
had been cast with his fellow insurgents into prison (Mark
xv. 7). He too was himself a Ao trig (John xviii. 40), and
yet no common malefactor, on the contrary ‘a notable
prisoner' (8éoptog énionpog, Matt. xxvii 16). Now con-
sidering 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 country-
men, 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 their reach. The history of Dolcino's
‘Apostolicals,’ as of the Camisards in the Cevennes, illus-
trates 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, ‘klept’
among the modern Greeks, would probably have ceased to
be dishonorable, would not have been refused by them-
selves.

And yet of stamp and character howl different would
many of these men, these maintainers of a last protest
against a foreign domination, probably be from the mean
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and cowardly purloiner, whom we call the ‘thief.” The
bands of these AqyoTai, 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 \1jo"T1ig 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 circumstances be doubtful that he would be more
fitly called ‘the penitent robber.” See my Studies in the
Gospels, 4th edit pp. 302, sqq.; Dean Stanley, The Jewish
Church, vol. 111. 4 66.

xlv. TAOVW, ViTTw, Novw.

THERE is a 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 one which the inspired writers always observe. Thus
TAUVerv is always to wash inanimate things, as distin-
guished from living objects or persons; oftenest garments
(eipata, Homer, /1. 1. xxii. 155; iuo’LTlov, Plato, Charm. 161 e;
and in the Septuagint continually; so 0ToAdg, Rev. vii.
14); but not exclusively garments, as some affirm, for

see Luke v. 2, where it expresses the washing or cleans-
ing of nets (3ikTva: cf. Polybius, ix. 6, 3). When David
exclaims TADVSV pe dno Tfg dvopiag (Ps. 1. 3 [li. 3,

A. V.)]), this is no exception to the rule; for the men-

tion 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.
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xix. 6, 7), however he may have looked through these to
another and better sprinkling beyond.

NinTew and NoVewv, on the other hand, express the
washing of living persons; although with this difference,
that vinTerwv (which displaced in the later period of the
language the Attic vi€eiv), and viyaoBaut, almost always
express the washing of a part of the body—the hands
(Mark vii. 3; Exod. xxx. 19), the feet (John xiii. 5
Plutarch, Thes. 10), the face (Matt. vi 17), the eyes
(John 1x. 7), the back and shoulders Homer, Od. vi.

224); while Aove1v, which is not so much ‘to wash’ as

‘to bathe,” and AoDoBau, ‘to bathe oneself,” implies always,
not the washing of a part of the body, but of the whole

(thus Aehovpévor 10 cwpa, Heb. x. 22 ; cf. Exod. xxix. 4;
Acts 27; 2 Pet. 11. 22; Rev. 1. 5 Plato, Phaed.

115 a). This limitation of vinTewv, to persons as contra-
distinguished from things, which is always observed in

the N. T., is not without exceptions, although they are

very unfrequent elsewhere; thus, 8érag. Homer, //. xvi.
229); TpaméCag (Od. i. 112); okebog (Lev. xv. 12). A
single verse in the Septuagint (Lev. xv. 1) gives us all

the three words, and all used in their exact propriety

of meaning: kai §owv édv {YmTou 0 yovoppuns, kai T
y€ipag avTod 0b vévinTat YdaTt, TALVE Td pdTia, Kai
NoVoeTal T0 C@uo YSaTt.

The passage where it is most important to mark the
distinction between vinTewv, to wash a part, and Aovetrv
or A\odo Bau, to wash the whole, of the body, and where
certainly our English Version loses something in clear-
ness from the absence of words which should note the
passing from one word to the other in she original, is
John xiii. 10: "He that is washed [0 Aexovpnévog] needeth
not save to wash [viyyaoBau] his feet, but is clean every
whit."! The foot-washing was a symbplic act. St.

" 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
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Peter had no 1 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 asked 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 th great washing, of that forgiveness which
included the whole man: he was Aehovpévog, and this great
absolving 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. 3).

But while it fared thus with him in respect of the all-
inclusive forgiveness, he did need to wash his feet (viyo.oBat
ToVUg T03ag), 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 sin-
ful world. One might almost suppose, as it has been sug-
gested, that there was allusion here to the Levitical ordi-
nance, 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. xxvii. 4;

x1. 12); but were to wash their hands and their feet in the
brasen laver as often as they afterwards ministered before
the Lord (Exod. xxx. 19, 21; x1. 31). Yet this would
commend itself more, if we did not find hands and feet, in
the same category there, while here they are not merely
disjoined, but set over against one another (John. ver. 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

sought to preserve the variation of word: ‘Wer gebadet ist, der braucht
sich nicht als an den Fussen zu waschen.’



§ XLVI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 163

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
praeter pedes, sed totals omnino veruntamen cum in rebus
humanis postea vivitur, utique terra calcatur. Ipsi igitur
humani affectus, sine quibus in hac mortalitate non vivitur,
quasi pedes sunt, ubi ex humanis rebus afficimur. Quo-
tidie ergo pedes /avat nobis, qui interpellat pro nobis: ex
quotidie nos opus habere ut pedes lavemu in ipsa Oratione
Dominica confitemur, cum dicimus, Dimitte nobis debita
nostra.'

§ xlvi. hds, héyyos, hwoTrp, NOyvog, haurds.

ALL these words are rendered, some occasionally, some
always, in our Version, by light'; thus, (¢h@g at Matt.

iv. 16; Rom. xiii. 12, and often; (péyyog at Matt. xxiv.

29; Mark xiii. 24; Luke xi. 33 (it does not occur again);
(GwoTp at Phil. ii. 15; Rev. xxi. 11 (where only it occurs);
N0y vog at Matt. vi. 22; John v. 35; 2 Pet. i. 19, and else-
where; though this often by ‘candle’ (Matt, v. 15; Rev.

xxii. 5); and Aapmag at Acts xx. 8, though elsewhere
rendered ‘lamp' (Matt. xxv. 1; Rev. viii. 10), and "torch'
(John xviii. 3).

The old grammarians distinguish between p@g and
({éyyos (which are but different forms of one and the
same word), that (h@g, is the light of the sun or of the day,
(héyyog the light or lustre of the moon. The Attic writers,
to whom this distinction must belong, if to any, them-
selves only imperfectly observe it. Thus, in Sophocles
(éyyos, is three or four times ascribed to the sun (4ntig.
800; Ajax, 654, 840; Trachin. 597); while in Plato we
meet G TeAyns (Rep. vii. 516 b; cf Isai. xiii. 10;
Ezek. xxxii. 7). This much right the grammarians have,
that héyyog is oftenest the light of the moon or other
luminaries of the night, (p@g that of the sun or of the
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day; thus Plato (Rep. vi. 508 ¢) sets over against one

another Nuep1vov p@g and vukTtepivad Gpéyyn. This, like so
many other finer distinctions of the Greek language, is

so far observed in the N. T., that the light of the moon,

on the only occasions that it is mentioned, is (héyyosg,
(Matt. xxiv. 19; Mark xii. 24; cf. Joel 11. 10; 11ii. 15),

as (hwg is that of the sun (Rev. xxii. 5). It will follow

that (h@g, rather than (héyyog, is the true antithesis to
oko6Tog (Plato, Rep. vii, 518 a ; Matt. vi. 23 ; I Pet. ii. 9);
and generally that the former will be the more absolute
designation of light; thus Hab. iii. 4: kai (»éyyos avT0d
[ToD Beod] wig p@g éoTar: compare Euripides, Helen. 530:

Pnoi & év Ppder méo v TOV dpov @vTa dhéyyos eloodhav.

Doderlein, Lat Synom. vol. 1. p. 69.

dwotnp is rendered 'light' in our Version; thus, at
Phil. ii. 15: "Among whom ye shine as lights in the
world " (ug pwoThpeg év kéopw). It would be difficult
to improve on this, which yet fails to mark with entire
precision what St. Paul intends. The (ppwo THipeg here
are the heavenly bodies, ‘luminaria’ (Vulg.), ‘Himmels-
lichter’ (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 N1TR? is
rendered (pwo THpeg in the Septuagint. Compare Ecclus.
xliii. 7, where he moon is pwoTrip: and Wisd. xiii. 2,
where pwoTfipeg 00pavod is exactly equivalent to pwo-
Tfpeg év k6o nw here, the ko pog of this place being the
material world, the oTepwpa or firmament, not the ethical
world, which h s been already expressed by the yeved
okhota Kai dteoTpoppévn. Nor would it be easy to improve
on our version of Rev. xxi. 11: "Her light [0 pwoTrip
aviTfig] was like unto a stone most precious." Our Trans-
lators did well in going back to this, Wiclif's rendering,
and in displacing "her shining," which had been admitted
into the inter mediate Versions, and which must have
conveyed a wrong impression to the English reader. Not

See
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that the present rendering is altogether satisfactory,
being itself not wholly unambiguous. Some may still be
tempted to understand ‘her light” as the light which the
Heavenly City diffused; when, indeed, (hwo Trip 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. 23: "the
Lamb is the light thereof:" 6 INRUS a0THg there being
=6 pwoTHp abTAg here.

In rendering A0y vog and hapmndsg our Translators have
scarcely made the most of the words at their command.
Had they rendered Aapmdg by ‘torch,” not once only
(John xviii. 3), but always, this would have left ‘lamp,’
now wrongly appropriated by Aapundg, disengaged. Alto-
gether dismissing ‘candle,’” they might then have rendered
AUy vog by ‘lamp’ wherever it occurs. 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 (pg
and MOy vog nearly, if not quite, disappears in our Version.

The advantages of such a re-distribution of the words
would be many. In the first place, it would be more
accurate. AUy vog is nota ‘candle’ (‘candela,” from
‘candeo,’ the white wax light, and then any kind of
taper), but a hand-lamp, fed with oil. Neither is Aaumndg
a ‘lamp,’ but a ‘torch,” and this not only in the Attic,
but in the later Hellenistic Greek as ell (Polybius, iii.

93. 4; Herodias, 1v. 2; Plutarch, Timol. 8; Alex. 38;

Judg. vii. 16; xv. 4); and so, I believe, always in the N.T.
In proof that at Rev. viii. 10, Aapmdg should be translated
‘torch’ (‘Fackel,” De Wette), see Aristotle, De Mund. 4.
Our early translators, who rendered it ‘brand’ or ‘fire-
brand’ (John xviii. 4), showed that they understood the
force of the word. It may be urged that in the parable

of the Ten Virgins the Aapnd3eg are nourished with oil,
and must needs therefore be lamps. But this does not
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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 dyy€iov of Matt. xxv. 4], constructed
for the purpose' (Elphinstone, Hist. of India, vol. i. p. 333).

More passages than one would gain in perspicuity by
such a re-arrangement; and mainly through the clear
distinction between pg and Ny vos, which would then be
apparent. On of these is John v. 35: "He was a burning
and a shining light,"—so our Translation; but in the
original, ék€ivog My 6 AUy vos 0 kadpevos kai daivwy; or, as
the Vulgate has it: ‘Ille erat lucerna ardens et lucens;’
not obliterating as we have done, the whole antithesis
between Christ the (p@dg dAnBwéY (John i. 8), p@g ék hpwTds,
that Eternal Light, which, as it was never kindled, so
should never be quenched, and the Baptist, a 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 AU vog here and at 2 Pet. i. 19,
tacitly contrasted here with ¢p@g, and there avowedly
with pwo popog the same opposition is intended, only now
transferred to the highest sphere of the spiritual world,
which our post had in his mind when he wrote those
glorious lines:

‘Nigh's candles are burnt out, and jocund Day
Stands tiptoe on the misty mountain-tops.’

§ xlvii. x dptg, éNeos.

THERE 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. Xdp1ig 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
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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. Xdp1g, connected with y aiperv, is first of
all that property in a thing which causes it to give joy to
the hearers or beholders of it, as Plutarch (Cum Princ.
Phil. Diss. 3) has rightly explained it, y apds ydp 008¢v oUTwg
vYoviudv éotwv ws x dpts (cf. Pott, Etym. Forsch. vol. ii. part
p. 217); and then, seeing that to 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. 237; Euripides, Troad. 1108, napBévwy y dpiTeg;
Lucian, Zeux. 2, xdp1g ATTikn}. It has often this use in
the Septuagint (Ps. xlv. 3; Prov. x. 3), the Hebrew N
being commonly rendered by it; yet no invariably; being
translated by dpéokera (Prov. xxxi. 30); by éxeog (Gen.
xis. 19); by énixonplg (Nah. 4). Xdp1g opts has the same
use in the Apocrypha (Ecclus. xxiv. 16 x1. 22, x dp1g kai
KAANOS): nor is this altogether strange to the N. T.; thus
see Luke iv. 22, and perhaps Ephes. iv. 9.

But y dp1g 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 outcomings 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 classical
Greek we have y dpw droitew, \apBdvety, Sodva; so in the
Septuagint (Esth. vi. 3); and so also x dp1g as a merely
human grace and favour in the N.T. (thus Acts ii. 47;
xxv. 3; 2 Cor. ix. 19). There is a further sense which
the word obtained, namely the thankfulness which the
favour calls out in 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
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€\eog, we have nothing to do. It is at that earlier point
which we have just been fixing that y dp1g waited for and
obtained its highest consecration; not indeed to have its
meaning change 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 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 Scriptures of the elder Covenant; for the
Hebrew word which most nearly approaches in meaning
to the ydpig of the N. T., namely TOM, is not translated by
¥ dp1g, one occasion only excepted (Esth. 9), but usually
by éxeog (Gen. x iv. 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 ydpig as destined. These lay in the fact that
already in the ethical terminology of the Greek schools
ydpig 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 abso-
lute freeness of the lovingkindness of God to men. Thus
Aristotle, defining y dpts, 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): €oTw 1 ydpis,
ka® My 0 éywv NéyeTar ydpv UTovpYEiY TO Seopévw purj dvTi
TWos, und wa Tt adT@ TP VovpyodvTL, AN Tva ékeivw T1.
Agreeing with this we have y dpig ka1 8wped., Polybius,
i. 31. 6 (cf. Rom. iii. 24, Swpeav TH abTod yapity; v. 15, 17;
xii. 3, 6; xv. 15; Ephes. ii. 8; iv. 7); so too y dp1g joined
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with eBvoia (Plato, Legg. xi. 931 a; Plutarch, Quom. Adul.
ab Amic. 34); with pinia (Lyc. 4); with TtpadTng (4dv.
Col. 2); opposed to no8og (Lyc. 15); and compare Rom.
xi. 6, where St. Paul sets y dptg and €pya over against one
another in directest antithesis, showing chat they mutually
exclude one another, it being of the essence of whatever
is owed to y dp1g 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 y dp1g 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\eog has
special and immediate 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 consider the
anterior uses of this word, before 1t as assumed into
this its highest use as the mercy of Him, whose mercy is
over all his works. Of é\eog we have his definition in
Aristotle (Rhet. ii. 8): éoTw 81} éneog, NUTIN T1g émi povopévw
KAK® (BPTIKD Kol ANumnpd Tod dva&iov Tuyydvew, 0 kv
avTOg TPoodokrioetey &v Tabéiv, | TOV avTod Twd. It will be
at once perceived that much will have here to be modified,
and something removed, when we come to speak of the
é\eog, of God. Grief does not and cannot touch Him, in
whose presence is fulness of joy; He does not demand
unworthy suffering (NN Wg éni dvagiwg KakonaBodVTL,
which is the Stoic definition of é\eog, Diogenes Laertius,
vii. 63),' to move Him, seeing that absolutely unworthy

So Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8. 18): ‘Misericordia est aegritudo ex miseria
alterius injuria laborantis. Nemo enim parricidae aut proditoris supplicio
misericordia commovetur.'
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suffering there is done in a world of sinners; neither can
He, who is lifted up above all chance and change, contem-
plate, in beholding misery, the possibility of being Him-
self involved in the same. It is nothing wonderful that

the Manichaeans and others who desired a God as unlike
man as possible, cried out against the attribution of é\eog
to Him; and found here a weapon of their warfare against
that Old Testament, whose God was not ashamed to pro-
claim Himself a God of pity and compassion (Ps. Ixxviii.
38; 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 find place in Him; compare Virgil,
Georg. i1. 498, 499. Seneca 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 misericae; habet enim aliquid trahitque ex ea." Augus-
tine answered rightly that this and all other words used to
express human affections did require certain modifications,
a 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. Quaest.

2: ‘Item de misericordia, si auferas compassionem cum

€0, queen miseraris, participatae miseriae, ut remaneat tran-
quilla bonitas subveniendi et a miseria liberandi, insinuatur
divinae misericord qualiscunque cognitio :' cf. De Civ.

Dei, 1x. 5; Anseln, Proslogium, 8; and Suicer, Thes. s. V.

In man's pity there will always be an element of grief, so
that by John of Damascus é\eog is enumerated as one of
the four forms of AOmn, the other three being c’fxog, &Xeog,
and ¢B6vog (De Fid. Orthod. 14); but not so in God's.

We may say then hat the y dpig of God, his free grace

and gift, displayed in the forgiveness of sins, is extended

to men, as they are guilty, his é\eog, as they are miserable.
The lower creation may be, and is, the object of God's
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€\eog, inasmuch as the burden of man's curse has redounded
also upon it (Job xxxviii. 41; Ps. cxlvi . 9; Jon. iv. 11;

Rom. viii. 20-23), but of his y dp1g 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 éheog precedes the xap1s. God so
loved the world with a pitying love (herein was the éxeog),
that He gave his only begotten Son (herein the y dp1s), that
the world through Him might be saved cf. Ephes. ii. 4;
Luke i. 78, 79). But in the order of the manifestation of
God's purposes of salvation the grace must go before the
mercy, the y dptg must go before and make way for the
€\eog. 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 he 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 sanc-
tified. 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 inseparable companion of the second. From this
it follows that in each of the apostolic salutations where
these words occur, y dptg precedes éneog (I Tim. i. 2; 2
Tim. 1. 2; Tit. 1. 4; 2 John 3; Zech. xii. 10; cf. Wisd.

9); nor could this order have been reversed. Xdptig

on the same grounds in the more usual Pauline salutations
precedes eiprjyn (1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 2; and often. On
the distinction between the words of this §, see some
excellent words in Delitzsch, An die Ebraer, p. 163.
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§ xlviii. BeooeBrig, eboePrig, eONAP1S, BpTiTKOS,
delo1daipwy.

BeoTePM|, an epithet three times applied to Job (i. 8;

i1. 3), occurs only once in the N. T. (John ix. 31); and
BeogéBera no oftner (I Tim. ii. 10; Gen. xx. 11; cf. Job
xxviii. 28). EvoeBrig, rare in the Septuagint (Isai. xxiv.

16; xxvi. 7; x xii. 8), but common in the Apocrypha
(Ecclus. xi. 22; xii. 2, 4), with the words dependant on it,

is of more frequent occurrence (I 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 BeooeBng is implied, by its
very derivation, piety toward God, or toward the gods;
while eboeBrig, often as it means this, may also mean piety
in the fulfillment of human relations, as toward parents or
others (Euripides, Elect. 253, 254), the word according to
its etymology only implying ‘worship’ (that is ‘worth-
ship') 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’ colen-
dorum Deorum' (Cicero, Nat. Deor. 41); but a double
meaning, which deeply instructive as it is, yet proves oc-
casionally embarrassing; so that on several occasions
Augustine, when he has need of accuracy and precision in
his language, pauses to observe that by ‘pietas’ he means
what eboéBera may mean, but BeooéBera alone must mean,
namely, piety foward God (‘Dei pietaten, quam Graeci vel
eboéBerav, vel expressius et plenius BeooéBeray, vocant,' Ep.
clxvii. 3; De Trin. xiv. 1; Civ. Dei, x. 1; Enchir. 1). At

the same time evoéBeta, explained in the Platonic Defini-
tions (412 ¢) as 3ika1oo Vv mepi Beovg, by the Stoics as
¢mioTApn Be@v Bepanciag (Diogenes Laertius, vii. i. 64,119),
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and not therefore every reverencing of the gods, but a
reverencing of them aright (ed), is the standing word to
express this piety, both in itself (Xenophon, Ages. iii. 5;
xi. I), and as it is the right mean between a8e4Tng and
Sero1daupovia (Plutarch, De Super. 14); doéBeira and Seiot-
Sapovia (Philo, Quod Deus Imm. 3, 4); Josephus in like
manner opposes it to eidwholaTpeia. The eboePrig is set
over against the dvéotog (Xenophon, Apol. 19); he is him-
self 1A6Beos, (Lucian, De Calum. 14); culdppwy mept TOUS
Beovg (Xenophon, Mem. iv. 3, 2). For some further beau-
tiful remarks on eboéBera in the Greek sense of the word
see Nagelsbach, Nachhomerische Theologie, p. 191. Chris-
tian evoéBera is well described by Eusebius (Praep. Evang.
i. p. 3) as M TPOg TOV éva Koi pévov wg AANBAS 6oNoyolpeV Y
Te Kai JvTa Ocov dvdvevoig, kai 1 KaTd ToToV {wi.
What would have needed to be said on ebAaprig, has
been for the most part anticipated already (see § 10); yet
something further may be added here. I observed there
how eONdBeta passed over from signifying caution and
carefulness in respect 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 eb\aBnig occurs are Luke ii. 25;
Acts ii. 5; viii. 2; cf. Mic. vii. 2. We have uniformly
translated it ‘devout’; nor could this translation be
bettered. It is the Latin ‘religiosus,” but not our ‘re-
ligious.” 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 Jeru-
salem; and, on the third, the dv3peg evAaBeig, who carry
Stephen to his burial, are in all likelihood not Christian
brethren, but devout Jews, who avowed y 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



174 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XLVIIL

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 together constitute the piety of man toward God,
the Old Testament it 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 ebAaBrig 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 1. 6), and leaving nothing
willingly undone which pertained to the circle of their
prescribed duties. For this sense 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
eUNaPrig, eONABera, when used in their religious significa-
tion." Compare Pott, Etym. Forsch. vol. v. p. 369.

Plutarch on more occasions than one exalts the eOAdBera
of the Romans in the handling of divine things, as con-
trasted with the comparative carelessness of the Greeks.
Thus, after other instances in proof (Coriol. 25), he goes
on: ‘Of late times also they did renew and begin a sacri-
fice thirty times one after another; because they thought
still there fell out one fault or other in the same; so holy

! Cicero's well-known words deducing ‘religio' from ‘relegere’ may
be here fitly quoted (De Nat. Deor. ii. 28): ‘Qui omnia quae ad cultum
deorum pertinerent, diligenter retractarent, et tanquam relegerent, sunt
dicti religiosi.'
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and devout were they to the gods' (TotadTn pév edAdBeta
npog 70 B€iov ‘Pwpaiwv). Elsewhere, he pourtrays AEmilius
Paulus (c. 3) as eminent for his eONdBera. The passage is
long, and I only quote a portion of it, availing myself again
of Sir Thomas North's hearty transition, which, though
somewhat loose, 1s 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 they
readily pardon all faults and scrape committed by neg-
ligence, yet 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, 1. 28: ‘Veteres Ro-
mani in constituendis religionibus atque in diis immor-
talibus animadvertendis castissimi cautissimique." Euripides
in one passage contemplates ebAdBeta as a person and a
divine one, ypNo1pwTdT™M Be®g (Phoen. 94).

But if in ebAaBrig we have the anx ous and scrupulous
worshipper, who makes a conscience of changing anything,
of omitting anything, being above all things fearful to
offend, we have in Bpfijokog (Jam. i. 2 ), 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 no here else occurs in
the whole circle of the profane literature of Greece; but
working back from 8pnokeia, we are in no difficulty about
its exact meaning. @pnokeia (=‘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 edoéBeta is the informing soul.



176 ~ SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § XLVIIL

The suggestion of Plutarch (Alex. 2), deriving Bpfjokog from
Orpheus the Thracian, who brought in the celebration of
religious mysteries, is etymologically 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 St. James's choice of 8p1j-
okog and Bpnokeia, (i. 26, 27). ‘If any man,” he would say,
seem to himself to be Bpfjokog, a diligent observer of the
offices of religion, if any man would render a pure and
undefiled Bpnokeia to God, let him know that this consists
not in outward lustrations or ceremonial observances ;
nay, that there is a better 8pnoketa 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" (cf. Matt. xxiii. 23). St. 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 Bpnokeia, 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 Bpfjokog and Bpnokeia, possessed a meaning
once which they now possess no longer, and in that
meaning are hire employed. The Apostle claims for the
new dispensation a superiority over the old, in that its
very Bpnokeia consists in acts of mercy, of love, of holiness,
in that it has light for its garment, its very robe being
righteousness; herein how much nobler than that old,
whose Bpmokeia 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 8ptjokog and
Bpnokeia as erroneous. But it is not so much erroneous
as obsolete; an explanation indeed which he has himself
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suggested, though he was not aware of any such use of
‘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 pompand 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 of any, may be suffered.” A very
instructive passage on the merely external character of
Bpnoketa, which same external character I am confident
our Translators saw in ‘religion,” occcurs in Philo (Quod
Det. Pot. Ins. 7). Having repelled such as would fain be
counted among the evoeBeig on the score of diverse washings,
or costly offerings to the temple, he proceeds: memhavmTat
v9p kai 00Tog TAS TPog eVTéRerav 630D, Bpnokeiav dvTi
0016TNTOS ﬁyovuevog. The readiness with which 8pnokeia
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. 34.
150, 151):
Bpnokeiov 018a Kol TO Sapnévwy oépasg,
‘H & eboéBera npookivnoig Tpiddog

Aeloi8aipwy, the concluding word of this group, and
Sero18arpovia as well, had at first an honourable use; was
=Be00€Pnig (Xenophon, Cyrop. iii. 3. 26) It is quite pos-
sible that ‘superstitio’ and ‘superstitiosus’ had the same.
There seem traces of such a use of ‘superstitiosus’ by
Plautus (Curcul. 27; Amphit. 1. 169); although, as
no one has yet solved the riddle of this word,' it is im-
possible absolutely to say whether this be so or not. In

! Pott (Etym. Forsch. vol. ii. p. 921) resumel the latest investiga-
tions on the derivation of ‘superstitio.” For the German ‘Aberglaube’
(=’Ueberglaube’) see Herzog, Real-Encyc. s. v.
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Cicero's time it had certainly left its better meaning be-
hind (De Nat. Deor. 28; Divin. ii. 72); and compare
Seneca: ‘Religio Deos colic, superstitio violat.” The phi-
losophers first gave an unfavourable significance to 3e1o1-
Satpovia. Astindeed affirms that it first occurs in an ill
sense in a passage of Polybius (vi. 36. 7); but Jebb (Cha-
racters of Theophrastus, p. 264) quotes a passage from
Aristotle (Pol. v. 11), showing that this meaning was not
unknown to him. So 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. Poet. 12; and Wyt-
tenbach, Animadd. in Plutarchum, vol. 1. p. 997), it was
almost inevitable that they should lay hold of the word
which by its very etymology implied and involved fear
(8ero18arpovia, from Seidw), and should employ it to denote
that which they disallowed and condemned, namely, the
‘timor inanis Deorum’ (Cicero, Nat. Deor. 41): in

which phrase the emphasis must not be laid on ‘inanis,’
but on ‘timor’; cf. Augustine (De Civ. Dei, vi. 9): ‘Varro
religiosum a superstitioso ea distinctione discernit, ut a
superstitioso dicat timeri Deos; a religioso autem vereri
ut parentes; non ut hostes timeri.” Baxter does not place
the emphasis exactly where these have done; but his de-
finition of superstition is also a good one (Cathol. Theol.
Preface): ‘A conceit that God is well pleased by over-
doing in external things and observances and laws of
men's own making.’

But even after they had thus turned 3ei1c18aipovia to
ignobler uses, defined it, as does Theophrastus, Sethia mepi
T0 3aiudviov, and Plutarch, De Superst. 6. more vaguely,
TOAUTdLera KaKOV TO AyaBov drovoodoa, it did not at once
and altogether forfeit its higher signification. It re-
mained 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 8e1o18aipwy (Xenophon, 4ges. xi. 8;
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Cyr. iii. 3. 58) and 8er018apovia (Polybius, vi. 56. 7;
Josephus, Antt. x. 3. 2) in a good sense; but St. Paul
himself employed it in no ill meaning in his ever memor-
able discourse upon Mars' Hill. He there addresses the
Athenians, "I perceive that in all things ye are wg 3e101-
SapoveoTépous” (Acts xvii. 22), which is scarcely "too
superstitious," as we have rendered it, or ‘allzu aber-
glaubisch,' as Luther; but rather ‘reliriosiores,” as Beza,
‘sehr gottesfurchtig,” as De Wette, has given it. For

indeed it was not St. Paul's habit to affront, and by af-
fronting 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 ove look 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 interpreter, Chrysostom for
instance, make 8e101801pover Tépovg=cOAaBerTépoug, 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,

a word which almost imperceptibly shaded off from praise
to blame. Bengel (in loc.): ‘8ero18aipwy, verbum per se
néoov, 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 wor-
shippers of the superior powers, so far as their knowledge
reached, being BeooeBéoTaTor, as Sophocles (OEdip. Col.
256), eboeBéoTaTol TdvTwy TOV EXAAvwy, as Josephus, calls
them; their land Beo1reoTd TN, as AEschylus (Eumen. 867)
names it; compare the beautiful chorus in The Clouds of
Aristophanes, 299-313. 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 det-
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o1daipwy, so a so in the one where detg18apovia, occurs
(Acts xxv. 19). Festus may speak there with a certain

covert slight of the 8ertg18apovia, 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 a ‘superstition’ in Agrippa's face, for it was the same

to which Agrippa himself was addicted (Acts xxvi. 3, 27),
whom certainly he was very far from intending to insult.

xlix. Kevog, HATO10S.

THESE words nowhere in the N. T. occur together; but
on several occasions in the Septuagint, as for instance at
Job xx. 18; Isai. xxxvii. 7; cf. xlix. 4; Hos. xii. 1; in
Clement of Rome, 1 Ep. § 6; and not unfrequently in
classical Greek as in Sophocles (Elec. 324); in Aristotle,
Nic. Ethic. 1. 2 and in Plutarch (Adv. Colot. 17). We deal
with them here solely in their ethical use; for seeing that
pdraiog knows, at least in Scripture, no other use, it is
only as ethicall employed that kayos can be brought into
comparison with it, or the words made the subject of
discrimination.

The first, kévog, is ‘empty,” ‘leer,” ‘gehaltlose,” ‘inanis’;
the second, pdtatog, ‘vain,” ‘eitel’ (‘idle’), ‘erfolglose,’
‘vanus.’ In the first is characterized the hollowness, in
the second the aimlessness, or, if we may use the word,
the resultlessne s, connected as it is with pdTnv, of that
to which this epithet is given. Thus kevai é\nideg (AEschy-
his, Pers. 804; cf. Job vii. 6; Ecclus. xxxi. 1, where they
are joined with evd€ig) are empty hopes, such as are
built on no solid foundation; and in the N. T. kevoi Aéyot
(Ephes. v. 6; ¢ . Deut. xxxii. 47; Exod. v. 9) are words
which have no ner substance and kernel of truth, hollow
sophistries an apologies for sin; k0Tog kKévog, labour
which yields no return (I Cor. xv. 58); so kevopwviot
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(I Tim. vi. 20; 2 Tim. ii. 16); cf. kevoroyia (Plutarch, De

Com. Not. 22), and kevodo&ia (Phil. i 3), by Suidas ex-

plained pataia T1g mepi €avTod 0inoig. St. Paul reminds

the Thessalonians (I Thess. ii. 1) that his entrance to

them was not kevrj, not unaccompanied with the demon-

stration of Spirit and of power. When used not of things

but of persons, kevdg predicates not merely an absence

and emptiness of good, but, since the moral nature of

man endures no vacuum, the presence of evil. It is thus

employed only once in the N. T., namely at Jam. i1. 20

where the dvBpwnog kevég 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 has it. Compare the dv3peg kevoi of Judg. ix.

4; Plutarch (Qua quis Rat. Laud. 5) To0g év T® TepITATEV

Enaipopévous kai DYavy evodvTag dvorTous yodueda Kai

kevougs: and compare further the Greek proverb, kevot

kKeva ppovTiLovot, (Gaisford, Paraem. Graeci, p. 146).
But if kevdg thus expresses the emptiness of all which

is not filled with God, pd-Taog, 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 pdTaov, as 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 pursue one's own shadow. Pindar

(Pyth. iii. 37) exactly describes the pdTa10g as one peTapwWvia

Bpnedwv dkpdvTolg éAntioty. That toil is pdTatog which

can issue in nothing (Plato, Legg. 735 b); that grief is

pdtotos, for which no ground exists (4x. 369 ¢); that is a

pdratog evy1j which in the very nature of things cannot

obtain its fulfilment (Euripides, Iphig. in Taur. 633); the

prophecies of the false prophet, which God will not bring

to pass, are pavTéiat pataron (Ezek. xiii. 6, 7, 8; of. Ecclus.

xxxi. 5); so in the N. T. pdra1ot kai dvwheréig {nTnoéig
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(Tit. 111. 9) are idle and unprofitable questions whose dis-
cussion can lead to no advancement in true godliness; cf.
patatohoyia (1 Tim. i. 6; Plutarch, De Lib. Educ. 9), patato-
Noyor, (Tit. i. 10) vain talkers, the talk of whose lips can
tend only to poverty, or to worse (Isai. xxxii. 6: LXX.);
paTtatonovia (Clement of Rome, 9), labour which in its very
nature is in vain.

MaTo10Tng a word altogether strange to profane
Greek; one too to which the old heathen world, had it
possessed it, 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 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 pata16TNg, to be in a
condition at all to esteem it for what it truly is. When
the Preacher exclaimed 'All is vanity' (Eccles. 1. 2), it is
clear that something in him was not vanity, else he could
never have arrived at this conclusion. Hugh of S. Victor
‘Aliquid ergo in a ipso fuit quod vanitas non fuit, et id
contra vanitatem non vane loqui potuit.” Saying this |
would not for an instant deny that some echoes of this
cry of his reachus 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 passage 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 aevom.’

But if these confessions are comparatively rare elsewhere,
they are frequent in Scripture. It is not too much to say
that of one book in Scripture, I mean of course the book
of The Preacher, it is the key-word. In that book poTai6-



§ XLIX. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 183

TN, or its Hebrew equivalent 221, occurs nearly forty

times; and this ‘vanity,’ after the preacher has counted
and cast up the total good of man's lie and labours apart
from God, constitutes the zero at which the sum of all 1s
rated by him. The false gods of heathendom are emi-
nently Td pdrtoa (Acts xiv. 15; cf. 2 Chron. xi. 15; Jer.
X. 15; Jon. ii. 8); the paTtartodoBau is ascribed to as many
as become followers of these (Rom. 1. 21; 2 Kin. xvii. 15;
Jer. 5; xxviii. 17, 18); inasmuch as they, following after
vain things, become themselves patatdéppoves (3 Macc. vi.
11), like the vain things which they follow (Wisd. xiii. 1;
xiv. 21-31); their whole conversation vain (I Pet. i. 18),
the paTa16TNg having reached to the very centre and citadel
of their moral being, to the vodg itself Ephes. iv. 17). Nor
is this all; this paTa16TNS, or Sovieia TS PBopdag (Rom. viii.
21), for the phrases are convertible, of which the end is
death, reaches to that entire creation which was made
dependant on man; and which with a certain blind con-
sciousness of this is ever reaching out after a deliverance,
such as it is never able to grasp, seeing that the resti-
tution of all others things can only follow on the previous
restitution of man. On this matter Olshausen (on Rom.
viil. 21, 22) has some beautiful remarks, of which I can
quote but a fragment: ‘Jeder naturliche Mensch, ja jedes
Thier, jede Pflanze ringt uber sich hinaus zu kommen,
eine Idee zu verwirklichen, in deren Verwirklichung sie
ihre é\evBepia, hat, d. h. das der gottlichen Bestimmung
volkommen entsprechende Seyn; aber die ihr Wesen
durchziehemle Nichtigkeit (Ps. xxxix. 6; Pred. 1. 2, 14),

d. h. die mangelnde Lebensfulle, die darin begrundete
Verganglichkeit und deren Ende, de Tod, lasst kein
geschaffenes Ding sein Ziel erreichen; jedes Individuum
der Gattung fangt vielmehr den Kreslauf wieder von
neuem an, und ringt trostlos wider die Unmoglichkeit,
sich zu vollenden.' There is much too excellently said on
this ‘vanity of the creature’ in an article in the Zeitschrift
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fur Luther. Theol. 1872, p. 50. sqq.; and in another by
Koster in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 755 sqq.

§ 1. tpdiov, y1TWY, naTIO PGS, Y Aapls, 0TONY, Tod1pTS.

THE reader need not be alarmed here in prospect of a
treatise de Re Vestiaria; although such, with the abundant
materials read to hand in the works of Ferrarius, Braun,
and others, might very easily be written, and need cost little
more than the trouble of transcription. I do not propose
more than a brief discrimination of a few of the words by
which garment, are most frequently designated in the N. T.
‘IndTtiov, properly a diminutive of ipa (=€ipa), although
like so many words of our own, as ‘pocket,” ‘latchet,’ it
has quite lost the force of a diminutive, is the word of com-
monest use, when there is no intention to designate one
manner of garment more particularly than another (Matt.
Xi. 8; xxvi. 65). But ipdTiov is used also in a more re-
stricted sense, of the large upper garment, so large that
a man would sometimes sleep in it (Exod. xxii. 26), the
cloke as distinguished from the ¥ 1TWv or close-fitting
inner vest; and thus mepiBd el indTiov (it is itself
called mepiBoraov, Exod. xxii. 7; mep1BoAn, Plutarch,
Conj. Praec. 12, but évdtew x1T@va (Dio Chrysostom,
Orat. vii. 111). “IndTtov and y17dv, as the upper and the
under garment, occur constantly together (Acts ix. 39
Matt. v. 40; Luke vi. 29; John xix. 23). Thus at Matt.
v. 40 our Lord instructs his disciples: "If any man will
sue thee at the law, and take away thy coat (y1T@va), let
him have thy cloke (indTiov) also." Here the spoiler is
presumed to be in with the less costly, the under garment,
which we have rendered, not very happily, the ‘coat’
(Dictionary of the Bible, art. Dress), from which 'he pro-
ceeds 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:
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“Him that taketh away thy cloke (indT1ov) forbid not to
take thy coat (y1T@va) 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 AEsopic fable (Plutarch, Praec. Conj. 12),
the wind with all its violence only makes the traveller to
wrap his ipdT1ov more closely round him, while, when the
sun begins to shine in its strength, he puts off first his
ipndTiov, and then his y1Tdv. One was styled yopvés, who
had laid aside his ipaTiov, and was only in his Y 1TWY 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. 1i. 15; and in the Latin, ‘nudus ara.” It is naturally his
indTiov which Joseph leaves in the hands of his temptress
(Gen. xxxix. 12); while at Jude 23 y 1T has its fitness.

‘Inationés, a word of comparatively late appearance,
and belonging to the kowwn d1d\ekTog is seldom, if ever,
used except of garments more or less stately and costly.
It is the ‘vesture'—this word expressing it very well (cf.
Gen. xli. 42; Ps. cii. 26; Rev. xix. 13, E. V.), of kings;
thus of Solomon in all his glory (I Kin. x. 5; cf. xxii. 30);
is associated with gold and silver, as part of a precious
spoil (Exod. iii. 22; xii. 35; cf. Acts xx. 33); is found
linked with such epithets as év8o0&og (Luke vii. 25; cf. Isai.
iii. 18, 86&a ToD ipaTiopod), mokihog (Ezek. xvi. 18), S1d-
ypvoog (Ps. xliv. 10), morvTterns, (I Tim. ii. 9; cf. Plutarch,
Apoph. Lac. Archid. 7); is a name given to our Lord's
x1TWY (Matt. xxvii. 35; John xix. 24), which was woven
all of a piece (dppa.og), and had that of cost and beauty
about it which made even the rude Roman soldiers un-
willing 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 a
yAapvg (Matt. xxvii. 28-31). Nor can we doubt that the
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word has its strictest fitness here. X\apg so constantly
signifies a garment of dignity and office, that y \ap03a
nep1TiBévan was a proverbial phrase for assuming a magi-
stracy (Plutarch, An. Sen. Ger. Resp. 26). This might be
a civil magistracy; but y \apvg, like ‘paludamentum’
(which, and not ‘sagum,’ is its nearest Latin equivalent),
far more commonly expresses the robe with which military
officers, captains, commanders or imperators, would be
clothed (2 Macc. xii. 35); and the employment of y Aapig
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 praetorium 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 con-
firmation of this supposition in the epithet kOkkivog which
St. Matthew gives it. It was ‘scarlet,” the colour worn
by Roman officers of rank; so ‘chlamys coccinea’ (Lam-
pridius, Alex. Severus, 40); xAavpig nepindpdupog (Plu-
tarch, Prcec. 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’ of antiquity
was a colour almost or altogether indefinite (Braun, De
Vest. Sac. Heb. vol. 1. p. 220; Gladstone, Studies on Homer,
vol. iii. p. 457).

>ToAT, from o0 TéN\w, our English 'stole,' is any stately
robe; and as long sweeping garments would have emi-
nently this stateliness about them, always, or almost
always, a garment reaching to the feet, or trainlike sweep-
ing the ground. The fact that such were oftenest worn
by women (the Trojan women are ékeoimeniot in Homer)
explains the use which ‘stola’ in Latin has 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 0ToAT} (U1} €V OTOAT] KT O1KOV
TEPLTATELY, 1. 7). It was, on the contrary, the custom and,
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pleasure of the Scribes to "walk in long clothing" (Mark
xii. 38; cf. Luke xx. 46), making this solemn ostentation
of themselves in the eyes of men. £To\1 is in constant
use for the holy garments of Aaron and his descendants
(Exod. xxviii. 2; xxix. 2; 0TOAT) 80EMS they are called,
Ecclus. 1. 11); or, indeed, for any garment of special
solemnity, richness, or beauty; thus 0 TOAT} Ae1Toupy1KY|
(Exod. xxxi. 10); and compare Mark vi. 5; Luke xv. 22;
Rev. vi. 11; vii. 9; Esth. vi. 8, 11; Jon. ii1. 6.

ITo31ipng, naturalised in ecclesiastical Latin as ‘poderis’
(of which the second syllable is short), is properly an ad-
jective,=’talaris;” thus domig t081jpng, Xenophon, vi. 2, 10
(=Bupedg, Ephes. vi. 16); modfpeg évdupa, Wisd. xviii. 24;
nodMpng nuywv, Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul 117; being
severally a shield, a garment, a beard, reaching down
to the feet. It differs very little from oToAr}. Indeed
the same Hebrew word which is renderer modnpng at Ezek.
ix, 2, 3, is rendered 0'TONR, ibid. x. 2, and o°TONT) Ayia, ibid.
6, 7. At the same time, in the enumeration of the high-
priestly garments, this 0ToA™, or 0ToAT) dyia, signifies the
whole array of the high priest; while the mo81png (1TwWy
nodMpng Plutarch calls it in his curiou and strangely in-
accurate chapter about the Jewish festivals, Symp. iv. 6. 6)
is distinguished from it, and signifies one portion only,
namely, the robe or chetoneth (Exod. x. 2, 43 Ecclus.
xlv. 7, 8).

There are other words which might be included in this
group, as éo01jg (Luke xxiii. 11), éo0no1g (Luke ixiv. 4),
€vdupa (Matt. xxii. 12); but it would not be very easy to
assign severally to each of these a domain of meaning
peculiarly its own.
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§ li. ebyn, Tpooevy, Sénos, EvTevELs, evyaptoTia,
alTnpa, ikeTnpia

FOUR of these words occur together at I Tim. ii. 1; on
which Flacius Illyricus (Clavis, s. v. Oratio) justly ob-
serves: ‘Quem vocum acervum procul dubio Paulus non
temere congessit.” | propose to consider not these only,
but the larger group of which they form a portion.

Eﬁxﬁ is found only once in the N. T. in the sense of a
prayer (Jam. v. 15); twice besides in that of a vow (Acts
xviii. 18; xxi. 23); compare Plato (Legg. 801 a), evyai mapad
Be@v aithoeig eioi. On the distinction between it and
Tpooevy N, between ety eoBou and mpooetyeoBat, there is a
long discussion in Origen (De Orat. § 2, 3, 4), but of no
great value, and not bringing out more than the obvious
fact that in eﬁxﬁ and el’ixeoeou the notion of the vow of
the dedicated thing, is more commonly found than that of
prayer. A more interesting treatment of the words, and
the difference between them, may be found in Gregory of
Nyssa, De Oral. Dom. Orat. 2, ad init.

IIpooevy 1) and 8énoig often in the N. T. occur together
(Phil. 1iv. 6; Ephes. vi. 18; I Tim. 11. 1; v. 5), and not
unfrequently in the Septuagint (Ps. vi. 10; Dan. ix. 21,

23 ; cf. 1 Macc. vii. 37). 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 his treatment of the more im-
portant in this group of words (Ep. 149, § 12-16; cf. Bishop
Taylor, Pref. to Apology for Set Forms of Liturgy, § 31),
which, though interesting, yields few definite results of
value, observes that in his time this distinction between
‘precatio’ and ‘deprecatio’ had practically quite disap-
peared. Theodoret, who had anticipated Grotius here,
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explains Tpooevy 1 as aiTnoig dyoddv, and 8énoig as vmép
dral\ayfis TIW@V \unnp@v ikeTeia npodepopévn. He has
here in this last definition the words of Aristotle (Rhket. 1i.
7) before him: 8efjoelg eloiv ol 6péEets, Kai TOVTWY pdloTa
ai petd \onng Tod ur yryvopévou: compare Gregory of Na-
zianzus, 3éno v otov TV a{Tnow évdeq@v. But this distinc-
tion is altogether arbitrary; it neither lies in the words,
nor is it borne out by usage. Better Calvin, who makes
Tpooevy 1 (="precatio’), prayer in general, 3énoig (="ro-
gatio’), prayer for particular benefits: ’npoaeuxﬁ omne
genus orationis, 3énoig ubi certum alioquid petitur; genus
et species.' Bengel's distinction amour is very nearly to
the same thing: “8énoig (a 8€1) est imploratio gratiae in
necessitate quadam speciali; Tpooevyn, oratio, exercetur
qualibet 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 mpooevy ] is ‘res sacra,” the word being
restricted to sacred uses; it is always prayer fo God,
8émoig has no such restriction. Fritzsche ( on Rom. xi. 1) has
not failed to urge this: ‘1) tpooevy 1y et nr 8émois differunt
ut precatio et rogatio. TlpooedyeoBat et 1 pooevy 1 verba
sacra sunt; precamur enim Deum 3€io0a1, T0 dénua
(Aristophanes, Acharn. 1059) et 1} 8énoig tum in sacra tum
in profana re usurpantur; nam et Deum rogare possumus
et homines.' It is the same distinction as in our 'Prayer’
(though that has been too much brought down to mundane
uses) and 'petition,' in the German 'Gebt' and ‘Bitte.’
YEvTevEig occurs in the N. T. only at I Tim. ii. 1; iv. 5;
(but éwuyxdvew four or five times), and once in the
Apocrypha (2 Macc. 1v. 8). ‘Intercession,” by which.
the A. V. translates it, is not, as we now understand
'intercession,' a satisfactory rendering. For évTevEig does
not necessarily mean what intercession at present) com-
monly does mean—namely, prayer in relation to others
(at I Tim. iv. 5 such meaning is impossible); a pleading



190 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § LI

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 katd, would imply,
when he says: évTevEig o Ti KaTTYOpia TOV Ad1KOVVTWY; Cf.
Hesychius: 8énoig eig ékdiknov vmép Tivog (Rom. viii. 34),
kaTd Twog (Rom. xi. 2); but, as its connexion with évTuyyd-
vew, to fall in with a person, to draw close to him so as to
enter into familiar speech and communion with him (Plu-
tarch, Conj. Praec. 13), implies, it is free familiar prayer,
such as boldly draws near to God (Gen. xviii. 23; Wisd.
viii. 21; cf. Philo, Quod Det. Pot. 25; évtebEeig kai,
ékBonoetg; Plutarch, Phoc. 17). In justice, however, to our
Translators, it must be observed that ‘intercession’ had
not in their time that limited meaning of prayer for
others which we now ascribe to it; see Jer. xxxvi. 18;
xxxvi. 25. The Vulgate has ‘postulationes’; but Augus-
tine, in a discussion on this group of words referred to
already (Ep. 149, § 12-16), prefers ‘interpellationes,’ as
better bringing out the mappnoia., the freedom and bold-
ness of access, which is involved in, and constitutes the
fundamental idea of, the évTevE1g--‘interpellare,’ to inter-
rupt 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 évTevErg. It might mean indeed more than this,
Plato using it of a possible encounter with pirates (Rep.
298 d).

Eﬁxapw‘ria, which our Translators have rendered
‘thankfulness’ (Acts xxiv. 3); ‘giving of thanks’ (1 Cor.
xiv. 16); ‘thanks’ (Rev. iv. 9); ‘thanksgiving’ (Phil. iv.
6), a somewhat rare word elsewhere, is frequent in sacred

! The rendering of 81" évTebEewg 2 Macc. 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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Greek. It would be out of place to dwell here on the
special meaning which eﬁxapwﬁa an ‘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; I Thess. v. 18; I 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.
ATlTnpa occurs twice in the N. T. in the sense of a
petition of men to God, both times in the plural (Phil. iv.
6; I John v. 15); it is, however, by n means restricted
to this meaning (Luke xxiii. 24; Esth v. 7; Dan. vi. 7).
In a mpooevy 1) of any length there will probably be many
aitripaTa, these being indeed the several requests, of which
the mpooevy; is composed. For instance, in the Lord's
Prayer it is generally reckoned that there are seven aiT1-
paTa, though some have regarded the first three as eﬁxai,
and only the last four as aiTiuata. Witsius (De Orat.
Dom.): 'Petitio pars orationis; ut si totam Orationem
Dominicam voces orationem aut precationem, singulas
vero illius partes aut septem postulata petitiones.’
‘IkeTnpia, with pdB8og or é\aia, or some such word un-
derstood, like iA\aoTp1ov, BuoiaoThiplov, SikaoTiptov, and
other words of the same termination (see Lobeck, Pathol.
Serm. Graec. 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): kAd3og Ao
TR 1epdg éaiag épiw kaTeoTeunévog (cf. Wyttenbach,
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Animadd. in Plutarch. vol. xiii. p. 89; and Wunder on
Sophocles, OEdip. Rex. 3), the olive-branch bound round
with white wool, held forth by the suppliant in token of

the character which he bore (AEschylus, Eumen. 43, 44;
compare Virgil, AEn. 116: ‘Pacifereque manu ramum
praetendit olivae;' and again ver. 128: ‘Et vitta comtos
voluit praetendere ramos;’ and once more xi. 101). A
deprecatory letter, which Antiochus Epiphanes is said on
his death-bed to have written to the Jews, is described

(2 Macc. ix. 18) as ikeTnpiag TdEw éyovoa, and Agrippa
designates one addressed to Caligula: ypadn fjv dv8’ iketn-
piag mpoTeivw (Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 36). 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 8énoig, as it often is elsewhere (Job xli. 3
[x]. 27 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 as-
pectibus. Preces nostrac 8e)oe1g vocantur, quatenus iis
nostram apud Deum testamur egestatem, nam &éea8au, in-
digere est; Tpooevy ai, quatenus vofa nostra continent;
aitTipara, quatelus exponunt petitiones et desideria; év-
TeVEe1g, quatenus non timide et diffidenter, sed familiariter,
Deus se a nobis adiri patitur; évTevElg enim est colloquium
et congressus familiaris: eﬁxapto’ﬁav gratiarum actionem,
esse pro acceptis jam beneficiis, notius est quam ut moneri
oportuit.' On the Hebrew correlatives to the several
words of this group, see Vitringa, De Synagoga, iii. 2. 13.
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§lii. dovvBetog, domovdos.

Ao vBeTog occurs only once in the N.T., namely at Rom.
1. 31; cf. Jer. 11i. 8-11, where it is found several times,

but not elsewhere in the Septuagint. There is the same
solitary use of domovdog (2 Tim. iii. 3); for its right to a
place in the text at Rom. i. 31 is with good reason con-
tested, and the best critical editions omit it there. It is
nowhere found in the Septuagint.

The distinction between the two words, as used in
Scripture, is not hard to draw;—I have said, as used in
Scripture; because there may be a question whether
doUvBeTog has anywhere else exactly the meaning which it
challenges there. Elsewhere often united with dmhodg,
with dkpatog (Plutarch, De Comm. Not. 8), it has the pas-
sive sense of 'not put together' or 'not rude 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 .o BeTo1, of St. Paul—the word w th him has an ac-
tive sense—are they who, being in covenant and treaty
with others, refuse to abide by the e covenants and
treaties: pr) éupuévovTeg TS CLVONKALS); pac-
torum haudquaquam tenaces' (Erasmus); ‘bundbruchig’

(not ‘unvertraglich,” as Tittmann maintains); ‘covenant-
breakers' (A. V.). The word is associate with doTd8unTog,
Demosthenes, De Fals. Leg. 383.

Worse than the Suodid\vTo, (Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. iv. 5,
10), who are only hard to be reconciled, the donovdot are
the absolutely irreconcileable (domovot kai dkaTAANOKTOL,
Philo, Quis Rer. Div. Haer. 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. ad-
midunt’ (Estius); ‘unversohnlich,” ‘implacable’ (A. V.);
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the word is by Philo (De Mere. Mer. 4) joined to dodpBaTog
and dkoo1wWymTog, opposed to e31AANakTog by Plutarch (De
Alex. Virt. 4). The phrase, omovdog kai CKPUKTOS TONENLOS
is frequent, indeed proverbial, in Greek (Demosthenes, De
Coron. 79; Phil., De Praem. et Paen. 15; Lucian, Pisc. 36);,

in this connexion akYjpukTog TéAepog does not mean a war

not duly announced by the fecial; but rather one in which

what Virgil calls the ‘belli commercia’ are wholly sus-

pended; no herald, no flag of truce, as we should now say,

being allowed to pass 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 donov-

8os pdyn kai dStdANakTos épig (Aristaenetus, 2, 14); cf.
domeroTog k6Tog (Nicander, Ther. 367; quoted by Blom-

field, Agamemnon, p. 285); onovdog €y Bpa (Plutarch,
Pericles, 30); &omovdog Bebg (Euripides, Alcestis, 431).

’ Ao UvBeTOg then presumes a state of peace, which they
who are such unrighteously interrupt; while domovdog
presumes a state of war, which the &omov8o1, refuse to bring
to an equitable close. It will follow that Calvin, who
renders domovdot ‘foedifragi,' and aovvBeTo1, ‘insociabiles,’
has exactly missed the force of both; Theodoret has done
the same; who on Rom. i. 31 writes: douvBéToug, Tovg
AKOVWYNTOV Kai Tovnpov Biov donalopnévouvs’ domévdoug Tovg
ddedg TA ouykeipeva mapapaivovtag. Only by ascribing to
each word that meaning which these interpreters have
ascribed to the ether, will the right equivalents be ob-
tained.

In agreement with what has been just said, and in con-
firmation of it, is the distinction which Ammonius draws
between ouvO1kmM and omovd1}. TuVOTKY assumes peace;
being a further agreement, it may be a treaty of alliance,
between those already on general terms of amity. Thus
there was a cuvO1jkn between the several States which
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owned the leadership 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. 31).

But omovd1, oftener in the plural, assumes war, of which
the omovd1 is the cessation; a merely temporary cessation,
an armistice it may be (Homer, /7. ii. 341). It is true

that a 0uvO1kn may be attached to a mwovd1, terms of al-
liance consequent on terms of peace; thus omov81 and
ovvONK” occur together in Thucydides, iv. 18: but they

are different things; in the omovd1; there is a cessation of
the state of war, there is peace, or a all events truce; in

the ovvO1KN there is, superinduced on this, a further
agreement or alliance.— Edo0vBeTog, I may observe, which
would be the exact opposite of dodvB8eTog, finds no place in
our lexicons; and we may presume is not found in any

Greek author; but ebovvBecia in Phil. (De Merc. Mer. 3);
as Ao vvBeria in the Septuagint (Jer. ii. 7), and dBecia in
the same sense often in Polybius (ii. 3 ).

§ liii. pokpoBupia, vmopovy, Avoy .

BETWEEN poakpoBupia and vmopovti, which occur, together

at Col. 1. 11 and 1n the same context 2 Cor. vi. 4, 6; 2

Tim. ii1. 10; Jam. v. 10, 11; cf. Clement of Rome, 58;

Ignatius, Ephes. 3, Chrysostom draws he following dis-

tinction; that a man pokpoBupé€i, who having power to

avenge himself, yet refrains from th exercise of this

power; while he Omopéver, who having no choice but to

bear, and only the alternative of a patient or impatient

bearing, has grace to choose the former. Thus the faith-

ful, he concludes, would commonly be called to exercise the

former grace among themselves (1 Co vi. 7), the latter

in their commerce with those that were without: pakpo-

Bupiay Tpog AAAHNOUS, VTOROVTV TPOS TOVS EEW" LOKPOBUNEL
vdp Tig mpos ékeivoug odg SuvaTov kai dpubdvaoBat, vropévet
3¢ olg 00 dvvaTar dpvvacBor. This distinction, however,
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will not endure a closer examination; for see decisively

against it Heb. xii. 2, 3. He to whom vmopov is there

ascribed, bore, not certainly because He could not avoid

bearing; for ¢ might have summoned to his aid twelve

legions of angels, if so He had willed (Matt. xxvi. 53). It

may be well then to consider whether some more satis-

factory distinction between these words cannot be drawn.
MoakpoBupia belongs to a later stage of the Greek

language. It occurs 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 hold-

ing out under trial than long-suffering under provocation,

more, that is, the Omopovr) with which we have presently to

do; and compare Jer. xv. 15, I Macc. viii. 4; in neither

of which places is its use that of the N. T.; and as little

is it that of Plutarch (Lucul. 32); the long-suffering of

men he prefers to express by dve&ikakia (De Cap. ex Inim.

Util. 9; cf. Epictetus, Enchir. 10), while for the grand

long-suffering of God he has a noble word, one probably of

his own coining, peyarondBeia (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 ‘longanimity.” 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 employed it.

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; dvey 6pevor AT

Awv év dydnn, as St. Paul, (Ephes. iv. 2) beautifully ex-

pounds the meaning which he attaches to the word.

Anger usually, but not universally, is the passion thus

long held aloof the pokpBupog being one Bpadig eig

dpyMv, and the word exchanged for kpaT@v dpyfig (Prov.

xvi. 31); and set over against Bupwdng (xv. 18). Still it
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is not necessarily anger, which is thus excluded or set at

a distance; for when the historian of the Maccabees de-

scribes how the Romans had won the world by their policy

and their patience’ (1 Macc. viii. 4) pakpoBuuia expresses

there that Roman persistency which would never make

peace under defeat. The true ant thesis to pakpoBupia in

that sense is 6&vBupia, a word belonging to the best times

of the language, and employed by Euripides (4Androm. 729),

as 65 6Bupog by Aristotle (Rhet. ii. 12; cf. 6&0 0hos, Solon).
But Umopovr),—Baoihig TGV dpeTt@v Chrysostom calls it,

—is that virtue which in heathen ethics would be called

more often by the name of kapTepia' (the words are joined

together, Plutarch, Apoph. Lac. Ares. 2), or KOpTéEPNO1S,

and which Clement of Alexandria, allowing in the track

of some heathen moralists, describe as the knowledge of

what things are to be borne and what are not (ém1Tjun)

éupeveTéwy Kol oUK éppevetéwy, Strom. ii. 18; cf. Plutarch,

De Plac. Phil. iv. 23), being the Latin ‘perseverantia’

and ‘patientia’2 both in one, or, more accurately still,

‘tolerantia.” “In this noble word Omopovri there always

appears (in the N. T.) a background of av8peia (cf. Plato,

Theaet. 177 b, where dv3pik@g vmop€ivar is opposed to

dvdv3pwg etyerv; it does not mark merely the endurance,

the "sustinentia" (Vulg.), or eve the "patientia"

(Clarom.), but the "perseverantia," the brave patience

with which the Christian contends against the various

hindrances, persecutions, and tempta dons that befal him

in his conflict with the inward and outward world’ (Elli-

cott, on I Thess. 1. 3). It is, only springing froth a nobler

" If, however, we may accept the Definitions ascribed to Plato, there
is a slight distinction: kapTepio vmopovr NOTNG, €Veka Tod KaXod* vmopovr|
névwv, éveka Tod Karod.

? These two Cicero (De Inven. ii. 54) thus defines and ditinguishes:
‘Patientia est honestatis aut utilitatis causa rerum arduarum ac difficilium
voluntaria ac diuturna perpessio: perseverantia est in ratione bene con-
siderata stabilis et perpetua permansiu;' compare Tusc. Disp. iv. 24, where
he deals with ‘fortitudo'; and Augustine, Quaestes Ixxxiii. qu. 31.
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root, the kpaTepd TANuoovvn of Archilochus, Fragm. 8.
Cocceius (on Jam. i. 12) describes it well: * “Ymopownj ver,
satur in contemtu bonorum hujus mundi, et in forti sus-
ceptione afflictionum cum gratiarum actione; imprimis
autem in constantia fidei et caritatis, ut neutro modo
quassari aut labefactari se patiatur, aut impediri quominus
opus suum et laborem suum efficiat.'" For some other
definitions see the article ‘Geduld’ in Herzog's Real
Encyclopeidie.

We may proceed now to distinguish between these;
and this distinction, I believe, will hold good wherever the
words occur; namely, that pakpoBupuia will be found to
express patience in respect of persons, UTopovH in respect
of things. The man poakpoBupuei, who, having to do with
injurious person does not suffer himself easily to be pro-
voked by them, or to blaze up into anger (2 Tim. iv. 2).

The man vmopéver who, under a great siege of trials, bears
up, and does not lose heart or courage (Rom. v. 3; 2 Cor.

1. 6; cf. Clement of Rom,1 Ep. § 5). We should speak,
therefore, of the pakpoBupia of David (2 Sam. xvi. 10-13),
the Omopov] of Job (Jam. v. 11). Thus, while both graces
are ascribed to the saints, only pokpoBupuia is an attribute
of God; and there is a beautiful account of his pakpoBuuia
at Wisd. xii. 2 however the word itself does not there
appear. Men may tempt and provoke Him, and He may

and does display an infinite poakpoBupuia in regard of them
(Exod. xxxiv. 6; Rom. ii. 4; I 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 Ymwopov can find no place in Him, nor is it, as
Chrysostom rightly observes, properly ascribed to Him;

(yet see Augustine, De Patientia, § 1), for it need hardly be
observed that when God is called Bedg Tfig Umopoviig (Rom.
xv. 5), this does not mean, God whose own attribute vVo—
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novy is, but God who gives Omopov to his Servants and
saints (Tittmann, p. 194: “®edg T1ig Umopoviig, Deus qui
largitur dmopovny;’ cf. Ps. Ixx. 5, LXX.); in the same

way as Beog ydpitog (I Pet. v. 10) is God who is the author
of grace; Bedg THg eiprjvng (Heb. xiii. 20), God who is the
author of peace; and compare 8edg THig éAnidog (Rom. xv.
13), 'the God of hope.'

’Avoxﬁ, used commonly in the plural in classical Greek,
signifies, for the most part, a truce or suspension of arms,
the Latin ‘indutiae.’ It is excellent rendered forbear-
ance' on the two occasions of its occurrence in the N. T.
(Rom. ii. 4; iii. 25), Between it any pakpoBuuia Origen
draws the following distinction in his Commentary on the
Romans (ii. 4)—the Greek original is lost:—*Sustentatio
[o’wxﬁ] a patientia [pakpoBupia] hoc videtur differre, quod
qui infirmitate magis quam proposito delinquunt sustentari
dicuntur; qui vero pertinaci mente velut exsultant in de-
lictis suis, ferri patienter dicendi sunt.” This does not
seize very successfully the distinction, which is not one
merely of degree. Rather the o’woxﬁ is temporary, tran-
sient: we may say that, like our ‘truce,’ it asserts its
own temporary, transient character; that after a certain
lapse of time, and unless other conditions intervene, it
will pass away. This, it may be urged, is true of p,atcpo-
Bupnia no less; above all, of the divine pakpoBuuio (Luke
xii1. 9). But as much does not lie in the word; we may
conceive of a pakpoBupia, though it would be worthy of
little honour, which should never be exhausted; while (o’woxﬁ
implies its own merely provisional character. Fritzsche
(on Rom. ii. 4) distinguishes the words: * 1) dvoy indul-
gentiam notat qua, jus tuum non cont nuo exequutus, ei
qui to laeserit spatium des ad resipiscendum; 1) pokpo-
Buuia clementiam significat qua irae temperans delictum
non statim vindices, sed ei qui peccaverit poenitendi locum
relinquas;' elsewhere (Rom. 1ii. 26) he draws the matter
still better to a point: ‘Indulgentia [N o’woxﬁ] eo valet, ut
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in aliorum peccatis conniveas, non lit alicui peccata con-
dones, quod clementiae est.' It is therefore most fitly used
at Rom. iii. 26 in relation to the mdpeo1g apapTiwy which
found place before the atoning death of Christ, as con-
trasted with the ddeoig apapTiwy, which was the result of
that death (see back, p. 114). 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. i1. 3-6). 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. oTpnridw, Tuhdw, oTaToONdW.

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

T1pnvidw occurs only twice in the N. T. (Rev. xviii. 7,
9), oTpfjvog once (Rev. xviii. 3; cf. 2 Kin. xix. 28), and
the compound kaTao TpnVidw as often (I Tim. v. 11). It
is a word of the New or Middle Comedy, and is used by
Lycophron, as quoted in Athenaeus (x. 420 b); by Sophilus
(ib. 100 a); and Antiphanes (ib. iii. 127 d); but re-
jected by the Greek purists—Phrynichus, indeed, affirm-
ing that none but a madman would employ it, having
Tpu(av at his command (Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 381).
This last, which is thus so greatly preferred, is a word of
solitary occurrence in the N. T. (Jam. v. 5); évtpupav
(2 Pet. ii. 13) of the same; but belongs with Tpvdny (Luke
vii. 25; 2 Pet. ii. 13) to the best age and most classical
writers in the language. It will be found on closer in-
spection that the words do different work, and that often-
times one could not be employed in room of the other.
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In oTpMV1av (=dTakTév, Suidas; 81d TOV ThoDdTOV VPRPiLery,
Hesychius), is properly the insolence of wealth, the wan-
tonness and petulance from fulness of bread; something
of the Latin ‘lascivire.” There is nothing of sybaritic
effeminacy in it; so far from this that Pape connects
oTpfivog with ‘strenuus’; see too Pott, Etymol. Forsch.
i1. 2. 357; 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 Tpu1j and
Tpuav (connected with BpUnTerv and Bp0\1g) start; thus
TpudN) is linked with y \187] (Philo, De Mere. Mer. 2); with
nolvTélera (Plutarch, Marc. 3); with pakakia (Quom. Adul.
Poet. 4); with paBuvpio (Marcellus, 21); cf. Suicer, Thes.

s. v. ; and note the company which it keeps elsewhere

( Plato, 1 Alcib. 122 b); and the description of it which
Clement of Alexandria gives (Strom. ii. 20) Ti ydp éTepov
N Tpud1}, A PrrAfBovog Ay veia, kai TAeovVaTpis Tepiepyos, TPos
NdundBerav dveinévwy; It only runs into the notion of the
insolent as a secondary and rarer meaning; being then

united with OBp1g (Aristophanes, Ranae, 21, Strabo, vi. I);
TpupA&v with VBpitewv (Plutarch, Praec. Ger. Rep. 3); and
compare the line of Menander: Umepripavév mov yived M
Nav Tpudr. It occasionally from thence passes forward
into a good sense, and expresses the triumph and exulta-

tion of the saints of God (Chrysostom, in Matt. Hom. 67,
668; Isai. Ixvi. 11; Ezek. xxxiv. 13; xxxv. 9); so,

too, évTpuav (Isai. Iv. 2); while the garden of Eden is
nopddetoog THS Tpudfg (Gen. ii. 15).

IraTtal@v (occurring only I Tim. v. 6; Jam. v. 5; cf.
Ecclus. xx1. 17; Ezek. xvi. 49; Amos vi. 4; the last two
being instructive passages) is more nearly allied to Tpuv(pav,
with which at Jam. v. 5 it is associated, than with cTtpnvidv,
but it brings in the further notion of wastefulness (=dva.-
Nokewv, Hesychius), which, consistently with its derivation
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from omdw, owaBdw, is inherent in it. Thus Hottinger:

‘“Tpuav deliciarum est, et exquisitae voluptatis, CTaTOAGY
luxuriae atque prodigalitatis.” Tittmann: ‘Tpud@v potius
mollitiam vitae luxuriosae, crwaTaA@v petulantiam et prodi-
galitatem denotat.” Theile, who takes them in the reverse
order: ‘Componuntur tanquam antecedens et consequens;
diffiuere et dila pidare, luxuriare et lascivire.'

It will follow, if these distinctions have been rightly-
drawn, that the cmaTaA@v might properly be laid to the
charge of the Prodigal, scattering his substance in riotous
living ((@v dowTws, Luke xv. 13); the Tpuav to the Rich
Man faring sumptuously every day (eb(parvépevog ka.®’
nuépov hapnpds Luke xvi. 19); the oTpnvidv to Jeshurun,
when, waxing fat, he kicked (Deut. xxxii. 15).

§lv. BXi1g, oTevoywpia.

THESE words ware often joined together. Thus o Tevoywpia,
occurring only four times in the N. T., is on three of these
associated with BXiyiig, (Rom. ii. 9; viii. 35; 2 Cor. vi. 4;
cf. Deut. xxviii. 55; Isai. viii. 22; xxX. 6). So too the
verbs ONiBewv and oTevoywpé€iv (2 Cor. iv. 8; cf. Lucian,
Nigrin. 13; Artemidorus, 79; 37). From the anti-
thesis at 2 Cor. iv. 8, BA1BOpevol, AN 00 0Tevoy wpoluevot,
and from the fact that, wherever in the N. T. the words
occur together, o Tevoy wpia always occurs last, we may
conclude that, whatever be the difference of meaning,
oTevoywpia is the stronger word.

They indeed express very nearly the same thing, but
not under the same image. OXiy1g (joined with Bdoavog
at Ezek. xii. 18, and for which we have the form O\iuuog,
Exod. 9; Deut. xxvi. 7) is properly pressure, ‘pres-
sura,” ‘tribulatio’ —which last word in Church-Latin, to
which alone it belongs, had a metaphorical sense,—that
which presses uison or burdens the spirit; I should have
said ‘angor,” the more that Cicero (Tusc. iv. 8) explains
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this ‘aegritudo premens,' but that the connexion of ‘angor’
with ‘Angst,” ‘enge’ (see Grimm, Worterbuch, s. v. Angst;
and Max Muller, On the Science of Language, 1 861, vol. 1.
p. 366), makes it better to reserve this for oTevoywpia.

The proper meaning of oTevoy wpia is narrowness of
room, confined space, ‘angustiae,” and then the painfulness
of which this is the occasion: drwopio oTevry; and o Tevoywpia
occurring together, Isai. viii. 22. It is used literally by
Thucydides, vii. 70: being sometimes exchanged for dvo -
ywplia: by Plutarch (Symp. v. 6) set over against dveoig:
while in the Septuagint it expresses the straitness of a siege
(Deut. xxviit. 53, 57.) It is once employed in a secondary
and metaphorical sense in the 0. T. (CTevoy wpia nvedparos,
Wisd. v. 3); 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 elsewhere as a bringing into
a large room (mAaTvopnos, Ps. cxvii. 5; 2 Sam. xxii. 20;
Ecclus. xlvii. 12; Clement of Rome, I Ep. § 3; Origen,

De Orat. 30; eﬁpuxwpia, Marcus Antoninus, ix. 32); so that
whether Aquinas intended an etymology or not, and most
probably he did, he certainly uttered a truth, when he

said, ‘laetitia 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 crushed to death,
this was literally OXiy1g. When Bajazet, vanquished by
Tamerlane, was carried about by him in an iron cage, if
indeed the story be true, this was UTevoxwpia: or, as we
do not know that any suffering there ensued from actual
narrowness of room, we may more fitly adduce the oubli-
ettes in which Louis XI. shut up his victims; or the ‘little-
case’’ by which, according to Lingard, the Roman Catho-

' 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.
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lies in Queen Elizabeth's reign were tortured; ‘it was of

so small dimensions and so constructed, that the prisoners
could neither stand, walk, sit, nor lie in it at full length.’

For some consider Lions on the awful sense in which BXiyi1g
and oTevoy wpia shall both, according to St. Paul's words
(Rom. i1. 9), be the portion of the lost, see Gerhard, Loc.
Theoll. xxxi. 6. 5

§ Ivi. anhodg, dképatog, dkakog, d8oros.

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

*Amhodg occur, only twice in the N. T. (Matt. vi. 22;
Luke xi. 34); but an\Tng seven times, or perhaps eight,
always in St. Pau 's Epistles; and amA@g once (Jam. i. 5).

It would be quite impossible to improve on ‘single’1 by
which our Translators have rendered it, being as it is from
anoléw, ‘expand,” ‘explico,” that which is spread out, and
thus without folds or wrinkles; exactly opposed to the
ToANUTA0KOS of Jo v. 13; compare ‘simplex’ (not ‘with-
out folds’; but ‘one-folded,” ‘semel,” not ‘sine,’ lying in
its first syllable, ‘einfaltig,” see Donaldson, Varronianus,
p. 390), which is its exact representative 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 amhodg, is also predominant in its use-
'animus alienus a versutia, fraude, simulatione, dolo malo,
et studio nocendi aliis' (Suicer); cf. Herzog, Real-Encyclop.
art. Einfalt, vol. 11 . p. 723.

That all this lies in the word is manifest from those

' See a good note n Fritzsche, Commentary on the Romans, vol. iii.
p. 64, denying that dmohéTng has ever the meaning of liberality, which
our Translators have so often given to it.



§ LVI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 205

with which we find it associated, as dAn81g (Xenophon,
Anab. ii. 6. 22; Plato, Legg. v. 738 e, and often); adnévmpog
(Theophrastus); yevvdios, (Plato, Rep. 361 b); dkpatog
(Plutarch, De Comm. Not. 48); novoe1dng (De Proc. Anim.
21); dovvBeTog (=’incompositus,” not put together, ib.;
Basil, Adv. Eunom. i. 23); povétpomnos (Hom. in Prin.
Prov. 7); codns (Alexis, in Meineke's Fragm. Com. Graec.
p. 750); dxakog (Diodorus Siculus, xiii. 76); vy11ig (De-
mosthenes, Orat. xxxvii. 969). But it is still more appa-
rent from those to which it is opposed; as Towkilog (Plato,
Theaet. 146 d); morveridns; (Phraedrus, 270 d); ToAOTpoTOS
(Hipp. Min. 364 e); nemheypévog (Aristotle, Poet. 13); dim-
Nodg (ib.); éniBoulog (Xenophon, Mem. iii. i. 6); TavToda-
nég (Plutarch, Quom. Adul. ab Arnic. 7). ‘ATA6TNG (see
1 Macc. i. 37) is in like manner associated with ei\ikpiveta
(2 Cor. 12), with dkaxia (Philo, Opif. 41); the two
words being used indiscriminately in the Septuagint to
render the Hebrew which we translate now ‘integrity’
(Ps. vii. 8; Prov. xix. I); now ‘simplicity’ (2 Sam. xv.
11); again with peyaxoyvyia (Josephus, Antt. vii. 13. 4),
with dya84Tng (Wisd. ). It is opposed to mowkiia,
(Plato, Rep. 404 ¢), to moAvTpomia, to kakovpyia (Theophy-
lact), to kakonBeira (Theodoret), to 86Xog, (Aristophanes,
Plut. 1158). It may further be observed that BN (Gen.
xxv. 27), which the Septuagint renders dmha.oTog, Aquila
has rendered amohodg. As happens to at least one other
word of this group, and to multitudes besides which ex-
press the same grace, ¢ppovipog comes often to be used of a
foolish simplicity, unworthy of the Christian, who with all
his simplicity should be (ppévipog as well (Matt. x. 16;
Rom. xvi. 19). It is so used by Basil the Great (Ep. 58);
but nowhere in biblical Greek.

> Aképanog (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= dképa-Tog, and
derived from o and képag (cf. kepaiCev, ‘laedere'; kepaTitetv
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LXX.), without horn to push or hurt,—one into which even
Bengel falls, who at Mat. x. 16 has this note: ‘aképaiot:
sine cornu, ungula, 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’ (Mt. x. 16), 'sincere' (Phil. 1i. 15), in the mar-
gin. At Rom. xvi. 19 all is reversed, and ‘simple’ stands
in the text, with ‘harmless’ in the margin. The funda-
mental notion of dképaiog, as of akrjpaTog, which has the
same derivation from d and kepdvvupt, is the absence of
foreign admixture: 0 p1) KeKPaPéVOg KAKOig, AAX Amhodg
koi amoikihog (Etym. Mag.). Thus Philo, speaking of a
boon which Caligula granted to the Jews, but with harsh
conditions a hexed, styles it a y dptg 00k dképaios, with
manifest reference to this its etymology (De Leg. ad Cai.
42): Spws, pévtor kai Trv ydpiv 81800s, éSwKev 0UK AKképaLoV,
dAN dvapigag avTf Séog dpyareddTepov. Wine unmingled
with water is dképatiog (Athenaeus, ii. 45). To unalloyed
metal the same epithet is applied. The word is joined by
Plato with dBAaprig (Rep. i. 342 b), and with 6p86g (Polit.
268 b); by Plutarch with 0y1ig (Adv. Stoic. 31); set over
against TapakTikdS (De Def. Orac. 51); by Clement of Rome
(I Ep. § 2) with ei\ikpvrig. That, we may say, is dképaiog,
which is in its true and natural condition (Polybius, ii. 100.
4; Josephus, Antt. 1. 2. 2) ‘integer’; in this bordering on
ON6KAMpOg, although completeness in all the parts is there
the predominant idea, and not, as here, freedom from dis-
turbing elements.

The word which we have next to consider, kakog,
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 asso-
ciated there with other noblest epithets. The Septuagint,
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which knows all uses of dkakog, employs it sometimes in

this highest sense: thus Job is described as dvBpwnog

dkakos, dAANOés, pepunTos, BeooePrs, dmeyopnevos k.. (Job
ii. 3); while at Job viii. 20, the dkaxkog is opposed to the
doeBrig and at Ps. xxiv. 21 is joined to the O, as by
Plutarch (Quom. in Virt. Prof. 7) to the cWppwv. The word

at its next stage expresses the same absence of all harm,

but now contemplated more negatively than positively: thus
dpviov dkakov (Jer. xi. 19); ma1diokn véa kai dkakog (Plutarch,
Virt. Mul. 23); dkakog kai o’utpci'yuwv (Demosthenes, Oral.
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 de-

ceived, and dkakia., simplicity running into an excess
(Aristotle, Rhet. 12), is not difficult to trace. He who

himself means no evil to others, often times fears no evil

from others. Conscious of truth in 1s 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 (I Cor. xiv. 20); if "simple concerning evil," yet

"wise unto that which is good" (Rom. vi. 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 a confidence as this be-

ginning to degenerate into a credulous readiness to the

being deceived and led away from the truth (Bavpoo Tikoi,
kai dkakot, Plutarch, De Rect. Rat. Aud. 7; cf. Wisd. iv.

12; Prov. i. 4 [where Solomon declares the object with

which his Proverbs were written, Tva. 8@ dkd\otg Tovoup-
yiav]; viii. 5; xiv. 15, dkokog T1oTeber TaVTL NGyw).

For a somewhat contemptuous use of &kaxkog, see Plato,
Timtaeus, 91 d, with Stallbaum's note; and Plutarch (Dem.

i): ™y drepiq TOV KAK@Y KAMWTILoREVNY aKaKiow 00K
énawodov [ot coot], dAAN dBekTepiov NyodvTat kai dy-
volav Qv parioTo ydokew tpoorket: out above all, the
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words which the author of the Second Alcibiades puts into
the mouth of Socrates (140 ¢): Tolg név TAEITTOV AVTHS
[adpooiivns] népos €y ovTag notvopévous Karodpev, Tovg & ONi-
YoV EXNaTov NA1Bioug kai éuBpovTHTOUS” 01 3¢ €V e (pnuoTdTo1g
ovépoot BouhGuevor katovopdetv, ol pév peyaloy iy ovs, ol
8¢ eUnjBerg, éTepot 8¢ dkdkoug, Kai dneipovs, kai éveovs. But
after all it 1s in the mouth of the rogue Autolycus that
Shakespeare put the words, ‘What a fool Honesty is, and
Trust, his sworn brother, a very simple gentleman’ (Win-
ter's Tale, act iv. sc. 3).

The second and third among these meanings of dkakog
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, whose words are worth quoting
(Hom. in Princ. Prov. II): 81T1@¢ voodpev Ty dkaxiov. “H
vap TV dnd TAS apapTiog AANOTPIWTY AoY1o U@ Ka.TopBOL-
névny, kai 31d pokpds AANNOTPiwo Y Aoy1oud kaTopBou-
pévny, kod 81d pokpas mpoooy fis Kai pekéTng TAV Ayab@v
016V TIva pilav THS Kakiog eKTENOVTES, KOATA OTéPNO Y AlTHS
navTerf), TV ToD dkdkov mpoonyopiav Seydueda 1 dkokia
¢oTiv 1) 1] Tw Tod Kakod éumerpia d1d vedTNTA TOMNAKIS T
Biov TwOg EmTBeVo 1Y, ANElpWY TIVAY TPOS TIVAS Koiog
Srokeipévwy. Oov €ioi Tiveg TV THY dypoikiov oikodvTwy,
0UK €186Teg TAS éumopikas kakovupyiag 0ude Tag év SikaorTnpiw
Sranhokds. Todg To106ToUS AKAKOUS NéYOREY, 00 WS €K
TPOoPéTews THS KOKIALS KeY wPLOREVOUS, AN WS U Tw elg
néipav THig Tovnpdg éEewg dyidylievovs. From all this it will
be seen that dkakog has in fact run the same course, and
has the same moral history as ypnoT6s, atorods, evriONg,
with which it is often joined (as by Diodorus Siculus, v.
66), ‘bon’ (thus Jean le Bon=I"etourdi), ‘bonhomie,’
‘silly,” ‘simple,” ‘daft,” ‘einfaltig,” ‘gutig,” and many
more.

The last word of this beautiful group, d8o\og, occurs
only once in the N. T. (I Pet. ii. 2), and is there beauti-
fully translated ‘sincere,”’—"the sincere milk of the word,
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see the early English use of 'sincere' as unmixed, unadul-
terated; and compare, for that ‘milk of the word” which
would not be ‘sincere’ 2 Cor. 1v. 2. It does not appear

in the Septuagint, nor in the Apocrypha, but d86\wg once
in the latter (Wisd. vii. 13). Plato joins it with 0y1g (Ep.
viii. 355 e); Philemo with yvrioiog (Meineke, Fragm. Graec.
Com. p. 843). It is difficult, indeed impossible, to vindi-
cate an ethical province for this word on which other of

the group have not encroached, or, 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 &kaxkog has nothing of the serpent's tooth, the
d8olog has nothing of the serpent's guile; if the absence of
willingness to hurt, of the malice of or fallen nature, is
predicated of the dkaxog, the absence of its fraud and
deceit is predicated of the &8o\og, the Nathanael "in whom
is no guile" (John i. 48). And finall to sum up all, we

may say, that as the dkaxkog (='innocens') has no harm-
fulness in him, and the d8o\og, (="sincerus’) no guile, so
the dképaitog (‘integer’) no foreign admixture, and the
aniodg (= ‘simplex ') no folds.

§ lvii. xpdvog, kapds.

SEVERAL times in the N. T. but always in the plural,
ypOvot kai kapoi, are found together (Acts 7; 1 Thess.
v. I); and not unfrequently in the Septuagint and the
Apocrypha, Wisd. vii. 18; viii. 8 (both instructive passages);
Dan. i1. 21; and in the singular, Eccles 1; Dan. vii. 12

(but in this last passage the reading is doubtful). Grotius
(on Acts 1. 7) conceives the difference between them to
consist merely in the greater length of the y pévot as com-
pared with the kaipot, and writes: cxpévm sunt majora
temporum spatia, ut anni; ka1poi minora, ut menses et
dies." Compare Bengel: “y pévwv partes katpoi.' This
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distinction, if not inaccurate, is certainly insufficient, and
altogether fails to reach the heart of the matter.

Xpovog is time, contemplated simply as such; the suc-
cession of moments (Matt. xxv. 19; Rev. x. 6; Heb. iv. 7);
ai@vog elkwy KtwnTH, as Plato calls it (Tim. 37 d; compare
Hooker, Eccles. Pol. v. 69); idoTnua THg T0d dpavod Kiv-
oewg, as Philo has it (De Mund. Op. 7). It is the German
‘Zeitraum,’ as distinguished from ‘Zeitpunkt;’ thus com-
pare Demosthenes, 1357, where both the words occur;
and Severianus (Suicer, Thes. s. v.): ypOV0g pKoS éoT,
Koipog evkaupio. Kaipég, derived from keipw, as ‘tempus’
from ‘temno,’ is time as it brings forth its several births;
thus ka1pog Bepropod (Matt. xiii. 30); kaipog oVkwy (Mark
xi. 13); Christ died kaTd kapov (Rom. v. 6); and above all
compare, as constituting a miniature essay on the word,
Eccles. iii. 1-8: see Keil, in loco. Xpovog, it will thus
appear, embraces all possible katpot, and, being the larger,
more inclusive term, may be often used where ka1p6g would
have been equally suitable, though not the converse; thus
Y POvos ToD Tek€iv, the time of bringing forth (Luke i. 57);
TAMpwpa 10D ypbévou (Gal. iv. 4), the fulness, or the ripe-
ness, of the time for the manifestation of the Son of God,
where we should before have rather expected 100 kapod,
or TWV Kapwv, his last phrase actually occurring at Ephes.

i. 10. So, too, we may confidently say that the y pévot
dnokaTooTdoews (Acts iii. 21) are identical with the kaipot,
advotEews which had just been mentioned before (ver. 19).
Thus it is possible to speak of the ka1pog ypbévov, and
Sophocles (Elect. 1292) does so:

yp6vov ydp dv oot karpov éEeipyot Aéyos,

but not of the xpévog kapod. Compare Olympiodorus

(Suicer Thes. s. V. Xpévog) Xp(’)vog 1év €T TO 8ldO’TT]],l(1
ka8’ 0 npaTTeTou T Koupog 3¢ 0 ennnSemg TS epyow'lag
Xpovog wO'Te 0 uev Xpovog Kal Kopog e1vat SUva‘rou 0 8¢
Ka1pog 00 Y p6ros, AN evkatpio TOU TpaTTOREVOL €V Y pévw
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Yvopévri. Ammonius: 0 pév Kaipos SNAdi mordTnTa Y pévov,
xpOvog 8¢ moodtTnra. In a fragment of Sosipatros, quoted
by Athenaeus, ix. 22, elkaipog y pévos occurs.

From what has been said, it will appear that when the
Apostles ask 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’ (ypdévor) are, in Augustine's words, ‘ipsa
spatia temporum,’ and these contemplated merely under
the aspect of their duration, over which the Church's history
should extend; but ‘the seasons’ (kaiipot) are the joints

or articulations in these times, the critical epoch-making
periods fore-ordained of God (kautpot mpoTeTaypévor, Acts
xvii. 26; cf. Augustine, Conf. xi. 13: ‘Deus operator
temporum'); when all that has been slowly, and often
without observation, ripening through long ages is mature
and comes to the birth in grand decisive events, which
constitute at once the close of one period and the com-
mencement of another. Such, for example, was the passing
away with a great noise of the old Jewish dispensation;
such, again, the recognition of Christianity as the religion
of the Roman Empire; such the conversion of the Germanic
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 Reforma-
tion; 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
Kaipoi. Augustine complains of this (Ep. cxcvii. 2):
‘Graece legitur y pévoug 1) kapovs. Nostri utem utrumque
hoc verbum tempora appellant, sive x pdvoug, sive kapovs,
cum habeant haec duo inter se non negligendam differen-
tiara: kaipovg quippe appellant Graece tempora quaedam,
non tamen quae in spatiorum voluminibu transeunt, sed
qua in rebus ad aliquid opportunis vel importunis senti-
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untur, sicut messis, vindemia, calor, frigus, pax, bellum,

et si qua simi lia; Y pévoug autem ipsa spatia temporum
vocant." It will be seen that he does not recognize ‘tem-
pestivitas,” which, however, is used by Cicero. Bearing

out this complaint of his, we find in the Vulgate the most
various renderings of kaipot, as often as it occurs in combi-
nation with y pévot, and cannot therefore be rendered by
‘tempora,” which ypévot, has preoccupied. Thus 'tempora
et momenta' (Acts 7; 1 Thess. v. 1), ‘tempora et aetates’
(Dan. i1. 21), ‘tempora et saecula’ (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
necessary conditions. Augustine has anticipated this
suggestion, but only to demonstrate its insufficiency, on

the ground tha ‘opportunitas’ (=’opportunum tempus’)

is a convenient, favourable season (evkaipia); while the
Ka1pdg may be the most inconvenient, most unfavourable of
all, the essential notion of it being that it is the critical

nick of time; tut whether, as such, to make or to mar,
effectually to help or effectually to hinder, the word deter-
mines not at all (‘sive opportuna, sive importuna sint
tempora, kaipot, dicuntur'). At the same time it is oftener
the former: ka1pdg ydp Gomep dvdpdow MéyioTos épyou
TavTog é0T émoTdTNg (Sophocles, Electra, 75, 76). On the
distinction between x pévog kapds and aiwv, see Schmidt,
Synonymik, vol. ii. p. 54 sqq.

§ lviii. (épw, Popéw.

ON the distinction between these words Lobeck (Phry-
nichus, p. 585) h s the following remarks: ‘Inter (épw et
(dopéw hoc interesse constat, quod illud actionem simplicem
et transitoriam, hoc autem actionis ejusdem continua-
tionem significa; verbi causa dyyeNinv (épewv, est alicujus
rei nuncium afferre, Herod. iii. 53 et 122; v. 14; dyye\inv
(dopéerv, iii. 34, nuncii munere apud aliquem fungi. Hinc
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et pop€iv dicimur ea quae nobiscum circumferimus, quibus
amicti indutique sumus, ut ipnd-Ti0v, TP1RWIVIOV, SOKTONIOV
(opéiv, turn quae ad habitum corporis pertinent.” He
proceeds, however, to acknowledge that this distinction is

by no means constantly observed even by the best Greek
authors. It 1s, therefore, the more noticeable, as an ex-

ample 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 op€iv occurs (Matt. xi. 8; John xix. 5; Rom. xiii.

4; 1 Cor. xv. 49, bis; Jam. ii. 3), it invariably expresses,

not an accidental and temporary, but an habitual and
continuous, bearing. ‘Sic enim differt pop€iv a péperv, ut
hoc sit ferre, illud ferre solere’ (Fritzsche, on Matt. xi. 8).

A sentence in Plutarch (Adpoph. Reg.), in which both

words occur, illustrates very well their different uses. Of
Xerxes he tells us: 0py10Beig 8¢ BaBulwviolg dnooTdot,
KOoi KPOTHO OLS, TPOTETAEEY GTAQ 1) (PéPely, AN YOANNELY
Kol AONELY KOl TOPVOBOTKELY KO KATMAeVELY, Kai (POPELY KO-
TwToUg X1T@Wvas. Arms would only be borne on occasions,
therefore péperv; but garments are habitually worn, there-
fore this is in the second clause exchanged for popéiv.

§ lix. K6opog, oaiwv.

Koéopog our Translators have rendered ‘world’ in every
instance but one (I Pet. iii. 3); aiwv often, though by no
means invariably so; for (not to speal of eig ai@va) see
Ephes. ii. 2, 7; Col. i. 26. It may be question whether
we might not have made more use of ‘age' in our Version:
we have employed it but rarely,—only, ndeed, 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,
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our Translator did not mark the difference between

k6o nos (= mundus), the world contemplated under aspects
of space, and aiuwiv (= 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. 39; 1 Cor. x. 11) which speak of the end or
consummation of the aidiv (there are none which speak of
the end of the k6o nog), as in others which speak of "the
wisdom of this world" (1 Cor. ii. 6), "the god of this-
world" (2 Cor. 1. 4), "the children of this world" (Luke
xvi. 8), it must be admitted that we are losers by the

course which w have adopted.

Kéouog, connected with kGpuerv, ‘comere,’ ‘comptus,’
has a history of much interest in more respects than one.
Suidas traces for successive significations through which
it passed: ompaiver 8¢ 6 koopog Téooapa, eVTPENEIAY, T6SE TO
Tav, THY TAEW, T0 TAT00< mTapa 11 I'padi. Originally signi-
fying ‘ornament’ and obtaining this meaning once in the
N. T. (I Pet. iii. 3), where we render it ‘adorning,” and
hardly obtaining any other in the Old (thus the stars are
0 K6opog T0d ovpavod, Deut. xvii. 3; Isai. xxiv. 21; cf. xli.
18; Jer. iv. 30; 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; ednpénera and TdE1S,
as Suidas gives it above, or KAIANWT1O UGS, KATATKEVT, TAELS,
KATAOTAO 1S, KEANOS, as Hesychius. Pythagoras is recorded
as the first who transferred k6o pog 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. 371), desiring
thereby to express his sense of the beauty and order which
are everywhere be traced therein: so Plutarch (De Plac.

Phil. 1. 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



§ LIX. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 215

visible therein (Diogenes Laertius, viii. 48); and we often
find the word so used; as by Xenophon, Mem. 1. 1. 1I;
by Isocrates, 1. 179; by Plato (7im. 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 (Georg. 508 a); by Aristotle (De Mund.
2; and see Bentley, Works, vol. 1. p. 39; vol. i1. p. 117).
'Mundus' in Latin,---'digestio et ordinatio singularum
quarumque rerum formatarum et distinctarum,' as Augus-
tine (De Gen. ad Lit. c. 3) calls it,—followed in nearly
the same track as the Greek k6o pog; giving occasion to
profound plays of words, such as '0 munde immunde,'
in which the same illustrious Church-teacher delights.
Thus Pliny (H. N. ii. 3): 'Quem k6o pov Graeci nomine
ornamenti appellaverunt, eum nos a perrecta absolutaque
elegantia mundum;' cf. Cicero (De Univerrso, 10): 'Hunc
hac varietate distinctum bene Graeci k6T nov, nos lucentem
mundum nominamus;' cf. De Nat. Deor. ii. 22 ; but on
the inferiority as a philosophical expres ion of ' mundus '
to k6o nog, see Sayce, Principles of Comparative Philology,
p. 98.

From this signification of k6o nog as the material uni-
verse, which is frequent in Scripture (Matt. xiii. 35;
John xvii. 5; xxi. 25; Acts xvii. 4; Rom. 1. 20), followed
that of k0o pog 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; I Cor. xiv. 10;
I John iii. 17); here very nearly equivalent to oikovpévn
(Matt. xxiv. 14; Acts xix. 27); and then the men themselves,
the sum total of persons living in the world (John i. 29;
1v. 42; 2 Cor. v. 19); and then upon this, and ethically,
all not of the é&k\noria,' alienated from the life of God and

! Origen indeed (in Joan. 38) mentions some one in his day who in-
terpreted k6o pog as the Church, being as it is the ornament of the world
(k6o pog 000 A ToD K6TPOV).
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by wicked works enemies to Him (1 Cor. 20, 21; 2 Cor.
vii. 10; Jam. iv. 4). I need hardly call attention here to
the immense part which k6o pog thus understood plays in
the theology of St. John; both in his record of his Master's
sayings, and in his own writings (John 1. 10; vii. 7; xii.
31; 1 John ii. 16; v. 4); occurring in his Gospel and
Epistles more than a hundred times, most often in this
sense. On this last use of k6o nog, 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
0. T., on all this there are some admirable remarks by
Zerschwitz, Profangracitiit and Bibl. Sprachgeist, pp. 21-
24: while on these various meanings of k6o nog, and on the
serious confusions which, if not carefully watched against,
may arise therefrom, Augustine (Con. Jul. Pelag. vi. 3, 4)
may be consult ed with advantage.

We must reject the etymology of aiujv which Aristotle
(De Cael. i. 9) propounds: Ao ToU del elvaun eiAnduig THY
émowvupiav. It is more probably connected with &w, &dmpu,
to breathe. Like k6o pog it has a primary and physical,
and then, superinduced on this, a secondary and ethical,
sense. In its primary, it signifies time, short or long, in
its unbroken duration; oftentimes in classical Greek the
duration of a human life (=Biog, for which it is exchanged,
Xenophon, Cyrop. iii. 3. 24; cf. Plato, Legg. iii. 701 c;
Sophocles, Trachin. 2; Elect. 1085: magykhavTov aidva,
€i\ouv: Pindar, Olymp. ii. 120: dSakpuv vépovTor aidva);
but essentially time as the condition under which all created
things exist, and the measure of their existence; thus Theo-
doret: 6 aiwv oUk ovoia Tig E0Tiv, AN dvuméoTaTov yphua,
o UUTAPOROPTODY TOIS YeVYNTIY €)0u0t Vo1V’ KONETOL Yap
aiwv kai 70 dno THg ToD k6o pov CVoTdoews péypt THS TLY-
Tehelag S1doTnrO—aiwy Toivuy éoTi T TH KTIOTH (Pioe
napeCevynévor didoTnua. Thus signifying time, it comes
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presently to signify all which existsiin the world under
conditions of time; ‘die Totalitat desjenigen was sich in

der Dauer der Zeit ausserlich darstellt, die Welt, sofern

sie sich in der Zeit bewegt' (C. L. Grimm; thus see

Wisd. xiii. 8; xiv. 6; xviii. 4; Eccles iii. 1 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 aiwv obTog, set over against 6 aiwv
ékeivos (Luke xx. 35), 6 aiwv épyopévos (Mark x. 30), 0
aiwv péMwy (Matt. xii. 32), acquires presently, like kéoposg,
an unfavorable meaning. The Baoih€iat ToU k6o pov of
Matt. iv. 8 are Baoi\éion ToU ai@vog TotTou (Ignatius, Ep.
ad Rom. 6); God has delivered us by his Son €& éveaT@TO0S
ai@vog movnpod (Gal. i. 4); Satan is Bedg ToD ai@Vog TOVTOU
(2 Cor. iv. 4; cf. Ignatius, Ep. ad Magn. I: 6 dpywv Tod
ai@vog TouTov); sinners walk kaTd TOV ai@va 10D KéTpOU
ToUToU (Ephes. 2), too weakly translated in our Ver-

sion, 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: ‘aiwWv et k6o pog differunt. Ille hunc regit et

quasi informat: k6o pog est quiddam exterius, oaiwv sub-
tilius. Tempus [=aiwiv] dicitur non solum physice, sed

etiam moraliter, connotata qualitate hominum in eo viven-
tium; et sic aiwv dicit longam temporum seriem, ubi aetas
mala malam aetatem excipit.'! Compare Windischmann (on
Gal. i. 4): ‘aiwiv darf aber durchaus nicht bloss als Zeit
gefasst werden, sondern begreift alles in der Zeit befan-

gene; die Welt und ihre Herrlichkeit, die Menschen und

ihr naturliches unerlostes Thun und Treiben in sich, im
Contraste zu dem hier nur beginnenden, seiner Sehnsucht

und Vollendung nach aber jenseitigen mid 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 Zeit-

geist.” All that floating mass of thoughts, opinions,
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maxims, speculations, hopes, impulses, aims, aspirations,
at any time current in the world, which it may be impossible
to seize and accurately define, but which constitute a most
real and effective power, 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
aiuwv, which is, as Bengel has expressed it, the subtle in-
forming spirit of the k6opog, or world of men who are
living alienate 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 accord-
ing to the distinction here drawn between aiuwv and kéopog,
namely i. 2 and xi. 3. In both of these ai@veg 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 forerunners who had no such motives as theirs,
have attempted to explain ai@veg at Heb. i. 3, as the suc-
cessive dispensations, the x pévor kai kapoi of the divine
economy. But however plausible this explanation might
have been if this verse had stood alone, xi. 3 is decisive
that the ai@veg 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 [ Tim. 1. 17
as a third; where ai@veg must denote, not ‘the worlds’ in
the usual concrete meaning of the term, but, according to
the more usual temporal meaning of aiwv in the N. T.,
‘the ages,’ the temporal periods whose sum and aggregate
adumbrate the conception of eternity. The Baoihevg T@V
aiwvwy (cf. Clement of Rome, 1 Ep. § 13: 6 dnpiovpyog T@V
TP TAV aiwvwy) will thus be the sovereign dispenser
and disposer of the ages during which the mystery of
God's purpose ith man is unfolding (see Ellicott, in
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loco).! For the Hebrew equivalents of the words express-
ing time and eternity, see Conrad von Orelli, Die Hebrais-
chen Synonyma der Zeit and Ewiykeit, Leipzig, 187; and
for the Greek and Latin, so far as these seek to express
them at all, see Pott, Etym. Forsch. ii. . 444.

§ Ix. véog, Ka1VogS.

SOME have denied that any difference an in the N. T. be
traced between these words. They de ve a certain plau-
sible support for this denial from the f ct that manifestly
véog and ka1vog, both rendered new' in our Version, are
often interchangeably used; thus véog dvBpwmog (Col. iii.
10), and kouvog dvBpwmog (Eph. ii. 15), in both cases "the
new man"; véa 31001k (Heb. xii. 24) and kovny 31001k
(Heb. ix. 15), both "a new covenant", véog oivog (Matt.
ix. 17) and ka1vog oivog (Matt. xxvi. 29), both "new wine."
The words, it is contended, 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 katvm, as it is contemplated from one
point of view or another. So too the same man, or the
same wine, may be véog, or Kaivds, or may be both; but
a different notion is predominant according as the one
epithet is applied or the other.

Contemplate the new under aspects of time, as that

" Our English ‘world,” etymologically regarded, is more nearly represents
aiwv than k6opog. The old ‘weralt’ (in modern Garman ‘welt’) is com-
posed 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. 1. p. 125). Out of this expression of time

unfolds itself that of space, as aiuwv passed into the meaning of k6o pog
(Grimm, Deutsche Myth. p. 752); but in the earliest German records
‘weralt’ is used, first as an expression of time, an only derivatively as

one of space (Rudolf von Raumer, Die Einwirkuny es Christenthums auf
die Alt-hochdeutsche Sprache, 1845, p. 375). See however another deri-
vation altogether which Grimm seems disposed to your (Klein. Schrift.
vol. i. p. 305), and which comes very much to this, that ‘world” = whirled.
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which has recently come into existence, and this is véog
(see Pott, Etymol. Forschung. vol. i. pp. 290-292). Thus

the young are ot véot, or o1 veu)Tepot, the generation which
has lately sprung up; so, too, véot Beoi, the younger race

of gods, Jupiter, Apollo, and the other Olympians (AEschy-
lus, Prom. Vinct. 991, 996), as set over against Saturn,

Ops, and the dynasty of elder deities whom they had de-
throned. 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 ka1vég: thus compare énipiAnua
pdkoug dyvddou (Matt. ix. 16) with éniBiAnpua dno ipartiov
ka1vod (Luke v. 36), the latter "a new garment," as con-
trasted with one threadbare and outworn; kaivoi d.okot,
"new wine-skins" (Matt. ix. 17; Luke v. 38), such as

have not lost their strength and elasticity through age

and use; and in this sense, ka1vog oVpavds (2 Pet. iii. 13),
"a new heaven," as set over against that which has waxen
old, and shows signs of decay and dissolution (Heb. 1,

12). In like manner the phrase kawvat y\@o oot (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
éTepar YA@o ot elsewhere (Acts ii. 4), tongues unwonted
and different fro any hitherto known. The sense of the
unwonted as lying in ka1vdg comes out very clearly in a
passage of Xenphon (Cyrop. iii. 1. 10): ka1viig dpxouévng
dpyfs, N} TAS elwBviag kaTapevobons. So too that katvov
pvmueéiov, in whi h 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. xi. 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,
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it would be kavov still. That it should be thus was part
of that divine decorum which ever attended the Lord in
the midst of the humiliations of his earthly life (cf. Luke
xix. 30; I Sam. vi. 7; 2 Kin. i1. 20).

It will follow from what has been said that ka1vog 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 son;"

(v. 9; xiv. 3); "a new heaven and new earth" (xxi. 1;

cf. 2 Pet. iii. 13); "all things new" (xxi. 5). 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. 39),

are better than the new. And in many other instances

Ka1vog may express only the novel and strange, as con-
trasted, and that unfavourably, with the known and the
familiar. Thus it was mentioned just now that véot Beot

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 ka.1vovg Beovg, or Kavd daipdvio
into Athens (Plato, Apol. 26 b; Euthyphro, 3 b; cf.

Sapovia, Acts xvii. 18), something quite different from

this was meant—a novel pantheon, such gods as Athens

had not hitherto been accustomed to worship; soo too in
Plato (Rep. iii. 405 d): ka1vad TadTa koi dTona voonudTwy
ovépoata. Inthe same manner they who exclaimed of
Christ's teaching, "What new doctrine [kouvr) 8183ay 1] is
this?" intended anything but praise (Mark i. 26). The
ko6 is the étepov, the qualitatively other; the véov is the
d\\o, the numerically distinct. Let us bring this differ-

ence 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, ) Néyerv f) dkoverv Tt kawéTepov. We might perhaps
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have expected beforehand he would have written T1 vewWTe-
pov, and this expectation seems the more warranted when
we find Demosthenes long before pourtraying these same
Athenians as haunting the market-place with this same
object and aim he using this latter word, Tuv8avopevot
kaTd TNV dyopdv el Tt Néyetar veddTepov. Elsewhere, how-
ever, he changes his word and describes them as St. Luke
has done, demanding one of another (Philip. i. 43), NéyeTai
Tt Kavov; But the meaning of the two passages is not
exactly identical. The véwTepov of the first affirms that

it is ever the /atest news which they seek, ‘nova statim
sordebant, noviora quaerebantur,” as Bengel on Acts xvii.
21 has it; the kavov of the second implies that it is
something not only new, but sufficiently diverse from what
had gone before to stimulate a jaded and languid curiosity.

If we pursue these words into their derivatives and
compounds, the same distinction will come yet more clearly
out. Thus vedtng (I Tim. iv. 12; cf. Ps. viii. 5: dvakau-
V1oBYoeTal WS deToU M vedTng oot) is youth; katvéTng (Rom.
vi. 4) is newness or novelty; veoetdng, of youthful appear-
ance; Katvoetdng of novel unusual appearance; veohoyia
(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’; katvoroyia, 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; (p1A6veog, a lover of
youth (Lucian, Amor. 24); (p1Aéka1vog, a lover of novelty
(Plutarch, De Mus. 12).

There is a s assage in Polybius (v. 75, 4), as there are
many elsewhere: (AEschylus, Pers. 665; Euripides, Med.
75, 78; and Clement of Alexandria, Paedag. 5, will fur-
nish such), in which the words occur together, or in closest
sequence; but either in this are they employed as a mere
rhetorical accumulation: each has its own special sig-
nificance. Relating a stratagem whereby the town of
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Selge was very nearly surprised and taken, Polybius re-

marks that, notwithstanding 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 (katvoi Tiveg aldel kai véot Tpog TOS TOIAVTOS
andtag mepOkapev), ready therefore to be deceived by them
over again. Here kauwvot is an epithet applied to men on

the ground of their rawness and inexperience, véot on that

of their youth. It is true that these two, inexperience

and youth, go often together; thus véog and drnerpog are
joined by Plutarch (De Rect. Rat. Aud. 7); but this is not

of necessity. An old man may be raw and unpractised in

the affairs of the world, therefore ka1vdg: 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 mani-
fest 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, conveyed, as the one was used, or the other. Take, for
example, the véog dvBpwmog of Col. iii. and the ka1vog
dvBpwmog of Ephes. ii. 15. Contemplate under aspects of
time that mighty transformation which as 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, véog dvBpwmog. 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 condition, the same mighty
transformation; behold the man who, through long com-
merce with the world, inveterate habits of sinning, had
grown outworn and old, casting off the former conversa-
tion, as the snake its shrivelled skin, coming forth "a
new creature" (kv KTi01g), from his heavenly Maker's
hands, with a Tvebua ka1vov given to him (Ezek. xi. 19),
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and you have a here the ka1vog dvBpwnog, one prepared to
walk ‘in newness of life’ (év kavéTnTt Lwiig, Rom. vi. 4)
through the dvakaivwoig of the Spirit (Tit. iii. 5); in the
words of the Epistle of Barnabas, 16, éyevéueBa kakivoi,
ndAw € dpy fis kTiEGpevor. Often as the words in this
application would be interchangeable, yet this is not always
so. When, for example, Clement of Alexandria (Paed. i.
6) says of those that are Christ's,  p1} Yap €lvou ka1vovs
Adéyou kavou petetndoTag, all will feel how impossible it
would be to substitute véoug or véou here. Or take the
verbs dvaveodv (Ephes. iv. 23), and dvakaivodv (Col. iii. 10).
We all have need dvaveodoBat, and we have need dvakai-
vodoBau as well. It is, indeed, the same marvellous and
mysterious process, to be brought about by the same
almighty Agent; but the same regarded from different
points of view dvaveodoBat, to be made young again; dvo.-
kovodoBat, or dvakaiviléoBat, 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 remarkable prove. This first (in Ep. ad Ephes. Hom.
13): dvaveodoBe 8¢, hnoi, T Tvevpatt Tod VOO VP@V. . . TO
8¢ dvaveodoBai éoTv §Tav avT0 TO YeyNPOKOS AVavedTat, GANO
€& AAov ywépevov. ... ‘0 véos 1oy vpds 0TIy, 0 Véos puTida
oUK €y €1, 0 Véos oV Teptpépetar. The second is in Ep. ad Rom.
Hom. 20: 8nep éni T@V 0iKi@®V To10dpev, makatovpévog avTos
dei 310pB0DVTES, TODTO Kai émi cavTod moiel. “HpopTeg orMjpe-
pov; énalaiwods oov THY Yiymy ; ur dnoyvds, pndeé dva-
néomng, AAN dvokaivioov adTHY HeTavoiq.

The same holds good in other instances quoted above.
New wine may be characterized as véog or ka1vog, but from
different points of view. As véog, it is tacitly set over
against the vintage of past years; as ka1vog, we may as-
sume it austere and strong, in contrast with that which is
xPNoTos, sweet and mellow through age (Luke v. 39).
So, too, the Covenant of which Christ is the Mediator is a
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31007k vea, as compared with the Mosaic, confirmed
nearly two thousand years before (Heb. xii. 24); it is a
31007k kv, as compared with the same, effete with age,
and with all vigour, energy, and quickening power gone
from it (Heb. viii. 13; compare Marriott's Eipnvikd, part

it. pp. 110, 170).

A Latin grammarian, drawing the distinction between
‘recens’ and ‘novus,’ has said, ‘Recens ad tempus, novum
ad rem refertur;” and compare Doderlein, Lat. Syn. vol.

iv. p. 64. Substituting véog and ka1vdg, we might say,
‘véog ad tempus, kovos ad rem refertur,' and should thus
grasp in a few words, easily remembered, the distinction
between them at its central point.'

§ Ixi. uéemn, t61os, oivoprvyia, KOROS, KPATTAAT.

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

MéBn, occurring in the N. T. at Luke xxi. 34; Rom. xiii.
13; Gal. v. 21; and m6T0g, found only at I Pet. iv. 3, are
distinguishable as an abstract and a concrete. Mé@n,
(stronger, and expressing a worse excess, than olvwog,
from which it is distinguished by Plutarch, De Garr. 4;
Symp. iii. 1; cf. Philo, De Plant. 38), defined by Clement
of Alexandria, dkpd-Tov ¥ pficis o (hodpoTépa, is drunkenness
(Joel i. 5; Ezek. xxxix. 19); méTog (=edwy ia, Hesychius;
cf. Polybius, iv. 4. 6), the drinking bout, the banquet, the
symposium, not of necessity excessive (Gen. xix. 3; 2 Sam.
i11. 20; Esth. vi. 14), but giving opportunity for excess
(I Sam. xxv. 36; Xenophon, Anab. vii. 3, 13: énei npovywpet,
0 T6T0S).

" Lafaye (Dict. des Synonymes, p. 798) claims the same distinction for
‘nouveau’ (=véog), and ‘neuf” (= kawvdg): Ce qui est nouveau vient de
paraitre pour la premiere fois: ce qui est neuf vient d'etre fait et n'a pas
encore servi. Une invention est nouvelle, une expression neuve.'
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The next word in this group, oitvorvyia ("excess of
wine," A. V.), occurs in the N. T. only at I Pet. iv. 3; and
never in the Septuagint; but oivoq))\vye‘lv, Deut. xxi. 20;
Isai. lvi. 22. It marks a step in advance of pé@r. Thus
Philo (De Ebriet. 8; De Merc. Mer. 1) names oivopIvyia
among the VBpeis éoyaTtar, and compare Xenophon (OEcon.
i. 22): 80DN01 Ay Ve1@V, NayVel@V, oivodAuyt@v. In strict
definition it is ém18vpia oivov dninoTog (Andronicus of
Rhodes), dn\jpwTog én1Bupia, as 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. 5.; as did, for instance, that
fatal debauch to which, adopting one of the reports cur-
rent in antiquity, Arrian inclines to ascribe the death of
Alexander the Great (vii. 24, 25).

K®&pog, in he N. T. found in the plural only, and ren-
dered in our Version once ‘rioting’ (Rom. xiii. 13), and
twice ‘revellings’ (Gal. v. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 3), 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 kwpd&etv, not
with ‘comedo.' Thus, k@pog kai dowTia (2 Macc. vi. 4);
énpavéig kwpot (Wisd. xiv. 23); TéTot kol Kot koi Bakiot
dkatpot (Plutarch, Pyrrh. 16); cf. Philo, De Cher. 27, where
we have a striking description of the other vices with which
1éBN and kwpot are associated the most nearly. At the
same time kWpog is often used of the company of revellers
themselves; a ways a festal company, but not of necessity
riotous and drunken; thus see Euripides, Alces. 816, 959.

Still the word generally implies as much, being applied in a
special sense to the troop of drunken revellers, ‘comis-
santium agmen’ (the troop of Furies in the Agamemnon,
1160, as drunk with blood, obtain this name), who at the



§ LXI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 227

late close of a revel, with garlands on their heads, and
torches in their hands,' with shout and song” (k@pog koi
Bod., Plutarch, Alex. 38), pass to the harlots' houses, or
otherwise wander through the streets with insult and
wanton outrage for every one whom they meet; cf.
Meineke, Fragm. Com. Graece. p. 617; and the graphic
description of such in Juvenal's third Satire, 278-301;
and the indignant words of Milton :
‘when night
Darkens the streets, then wander forth the sons
Of Belial, flown with insolence and wine.’

Plutarch (Alex. 37) characterizes as kpog the mad
drunken march of Alexander and his army through Car-
mania, on the return from their Indian expedition. On
possible, or rather on impossible etymologies of kwpog, see
Pott. Etym. Forsch. 2. 2. 551.

Kpaind\n, the Latin ‘crapula,” though with a more
limited signification (1]  8ectvn) pédn, Ammonius; 1 éni T1f
1édn dvoapéotnoig kai dndia, Clement of Alexandria, Paedag.
i1. 2), 1s another word whose derivation remains in obscu-
rity. We have rendered it ‘surfeiting’ Luke xxi. 34,
the one occasion on which it occurs in the N. T. In the
Septuagint it is never found, but the verb kpaimakdw
thrice (Ps. Ixxvii. 65; Isai. xxiv. 20; xxix. 9) ‘Fulsome-
ness,” in the early sense of that word (see my Select Glos-
sary of English Words, s. v. 'fulsome'), would express it
very well, with only the drawback that by 'fulsomeness'
is indicated the disgust and loathing from over-fulness of
meat as well as of wine, while kpaimdAn expresses only
the latter.

! €o1ke éni k@pov Badilerv.
dpaivetar.
oTédovov vé Torkai 8@ €y wv mopedeTon
Aristophanes, Plut. 1040.
? Theophylact makes these songs themselves the k@pot, defining the
word thus: Td petTd nédng kai HBpewsg dopata.
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§ Ixii. kammhedw, SoNOw.

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” (kammhevovTeg, 2 Cor. ii. 17); and
presently again he disclaims being of them who can be
accused of "handling deceifully” the same (dohoDVTEeS iv.
2); neither word appearing again in the N. T. It is evi-
dent, not less from the context than from the character of
the words the themselves, that the notions which they express
must lie very near to one 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 kamn\etetv as=
voBevery. Yet this is a mistake. On nearer examination,
it will be found that while kammhkeverv covers all that
dohodv does, it also covers something more; and this,
whether in the literal sense, or in the transferred and
figurative, wherein it is used by St. Paul; even as it is
evident 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 kammhevewv is not difficult to follow. The
KATMAog is properly the huckster or petty retail trader, as
set over against the éumopog or merchant who sells his
wares in the gross; the two occurring together, Ecclus.

xxvi. 29. But while the word would designate any such
pedlar, the is kdmn\og is predominantly the vendor in retail
of wine (Lucian, Hermot. 58). Exposed to many and strong
temptations, into which it was easy for such to fall (Ecclus.
xxvi. 29), as to mix their wine with water (Isai. 1. 22), or
otherwise to tamper with it, to sell it in short measure,

these men so generally yielded to these temptations, that
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kdmmhog and kammhevewy, like ‘caupo’ and ‘cauponari,”’
became terms of contempt; kartnheverv being the making

of any shameful traffic and gain as the kdnn\og does

(Plato, Rep. vii. 525 d; Protag. 313; Becker, Charikles,

1840, p. 256). But it will at once be evident that the

8oNodv is only one part of the kamnhevetv, namely, the
tampering with or sophisticating the wine by the admix-

ture of alien matter, and does not suggest the fact that

this is done with the purpose of making a disgraceful

gain thereby. Nay, it might be urged that it only ex-

presses partially the tampering itself, as the following

extract from Lucian (Hermot. 59) would seem to say: ot
G1éoodot AnodidovTal Td pabruarta womep ot kdnnhot,
KEPALOAEVOL Ve 01 TOMNOL, Kol SONITAVTES, KA KAKOMLE-
TpoOVTeg: for here the SoNodv is only one part of the de-
ceitful handling by the kdmn\og, of the wares which he

sells.

But whether this be worth urging or not, it is quite
certain that, while in SoAodv there is no more than the
simple falsifying, there is in kamnhevew the doing of this
with the intention of making an unworthy gain thereby.
Surely here is a moment in the sin of the false teachers,
which St. Paul, in disclaiming the kamm\everv, intended to
disclaim for himself. He does in as (many words most
earnestly disclaim it in this same Epistle (xii. 14; cf. Acts
xX. 33), 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. 1. 11;
Phil. 111. 19; cf. 2 Pet. 11. 3, 14, 15; Jude 11, 16; Ezek.

xiil. 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 de-
nounced as y PMLATONAINATES, as X PLOTEUTOPOL, TOV INoodv
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TwAODVTES, KAl KATNAEVOVTES TOV AGyov ToU ebayyehiov.
Surely we have here a difference which it is well worth
our while not to pass by unobserved. The Galatian false
teachers might undoubtedly have been charged as dohodvTeg
TOV A6yov, 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 precious stones; but
there is nothing which would lead us to charge them as
KATMAEVOVTES TOV NG YoV ToU Beod, as working this mischief
which they did work for filthy lucre's sake (see Deyling,
Obss. Sac. vol. i.p. 636).

Bentley, in his Sermon on Popery (Works, vol. iit. 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. 17]. We are not, says the Apostle, kKaTn\evovTeg
TOV AGyov ToU Beou, which our Translators have rendered,
"we do not corrupt,” or (as in the margin) "deal deceit-
fully with," "the word of God." They were led to this by
the parallel place, c. iv. of this Epistle, ver. 2, "not walk-
ing in craftines,” pnde 3ohoDVTeg TOV Ndyov Tod Beod," nor
handling the ward of God deceitfully;" they took kamm-
NevovTeg and SohoDvTeg in the same adequate notion, as the
vulgar Latin had done before them, which expresses both
by the same word, adulterantes verbum Dei; and so, like-
wise, Hesychius makes them synonyms, ékkanmni\etetv, Soodv.
Ao\odv, indeed, is fitly rendered "adulterare"; so SohoDv
TOV % puOéV, TOV olvov, to adulterate gold or wine, by mixing
worse ingredients is with the metal or liquor. And our
Translators had done well if they had rendered the latter
passage, not adulterating, not sophisticating the word.
But kammhebovTeg in our text has a complex idea and a
wider signification; kamnAevewv always comprehends ohodv;
but 8oAoDv never extends to kammheVelv, which, besides the
sense of adulterating, has an additional notion of unjust
lucre, gain, profit, advantage. This is plain from the
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word kdTmhog, a calling always infamous for avarice and
knavery: "perfidus hic caupo," says the poet, as a general
character. Thence kammhevVev, by an easy and natural
metaphor, was diverted to other expressions where cheating
and lucre were signified: kammhevetv TOV Ndyov, says the
Apostle here, and the ancient Greeks, kamnAevetv Tag dikag,
™V elprivny, Ty codiav, Td pabdrpata, 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 kamnhkeverv, but the
essential of it is sordid lucre. So "cauponari” in the well-
known passage of Ennius, where Pyrrhus refuses to treat

for the ransom for his captives, and restores them gratis:

"Non mi aurum posco, nec mi pretium dederitis,
Non cauponanti bellum, sed belligeranti."

And so the Fathers expound this place . . . . So that, in
short, what St. Paul says, kannhkevovTeg Tov Aéyov, might
be expressed in one classic word—Aoyéumopot, or Noyo-

1tp6LT0L1,1 where the idea 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, "cor-
rupters 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 kamnAevovTes,
and ‘who corrupt’ of dohodvTeg, than the converse of this
which our Version actually offers.

§ Ixiii. dyaBwoidvn, xpnoTéTNS.

’AyaBwo by 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

'So Noyorm@hot in Philo, Cong. Erud. Grat. 10.
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0. 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 acknow-
ledged, or gave to it or to dyaB84Tng the stamp of allow-
ance, demanding that x pnoT6Tng, which, as we shall see, is
not absolutely identical with it, should be always employed
in its stead (Lobeck, Pathol. Serm. Graec. p. 237). In the
N. T. we meet with dyaBwobvn four times, always in the
writings of St. Paul (Rom. xv. 14; Gal. v. 22; Ephes. v.
9; 2 Thess. 1. 11); being invariably rendered ‘goodness’
in our Version. We sometimes feel the want of some word
more special an definite, as at Gal. v. 22, where o’nyaewaﬁvn
makes one of a 1ong list of Christian virtues or graces, and
must mean some single and separate grace, while ‘good-
ness’ seems to embrace all. To explain it there, as does
Phavorinus, 1) dnnpTiopévn dpeT, is little satisfactory;
however true it may be that it is sometimes, as at Ps. lii.
5, set over against kakia, 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
dyaBwodvn than of ypnoT6TNs, this difficulty mainly arising
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 Scripture, we at once feel a loss, when such are
wanting altogether. It will be well, therefore, to consider
xPNOTOTNS first, and when it is seen what domain of mean-
ing is occupied by it, we may then better judge what re-
mains for dyaB8wodvn.

XpnoT6TNS, a beautiful word, as it is the expression of
a beautiful grace (cf. ypnoTonBeia, Ecclus. xxxvii. 13), like
dya@wmﬁvn, occurs in the N. T. only in the writings of
St. Paul, being bay him joined to pihavBpwmia (Tit. iii. 4;
cf. Lucian, Timon, 8; Plutarch, Demet. 50); to pa.-
kpoBupia and avoyrj (Rom. ii. 4); and opposed to droTopia
(Rom. xi. 22). The A. V. renders it ‘good’ (Rom. iii.
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12); ‘kindness’ (2 Cor. vi. 6; Ephes. 7; Col. iii. 12;

Tit. 1ii. 4); ‘gentleness’ (Gal. v. 22). The Rheims, which

has for it ‘benignity,” a great improvement on ‘gentle-

ness’ (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 e), 1iBoug dnhaoTia netT ebloyioTiag: by Phavorinus,
eVoTAQYY Vi, 1) TpoS TéNaS OVY1dBerTts, TA aUTOD WS
oik€éia i81omotovpévn. It is joined by Clement of Rome

with éxeog (1 Ep. 9); by Plutarch with ebpévera (De Cap.

ex Inim. Util. 9); with yAvkvCupia (Terr. an Aquat. 32);

with anhéTng and peyoarodpooibvn (Galba, 22); by Lucian
with oikos (Timon, 8); as ypnoTés with ptrdvBpwnog
(Plutarch, Symp. 1. 1. 4). It is grouped by Philo with

evBupia, NuepdTNG, NT16TNG (De Men Merc. 3). Josephus,
speaking of the x pno16Tng of Isaac (A4ntt. i. 18. 3), dis-

plays a fine insight into the ethical Character of the

patriarch; see Gen. xxvi. 20-22.

Calvin has quite too superficial a view of ypnoTéTNg,
when, commenting on Col. iii. 12, he writes: ‘Comitatem
—sic enim vertere libuit y pnoTéTNTA qua nos reddimus
amabiles. Mansuetudo [mpaiiTng], quae sequitur, latius
patet quam comitas, nam illa praecipue est in vultu ac
sermone, haec etiam in affectu interior.! 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 is y pnoTég, which has been mellowed with age (Luke
v. 39); Christ's yoke is ¥ pno16s, as having nothing harsh
or galling about it (Matt. xi1. 30). On the distinction
between it and dyaBwo v Cocceius (on Gal. v. 22), quoting
Tit. iii. 4, where ypnoT6TNg occurs, goes on to say: ‘Ex
quo exemplo patet per hanc vocem significari quandam
liberalitatem et studium benefaciendi. Per alteram autem
[o’ayaewaﬁvn] possumus intelligere comitatem, suavitatem
morum, concinnitatem, gravitatem morum, et omnem
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amabilitatem cum decoro et dignitate conjunctam.” Yet
neither does this seem to me to have exactly hit the mark.
If the words are at all set over against one another, the
‘suavitas’ belongs to the y pno 161G rather than to the
dyaBwodvn. More germain 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
Graecos XanTéTng utrumque sonat, virtus est lenis, blanda,
tranquilla, et omnium bonorum apta consortio; invitans
ad familiaritate sui, dulcis alloquio, moribus temperata.
Denique et hanc Stoici ita definiunt Benignitas est virtus
sponte ad bene aciendum exposita. Non multum bonitas
[dyaBwodvn)] a benignitate diversa est; quia et ipsa ad bene-
faciendum videtur exposita. Sed in eo differt; quia potest
bonitas esse tristior, et fronte severis moribus irrugata,
bene quidem facere et praestare quod poscitur; non tamen
suavis esse consortio, et sua cunctos invitare dulcedine.
Hanc quoque sectatores Zenonis ita definiunt: Bonitas
est virtus quae prodest, sive, virtus ex qua oritur utilitas;
aut, virtus proper semetipsam; aut, affectus qui fons sit
utilitatum." With this agrees in the main the distinction
which St. Basil draws ( Reg. Brev. Tract. 214): TAQTUTEPQAY
oot elvon TV ¥ pNoTéTNTA, €lg eVepyeriov TV Enws dnnoTod
émiSeopnévwy TaHTNUS” CuvTypévny 3¢ naiov Ty dyaBwoidvny,
kai Toig TAS S1ka0oGyng AGyo1s év Tois evepyerions ouyy pw-
pnévny. Lightfoot, on Gal. v. 22, finds more activity in
the dyoaBwo Gy than in the ypnoTéTNg: they are distin-
guished from one another as the f8og from the évépyeta
¥ PNOTETNS is potential dyaBwobvm, dyaBwo by is energizing
XPNOTOTNG.
A man might display his dya8wodvn, his zeal for good-
ness 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. 13) or when He uttered all those terrible
words against the Scribes and Pharisees (Matt. xxiii.); but
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we could not say that his x pnoT61ng shown in these

acts of a righteous indignation. This was rather displayed

in his reception of the penitent woman (Luke vii. 37-50

cf. Ps. xxiv. 7, 8); as in all other his gracious dealings

with the children of men. Thus we might speak,—the
Apostolic Constitutions (ii. 22) do speak, of the xpnoT6TNg
T dyaBwobvng of God, but scarcely of the converse. This
X PNOTOTNS, was so predominantly the character of Christ's
ministry, that it is nothing wonderful to learn from Ter-
tullian (Apol. 3), how ‘Christus’ became ‘Chrestus,” and
‘Christiani’ ‘Chrestiani’ on the lips of the heathen—with
that undertone, it is true, of contempt,1 which the world
feels, and soon learns to express in words, for a goodness
which to it seems to have only the harmlessness of the

dove, and nothing of the wisdom of the serpent. Such a
contempt, indeed, it is justified in entertaining, for a
goodness which has no edge, no sharpness in it, no
righteous indignation against sin, nor willingness to

punish it. That what was called y pnoT6Tng, 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.
Greec. p. 982):

M VOV O1o TvwY ypNoTETNS KaNoupévn
1LeBfike TOV B\ov eig movmpiav Biov:
003eig Ydp ASKAV TUYy dverl Tipwpias.

§ Ixiv. 8ikTvov, AupiPANCTTPOV, TayHYT.

OUR English word 'net' will, in a general way, cover all
these three, which yet are capable of a more accurate dis-
crimination one from the other.

AikTuov (=‘rete,” ‘retia’), from the old S1kéiv, to cast,
which appears again 8i0kog, a quoit, is the more general

"The Y PNO TS, as we learn from Aristotle, was called M\iBrog by
those who would fain take every thing by its wrong handle (Rhet. 9. 3
cf. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. v. 5. 5).
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name for all nets, and would include the hunting net; and
the net with which birds are taken (Prov. 1. 17), as well as
the fishing, although used only of the latter in the N. T.
(Matt. 1v. 20; John xxi. 6). It is often in the Septuagint
employed in that figurative sense in which St. Paul uses
nayig (Rome 1. 9; I Tim. iii. 7), and is indeed associated
with it (Job x &; Prov. xxix. 5).

"ApdipinoTpov and oayrjvn are varieties of fishing nets;
they are named together, Hab. 15; and in Plutarch (De
Sol. Anim. 26), who joins ypinos with ocayfvn, vroyn with
dudipinoTpov. 'ApdiBrnoTpov—rfound only in the N. T,
at Matt. 1v. 18; Mark 1. 16; cf. Eccl. ix. 12; Ps. cxI. 10
(apd1Bolyy, Oppian)—is the casting net, ‘jaculum,’ i.e.
‘rete jaculum.’ (Ovid, Art. Am. i. 763), or ‘funda’ (Virgil,
Georg. 1. 141), which, when skilfully cast from over the
shoulder by one standing on the shore or in a boat, spreads
out into a circle (dpg1BdAleTan) 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 fisher-.
men turned it; but see Blakesley, Herodotus in loc. The
garment in whose deadly folds Clytemnestra entangles
Agamemnon is called dpupiBinoTpov (AEschylus, Agamem.
1353; Choeph. 90; cf. Euripides, Helen. 1088); so, too,
the fetter with which Prometheus is fastened to his rock
(AEschylus, Prom. Vinci. 81); and the envenomed gar-
ment which Deianira gives to Hercules (Sophocles, Trach.
1052).

ayriyn—found in the N. T. only at Matt. xiii. 47; cf.
Isai. xix. 8; Ezek. xxvi. 8 (from odTTw, 0éoaya, ‘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. It is rendered ‘sagena’ in the Vulgate, whence



§ LXV. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 237

‘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 provincia'), from its sweeping
the bottom of the sea. From the fact that it was thus a
ndvaypov or take-all (Homer, /I. 487), the Greeks gave
the name of oaynvevew to a device by which the Persians
were reported to have cleared a conquered island of its
inhabitants (Herodotus, ii1. 149; vi. 3; Plato, Legg. 1ii.

698 d); curiously enough, the same device being actually
tried, but with very indifferent success, in Tasmania not
many years ago; see Bonwick's Last the Tasmanians.

Virgil in two lines describes the fishing by the aid first of
the dp@iBAnoTpov and then of the cayrvn (Georg. i. 141):

‘Atque alius latum funda jam verberat amnem
Alta petens, pelagoque alius trahi humida lina.'

It will be seen that an evident fitness suggested the
use of oaynvm in a parable (Matt. xiii. 47) wherein our
Lord is setting forth the wide reach, and all-embracing
character, of his future kingdom. Neither dpdipAnoTpov,
nor yet 3ikTvov which might have meant no more than
apdipanoTpov, would have suited at all so well.

§ Ixv. Numtéopa, TevBéw, BpMréw, KOTTW.

IN all these words there is the sense of grief, or the utter-
ance of grief; but the sense of grief in different degrees
of intensity, the utterance of it in different forms of mani-
festation.

AvméioBau, (Matt. xiv. 9; Ephes. iv. 3; I Pet. i. 6) is
not a special but a most general wore, embracing the
most various forms of grief, being opposed to y aipetv
(Aristotle, Rhet. i. 2; Sophocles, Ajax. 55); as NUTN to
yopd (John xvi. 20; Xenophon, Hell. vi. 1. 22); or to
R3ov1j (Plato, Legg. 733). This Avnn, unlike the grief
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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 so the mevB¢€iv, which is stronger, being not merely
‘dolere' or ‘angi,” but ‘lugere,” and like this last, properly
and primarily (Cicero, Tusc. 13; iv. 8: ‘luctus, aegri-
tudo ex ejus, qui carus fuerit, interitu acerbo') to lament
for the dead; mevO¢€iv vékvy (Homer, B. xix. 225); Tovg
anolwhétag (Xenophon, Hell. ii. 2, 3); then any other
passionate lamenting (Sophocles, OEd. Rex. 1296; Gen.
xxxvii. 34); mévBog being in fact a form of ndBog (see Plu-
tarch, Cons. al Apoll. 22); to grieve with a grief which so
takes possession of the whole being that it cannot be hid;
cf. Spanheim (Dub. Evang. 81): “nevBéiv enim apud
Hellenistas respondit verbis 32 k\aiewv, et 25N
ONoNDEev, adeoque non tantum denotat luctum conceptum
intus, sed et expressum foris.” According to Chrysostom
(in loco) the mevBoDVTeg of Matt. v. 4 are of o1 peT émTdoews
Aumovuévor, those who so grieve that their grief manifests
itself externally. Thus we find mwevB¢€iv often joined with
kAaiewv (2 Sam. xix. 1; Mark xvi. 10; Jam. iv. 9; Rev.
xviiii. 15); so TevO@v kail okvBpwnAwy, Ps. xxxiv. 14.
Gregory of Nyssa (Suicer, Thes. s. v. TévBog) gives it more
generally, TévBog €0 Ti okVBpwnT) S1dBedts TR Yuyfis, éni
OTeEPNOEL TLVOS TWV KaTOBUNHiwY ouvioTapévn: but he was not
distinguishing synonyms, and not therefore careful to
draw out finer distinctions.

Bpnvéiv, joined with 636pecBau (Plutarch, Quom. Virt.
Prof. 5), with katowkTetperv (Cons. ad Apoll. 1), is to
bewail, to make a 8pfjvog, a ‘nenia’ or dirge over the
dead, which may be mere wailing or lamentation (8ptjvog
Kai KAowBudg, Matt. ii. 18), breaking out in unstudied
words, the Irish wake is such a Bpfjvog, or it may take the
more elaborate form of a poem. That beautiful lamenta-
tion which David composed over Saul and Jonathan is
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introduced in the Septuagint with these words, éBprjynoe
AaBi3 Tov Bpfjvov TodTOV, K.T.\. (2 Sam. i. 17), and the sub-
lime dirge over Tyre is called a 8pfjvog (Ezek. xxvi 17; cf.
Rev. xviii. 11; 2 Chron. xxxv. 25; Amos viii. 10).

We have finally to deal with kOmTerv (Matt. xxiv. 30;
Luke xxiii. 27; Rev. 1. 7). This, being first to strike, is
then that act which most commonly went along with the
Bpnveiv, to strike the bosom, or beat the breast, as an out-
ward sign of inward grief (Nah. ii. 7; Luke xviii. 13); so
KomeT6g (Acts viii. 2) is Opfjvog peta yohod yerpv, (Hesy-
chius), and, as is the case with mevB¢€iv, oftenest in token
of grief for the dead (Gen. xxiii. 2; 2 Kin. ii1. 31). Itis
the Latin ‘plangere’ (‘laniataque pectora plangens:’ Ovid,
Metam. vi. 248; ct. Sophocles, Ajax, 615-617), which is
connected with ‘plaga’ and tA\jocow. Plutarch (Cons. ad
Ux. 4) joins O o(Opoerg and komeTot, (cf. Fab. Max. 17:
KOTETOL YUVAIKELiot) as two of the more violent manifesta-
tions of grief, condemning both as faul in their excess.

§ Ixvi. apapTia, apdpTnua, Tapakor, dvopia, tapavorpia,
rapdBacis, tapdrTwpa, dyvénuat, Hrimpa.

A MOURNFULLY numerous group of words, and one which
it would be only too easy to make large still. Nor is it

hard to see why. For sin, which we may define in the
language of Augustine, as ‘factum vel dictum vel concu-
pitum aliquid contra acternam legem’ (Con. Faust. xxii.

27; cf. the Stoic definition, dpdpTnua, vépov draydépevua,
Plutarch, De Rep. Stoic. 11); or again, voluntas admit-

tendi vel retinendi quod justitia vetat, et unde liberum

est abstinere' (Con. Jul. 1. 47), may be regarded under an
infinite number of aspects, and in all languages has been

so regarded; and as the diagnosis of it belongs most of

all to the Scriptures, nowhere else are we likely to find it
contemplated on so many sides, set forth under such various
images. It may be regarded as the missing of a mark or
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aim; it is then dpapTio or apudpTnua: the overpassing or
transgressing of a line; it is then mapdBoig: the dis-
obedience to a voice; in which case it is Tapkor]: the
falling where one should have stood upright; this will be
napdnTwpa: ignorance of what one ought to have known;
this will be dyvémpa.: diminishing of that which should
have been rendered in full measure, which is JTTnua:
non-observance of a law, which is dvopia or Tapavopia:
a discord in the harmonies of God's universe, when it is
nAnuuéreta: and in other ways almost out of number.

To begin with the word of largest reach. In seeking
accurately to define apoapTia, and so better to distinguish it
from other words of this group, no help can be derived
from its etymology, seeing that it is quite uncertain.

Suidas, as is well known, derives it from pdpnTw, ‘apapTia
quasi apapnTia,’ a failing to grasp. Buttmann's conjecture
(Lexilogus, p. 5, English ed.), that it belongs to the root

népos, peipopat on which a negative intransitive verb, to be
without one's share of, to miss, was formed (see Xenophon,
Cyrop. 1. 6. 13) 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 apapTia, it is regarded as a failing

and missing the true end and scope of our lives, which is

God; 1) Tod dyaBod dnénTwots, as OEcumenius: 1) ToU ayo.-
80D dmoTvyia and apapTdverv an dokoma ToEebety, as Sui-
das; 1 ToD kahod ékTpon}, €iTe ToD KATA PVoY, €iTe TOD KATA
vopov, 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 apopTia and
apapTdvety 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 inevit-
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ably to run. Employed first about things natural, they
are then transferred to things moral or spiritual, according
to that analogy between those and these, which the human
mind so delights to trace. Thus apapTdvetv signifies, when
we meet it first, to miss a mark, being exactly opposed to
TUy€iv. So a hundred times in Homer the warrior AUOPTE,
who hurls his spear, but fails to strike his foe (/1. iv. 491);
50 TAV 03@V apopTdvew (Thucydides, 98. 2) is to miss
one's way. The next advance is the transfer of the word
to things intellectual. The poet apapTdvet, 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, Poet. 8 and 25); so we have 86&ng apapTia
(Thucydides, i. 31); yvwpng apdpTnpa (ii. 65). It is con-
stantly set over against 6p84Tng (Plate, Legg. i. 627 d; ii.
668 c; Aristotle, Poet. 25). So far from having any ethical
significance of necessity attaching to it, Aristotle some-
times withdraws it, almost, if not altogether, from the
region of right and wrong (Eth. Nic. v. 3. 7). The apapTia
is a mistake, a fearful one it may be, like that of OEdipus,
but nothing more (Poet. 13; ctf. Eurpides, Hippolytus,
1426). Elsewhere, however, it has as much of the mean-
ing of our ‘sin,” as any word, employed in heathen ethics,
could possess; thus Plato, Phaedr. 113 e; Rep. 11. 366 a;
Xenophon, Cyrop. v. 4. 19.

‘ApndpTnua differs from apapTia, in that apapTia is sin
in the abstract as well as the concrete or again, the act
of sinning no less than the sin which s actually sinned,
‘peccatio’ (A. Gellius, xiii. 20, 17) no less than ‘pecca-
tum'; while apdpTnua (it only occurs Mark iii. 28; iv. 12;
Rom. 1ii. 25; I Cor. vi. 18) is never sin regarded as sinfulness,
or as the act of sinning, but only sin contemplated in its
separate outcomings and deeds of disobedience to a divine

law; being in the Greek schools opposed to Kon‘répeuuuou1

' When the Pelagians, in their controversy wit the Catholic Church,
claimed Chrysostom as siding with them on the subject of the moral
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There is the same difference between avopia and dvépnpa
(which last is not in the N. T.; but I Sam. xx v. 28;
Ezek. xvi. 49), doéBeta and doéBnpa (not in the N. T; but
Lev. xviii. 17), odk8ikia and adiknpa, (Acts xviii. 14). This
is brought out by Aristotle (Ethic. Nic. v. 7), who sets over
against one another d81kov (=ad1kia) and adiknua in these
words: dtapépet T ddiknua kai 16 dSkov. “ASkov név ydp
€011 TH OUoeL, 1) TdEer” TO aUTO 8¢ ToDTO, GTaV Mpay B1, Adi-
knud éoTi. Compare, an instructive passage in Xenophon
(Mem. ii. 2, 3): ai méherg éni Toig peyioTorg ddKApAT
¢nuiov BdvaTov memotikaoy, ws ovk dv pettévog kakod (poPw
TV ddikiav ntavoovTes. On the distinction between
apapTtia and apdpTnua, ddikia and ddiknua, and other
words of this group, there is a long discussion by Cle-
ment of Alexandria (Strom. ii. 15), but one not yielding
much profit.

’AcéBera, joined with adikio (Xenophon, Apol. 24;
Rom. i. 8); as doeBrig with &81kog, with dvéoiog (Xenophon,
Cyrop. viii. 8. 2), with dpapTwhog (r Tim. i. 9; I Pet. iv.
18), is positive and active irreligion, and this contemplated
as a deliberate withholding from God of his dues of
prayer and of service, a standing, so to speak, in battle
array against Him. We have always rendered it ‘ungodli-
ness,” while the Rheims as constantly ‘impiety,” and
doeBrig ‘impious,’ neither of these words occurring any-
where in our English Bible. The doeBrig and the 8ikatog,
are constantly set over against one another (thus Gen.
xviii. 23), as the two who wage the great warfare between
light and darkness, right and wrong, of which God has
willed that this earth of ours should be the scene.

IMapakon] is in the N. T. found only at Rom. v. 19
(where it is opposed to vmakor)); 2 Cor. x. 6; Heb. ii. 2.

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
apapTia, or sin, but dpapTipata, the several acts and outcomings of sin,
from which the Greek Father had pronounced infants to be free. Only

in this sense were they partakers of the dvapapTnoia of Christ.



§ LXVI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 243

It is not in the Septuagint, but Tapakoverv (in the N. T. only
at Matt. xviii. 17) occurs several times there in the sense
of to disobey (Esth. iii. 3, 8; Isai. Ixv. 12). TTapakon]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 a good note: ‘mapd in mapakon
perquam apposite declarat rationem initii in lapsu Adami.
Quaeritur quomodo hominis recti intellectus aut voluntas
potuit detrimentum capere aut noxam admittere? Resp.
Intellectus et voluntas simul labavit per dpué\etov neque
quicquam potest prius concipi, quarn dpé\eia, incuria, sicut
initium capiendae urbis est vigiliarum remissio. Hanc in-
curiam significat Tapakor, inobedientia." It need hardly
be observed how continually in the 0. T. disobedience is
described as a refusing to hear (Jer. x . 10; xxxv. 17);
and it appears literally as such at Act vii. 57. Joined
with and following TapdBaoig at Heb. 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 ever refusal to hear,
even though it might not have asserted itself in such overt
acts of disobedience.

We have generally translated dvopia ‘iniquity’ (Matt.
vii. 23; 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 Sikaroovvn (2 Cor.
vi. 14; cf. Xenophon, Mem, i. 2. 24); joined with dvapyia
(Plato, Rep. ix. 575 a), with dvTihoyia (Ps lv. 10). While
dvopog is once at least in the N. T. used negatively of a
person without law, or to whom a law has not been given
(I Cor, ix. 21; cf. Plato, Rep. 302 e, {vopog povapyio);
though elsewhere of the greatest enemy of all law, the
Man of Sin, the lawless one (2 Thess. ii. 8) dvopia is never
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there the condition of one living without law, but always
the condition or deed of one who acts contrary to law: and
so, of course Tapavopuia, found only at 2 Pet. ii. 16; cf.
Prov. x. 26, and mapavop€iv, Acts xxiii. 3. It will follow
that where here is no law (Rom. v. 13), there may be
apapTia, ddikia, but not dvopia: being, as OEcumenius
defines it, 1) Tepi TOV BeToV Vépov mAnupuélera: as Fritzsche,
‘legis contemtio aut morum licentia qua lex violatur.’

Thus the Gentiles, not having a law (Rom. ii. 14), might

be charged with sin; but they, sinning without law (dvépwsg
=ywpig vépov, Rom. ii. 12; iii. 21), could not be charged
with dvopia. 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 she hearts of all (Rom. 1i. 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 sense remain as dvopia., a violation of
this older, though partially obscured, law. Thus Origen

(in Rom. iv.): ‘Iniquitas sane a peccato hanc habet
differentiam, quod iniquitas in his dicitur quae contra
legem committuntur, unde et Graecus sermo dvopiov ap-
pellat. 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 tapdBaois. There must be some-
thing 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 in Paradise (Gen. i1. 16, 17) and the law given
from Sinai, sinning indeed, yet did not sin "after the
similitude of Adam's transgression" (tapoaBdoews, 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 trespass, is tapdBaoig, from topaBaivetv,
‘transilire lineam;' the French ‘forfait' (‘faire fors’ or
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‘hors’), some act which is excessive, enormous. Cicero
(Parad. 3): ‘Peecare est tanquam transilire lineas;’ com-
pare the Homeric bnepBacin, iii. 107, and often. In
the constant language of St. Paul this mtapdBacig, as the
transgression of a commandment distinctly given, is more
serious than apapTtio (Rom. ii. 23; I Tim. ii. 14; cf. Heb.
2; ix. 15). It is from this point of view, and indeed
with reference to this very word, that Augustine draws
often a distinction between the ‘peccator’ and the ‘praeva-
ricator,” between ‘peccatum’ (apapTia) and 'praevaricatio’
(ropdBacig). Thus Enarr. in Ps. cxviii.; Serm. 25:
Omnis quidem prevaricator peccator est, quia peccat in
lege, sed non omnis peccator prvaricator est, quia pec-
cant aliqui sine lege. Ubi autem non est lex, nec pae-
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 ‘praevaricator,” or
collusive prosecutor, dealt unjustly with a law. He who,
being under no express law, sins, is in Augustine's lan-
guage, ‘peccator’; he who, having such a law, sins, is
‘praevaricator’ (=mopapdTng, 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, dis-
obedience.

We now arrive at tapdnTwpa, a word belonging alto-
gether to the later Greek, and of rare occurrence there;
it is employed by Longinus of literary faults (De Subl.
36). Coccetus : “Si originem verbi spectemus, significat
ea facta prae quibus quis cadit et prostratus jacet, ut stare
coram Deo et surgere non potest.'" At Ephes. ii. 1, where
nopanTWparta and apapTion are found together, Jerome
records with apparent assent a distinction between them;
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that the former are sins suggested to the mind and par-

tially entertained and welcomed there, and the latter the
same embodied in actual deeds: ‘Aiunt quod TapanTWpATA
quasi initia peccatorum sint, quum cogitatio tacita, sub-
repit, et ex aliqua, parte conniventibus nobis; necdum
tamen nos impulit ad ruinam. Peccatum vero esse, quum
quid opere consummatum pervenit ad finem.' This dis-
tinction 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 TopdrTwpa 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. I,

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. IapdnTwpa is used
in the same way, as an error, a mistake in judgment, a
blunder, by Polybius (ix. 10. 6); compare Ps. xix. 13, 14,
where it is contrasted with the apoapTia peydin: and for
other examples see Cremer, Biblisch-Theolog. Worterbuch,
p. 501. To a certain feeling of this we may ascribe an-

other inadequate distinction,—that, namely, of Augustine
(Qu. ad Lev. 20), who will have tapdnTwpa to be the
negative omission of good (‘desertio boni,” or ‘delictum’),
as contrasted with dpapTia, the positive doing of evil
(‘perpetratio mali").

But this milder subaudition is very far from belonging
always to the word (see Jeremy Taylor, Doctrine and Prac-
tice of Repentance, iii. 3. 21). There is nothing of it at
Ephes. ii. 1, "dead in trespasses (toponTwpoot) and sins.”
MopdrTwpa is mortal sin, Ezek. xviii. 26; and the Tapa.-
neaéiv of Heb. vi. 6 is equivalent to the ékovoiwg apapTdvelv
of x. 26, to the dnooTfHvat dno Beod @vTog of iii. 12; while
any such extenuation of the force of the word is expressly
excluded in a passage of Philo (ii. 648), which very closely
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resembles these two in the Epistle to the Hebrews, and in
which he distinctly calls it tapdnTwpa, 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 occurs in the N. T. only at Heb. ix. 7 (see
Theoluck, On, the Hebrews, Appendix p. 92), but also at
Judith v. 20; I Macc. xiii. 39; Tob. iii. 3; and c’fyvom in
the same sense of sin, Ps. xxiv. 7, an. often; and ciyvmeiv,
to sin, at Hos. iv. 15; Ecclus. v. 15; Heb. v. 2. Sin is
designated as an o’tyvénua 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. 1). There is always
an element of ignorance in every human transgression,
which constitutes it human and not devilish; and which,
while it does not take away, yet so far mitigates the sin-
fulness of it, as to render its forgiveness not indeed neces-
sary, but possible. Thus compare the words of the Lord,
"Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do"
(Luke xxiii. 34), with those of St. Paul, "I obtained mercy
because I did it ignorantly, in unbelief" (I Tim. 1. 13),
where, as one has well said, ‘Der Ausdruck fasst Schuld
unid Entschuldigung zusammen.” No Sin of man, except
perhaps the sin against the Holy Ghost, which may for
this reason be irremissible (Matt. xii.132), is committed
with a full and perfect 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; 008eig ékwv kakédg, and what is said qualify-
ing or guarding this statement in Archer Butler's Lectures
on Ancient Philosophy, vol. 1i. p. 285. Whatever exaggera-
tions this statement of Plato's may contain, it still remains
true that sin is always, in a greater or a less degree, an
dyvénua, and the more the dyvo€iv, as opposed to the
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ékouvoiwg apaptdvety (Heb. x. 26), predomintates, the greater
the 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 dyvofjuara, 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. 13), committed kool
Tpoaipedtiv, KaTd TpdBerv 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. 30, 31); 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 cir-
cumspection (adkovoiwg, Lev. iv. 13; cf. v. 15-19; Num.
xv. 22-29), and afterwards looked back on with shame
and regret. The same distinction exists between dyvoia
and d'yvénua which has been already traced between
apaptio and apdpTnpa, ddikia and odiknpa: that the
former is often the more abstract, the latter is always the
concrete.

“HrTnpo appears nowhere in classical Greek; but jTTa,
a briefer form if the word, is opposed to vikm, as discom-
fiture or worsting to victory. It has there past very much
through the same stages as the Latin ‘clades.” It ap-
pears once in same Septuagint (Isai. xxxi. 8), and twice
in the N. T., namely at Rom. x1. 12; I 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 ‘delictum.” Gerhard (Loc. Theoll. xi.): ‘HTTnpa
diminutio, defectus, ab f)TT&oBau victum esse, quia pec-
catores succumbunt carnis et Satanae tentationibus.'

IM\nupérera, a very frequent word in the 0. T. (Lev. v.

15; Num. xviii. 9, and often), and not rare in later eccle-
siastical Greek (thus see Clement of Rome, I Ep. 41),
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does not occur in the New. Derived from TAnmupelnis, one
who sings out of tune (TArjv and pélog),—as éupeNmig is
one who is in tune, and éupéleta, the right modulation
of the voice to the music; it is properly a discord or dis-
harmony (TAnupélerat kai dpetpiar, Plutarch, Symp. ix. 14.
7);—so that Augustine's Greek is at fault when he finds in
it uéle, ‘curae est’ (Qu. in Lev. iii. 20), and makes TAMu-
néleta=dpéleta, carelessness. Rather it is sin regarded as
a discord or disharmony in the grea, symphonies of the
universe:
‘disproportioned sin

Jarred against nature's chime, and with harsh din

Broke the fair music that 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 Sunde heisst YWD als Losreissung von
Gott, Treubruch, Fall aus dem Gnadenstande, [Zo’w'éBela],
NXON als Verfehlung des Gottgewollten Zieles, Abirrung
vom Gottgeflligen, Vollbringung les Gottwidrigen
[=opapTial, ]'ISJ als Verkehrung des Geraden, Missethat,
Verschuldung [=dvopia, ddikia].’

§ Ixvii. dpyoios, talaios.

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. ’Apxoﬁog, expressing that which was
firom the beginning (ApyMv, dn apyfs), must, if we accept
this as the first beginning of all, be of er than, person or
thing that is merely malads, as having existed a long time
ago (mdlat1); whilst on the other han there may be so

many later beginnings, that it is quite passible to conceive
the mala10g as older than the o’npxoﬁog. Donaldson (New
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Cratylus, p. 19) writes: 'As the word archeology is already
appropriated to the discussion of those subjects of which

the antiquity i only comparative, it would be consistent

with the usual distinction between o’npxoﬁog and TaAa10g to
give the name of palaeology to those sciences which aim at
reproducing a absolutely primeval state or condition.’

I fail to trace n the uses of TaAa1dg so strong a sense, or at

all events at all so constant a sense, of a more primeval

state or condition, as in this statement is implied. Thus
compare Thucydides, ii. 15: EvpBéBnke TodTO ANO TOD TAVY
dpy aiov, that is, from the prehistoric time of Cecrops, with

i. 18: Aakedaipwy ék tala1TdTov ebvouriBn, from very early
times, but still within the historic period; where the

words are used in senses exactly reversed.

The distinction between o’proﬁog and ma\adg, 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 syonyms, 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, Coh. ad Graec. S). 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 o’LpXOLia
dwv1 of one passage in Plato (Crat. 418 ¢) is exactly
equivalent to he malaia pwvn of another (/5. 398 d);
the o’proﬁm Beoi of one passage in the Futhyphro are the
nalaia Sapévia of another; ot malatoi, and ot dpyciot
alike mean the ancients (Plutarch, Cons. ad Apoll. 14 and
33); there cannot be much difference between Talaioi
xpbvot, (2 Macc. vi. 21) and dpyaiat nuépar (Ps. xliii. 2).

At the same time it is evident that whenever an em-
phasis is designed to be laid on the reaching back to a
beginning, whatever that beginning may be, dpxoﬁog will
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be preferred; thus we have dpyaia and Tp@Ta joined to-
gether (Isai. xxxiii. 18). Satan is 6 §(p1g 0 dpxoﬁog, (Rev.
xil. 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 0 o’npxoﬁog KOO pos (2, Pet. ii. 5). Mnason
was dpxoﬁog nodnTng (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 faith, from
the day of Pentecost or before it; aged very probably he
will have been; but it is not this which the word declares.
The original founders of the Jewish Commonwealth, who,
as such, gave with authority the law, are ot dpxaim, (Matt.
v. 21,27, 33; cf. I Sam. xxiv. 14 Isai. xxv. i); TLlOT1g
dpyaio (Eusebius, H. E. v. 28, 9) the faith which was
from the beginning, "once delivere to the saints." The
Timaeus of Plato, 22 b, offers an instructive passage in
which both words occur, where it is not hard to trace the
finer instincts of language which nave determined their
several employment. Sophocles (7rachin. 546) has another,
where Deianira speaks of the poisoned shirt, the gift to
her of Nessus:

AV pot Talaov ddpov dpyaiov moTé

BMp0os, NEBMTL Y ANKEW KEKPUUIEVOV.

AEschylus (Eumenides, 727, 728) furnishes a third.
’Apxoﬁog, like the Latin “priscus,” will often designate
the ancient as also the venerable, as that to which the
honour due to antiquity belongs; thus Kdpog 6 cipxoﬁog
(Xenophon, Anab. 1. 9. 1; cf. Aristophanes, Nub. 961);
just as on the other side ‘modern’ is always used slight-
ingly by Shakespeare; and it is here that we reach a point
of marked divergence between it and Tala1ds, each going
off into a secondary 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
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is sometimes expressed by dpxoﬁog, nor indeed is it alto-
gether strange to Tala16s. 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 past way. We have a witness for this in the

fact that 'antique' and 'antic' are only different spellings

of one and the some word. There lies often in dpy aiiog this
sense superadded of old-world fashion; not merely antique,
but antiquated and out of date, not merely 'alterthum-

lich," but “altfrankisch' (AEschylus, Prom. Vinct. 325;
Aristophanes, Plut. 323; Nub. 915; Pax, 554, yaipewv
€oTiv dpy aiov Hdn kai oanpéy; and still more strongly in
dpy a16Tns, which has no other meaning but this (Plato,
Legg. ii. 657 b).

But while cipxoﬁog goes off in this direction (we have,
indeed, no example in the N. T.), taha16g 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 mire or less worn out; and this is always
naloids.” Thus ipdTiov Tokaiév (Matt. ix. 16); dokoi ma-
Aaoi (Matt. ix. 17); so dokoi malatoi kai kateppwydTes (Josh.
ix. 10); malaid pdkn (Jer. xlv. I T). In the same way,
while ot o’proﬁm could never express the old men of a living
generation as compared with the young of the same, of
nalatoi continually bears this sense; thus véog fié malaidg
(Homer, 1. xiv. 108, and often); To\veTEig KAl Talaiot,
(Philo, De Vit. Cont. 8; cf. Job xv. 10). It is the same
with the words formed on mala16g: thus Heb. viii. 13: 10
8¢ malatobpevov kai ynpdokov, éyyvs ddaviopod: cf. Heb. i.
11; Luke xii. 3; Ecclus. xiv. 17; while Plato joins
nolo1dTNng and oanpdTNS together (Rep. x. 609 ¢; cf.

" The same lies, or may lie, in ‘vetus,’ as in Tertullian's pregnant
antithesis (Adv. Marc. 1. 8): 'Deus si est vetus, non erit; si est novus,
non fuit.'
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Aristophanes, Plut. 1086: TpOE Taaid Kol oanpd). As
often as Ta\a1dg is employed to connote that which is worn
out, or wearing out, by age, it will absolutely demand
Ka1vog as its opposite (Josh. ix. 19; Mark 11. 21; Heb.

viii. 13), as it will also sometimes h ve it on other occa-
sions (Herodotus, ix. 26, bis). When this does not lie in

the word, there is nothing to prevent véog being set over
against it (Lev. xxvi. 10; Homer, Od. ii. 293; Plato.

Cratylus, 418 b; AEschylus, Eumenide, 778, 808); and
Ka1v0g against dpxoﬁog (2 Cor. v. 17; Aristophanes, Ranae,
720; Isocrates, xv. 82; Plato, Euthyphro, 3 b; Philo, De

Vit. Con. 10).

§ Ixviii. dpBapTog, ApdpovTos, ApopdVTIVOS.

IT is a remarkable testimony to the reign of sin, and
therefore 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 toward which we strive, we are almost inevitably
compelled to do this by the aid of negatives, by the deny-
ing to that higher order of things the leading features and
characteristics of this. Such is signally the case in a pas-
sage wherein two of the words with which we are now deal-
ing occur. St. Peter, magnifying the inheritance reserved
in heaven for the faithful (I Pet. 1. 4 , does this,—and he
had hardly any choice in the matter, —by aid of three
negatives; by affirming that it is dp0apTog, or without our
corruption; that it is (duiovTog, or without our defilement;
that it is dpdpavTog, 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
apiavTog, aside, the distinction between it and the others
being too evident to leave them fair subjects of synonymous
discrimination.

”ApBapTog, a word of the later Greek is not once found
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in the Septuagint, and only twice in the Apocrypha (Wisd.
xii. I; xviii. 4). Properly speaking, God only is (pBapTog,
the heathen theology recognizing this not less clearly than
the Biblical. Thus Plutarch (De Stoic. Rep. 38) quotes the
grand saying of the Stoic philosopher, Antipater of Tarsus,
Beov voodpev @ov pakdpiov kai ddBapTov: cf. Diogenes
Laertius, x. 31. 139. And in agreement with this we find
the word by him associated with io68eog (Ne Suav. Viv.
Posse, 7), with &i810g, (Adv. Col. 13), with dvékheimTtog (De
Def. Orac. 51), with dyévvnrog (De Stoic. Rep. 38), with
dyévnros (De Ei ap. Delph. 19), with dra8vis (De Def. Orac.
20); so, too, with 6)\1')umog, by Philo, and with other epithets
corresponding ‘Immortal” we have rendered it on one
occasion (1 Tim. 1. 17); but there is a clear distinction
between it any d8dvaTog or 0 éywv dBavaciav (i Tim. vi. 16);
and ‘incorruptible,” by which we have given it in other
places (1 Cor ix. 25; xv. 52; I Pet. 1. 23), is to be pre-
ferred; the word predicating of God that He is exempt
from that wear and waste and final perishing; that 8opd.,
which time, and sin working in time, bring about in all
which is outside of Him, and to which He has not com-
municated of his own d¢B8apoia (1 Cor. xv. 52; cf. Isai.
li. 6; Heb. i. 10-12).

’AndpavTog occurs only once in the N. T. (I Pet. i. 4);
once also in the Apocrypha, being joined there with
rapmpég (Wisd. vi. 12); and dpapdvTivog not oftener
(I Pet. v. 4). There may well be a question whether
(dpopdvTivog, a epithet given to a crown, should not be
rendered ‘of amaranths.” We, however, have made no
distinction be weep the two, having rendered both by
the same circumlocution, ‘that fadeth not away’; our
Translators no doubt counting ‘immarcescible'—a word
which has found favour with Bishops Hall and Taylor and
with other schelarly writers of the seventeenth century—
too much of ‘inkhorn term’ to be admitted into our
English Bible. Even the Rheims Translators, with ‘immar-
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cescibilis’ in the Vulgate before them, have not ventured
upon it. In this dudpavTog 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. xxxvii. 2; viit. 15;
Isai. x1. 6, 7; Matt. vi. 30; Jam. 1. 9; I Pet. 1. 24). All

this is declared to find no place in hat inheritance of
unfading loveliness, reserved for the faithful in heaven.

If, indeed, it be asked wherein &(pBapTog and dpdpavTog
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 dpdpavTog is contained, so to speak, a
pledge that 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: ‘Im-
marcescibilis est, quia vigorem suum et gratiam, instar
amaranti floris, semper retinet, ut nullo unquam tempore
possessori fastidium tdiumve subrepat.’

§ Ixix. peTaVoéw, peTapéropat.

IT is often stated by theologians of the Reformation

period that petdvola and petapéheira, with their several
verbs, petavoéiv and petapuéleaBan, are so far distinct, 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
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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
Scripture speaks of that kind of repentance, which is only
sorrow for something done, and wishing it undone, it con-
stantly useth the word petapéhera, to which forgiveness of
sins is nowwhere promised. So it is written of Judas the
son of perdition (Matt. xxvii. 3), peTapeAnBeig aAnéTpee, he
repented and went and hanged himself, and so constantly
in other places. But that repentance to which remission
of sins and salvation is promised, is perpetually expressed
by the word petdvota, which signifieth a thorough change
of the hear and soul, of the life and actions.'

Let me, before proceeding further, correct a slight in-
accuracy in this statement. MeTauélera nowhere occurs
in the N. T; only once in the Old (Hos. xi. 8). So far as
we are dealing with N. T. synonyms, it is properly between
the verbs alone that the comparison can be instituted, and
a distinction drawn; though, indeed, what stands good of
them will stand good of their substantives 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. 2—are as
follows: ‘The Greeks use two words to express this duty,
petopélera and petdvora. Metapélera is from petTope éioBan,
post factum angi et cruciari, to be afflicted in mind, to be
troubled for our former folly; it is SuoapéoTnoig émi
Tempaypévors, saith Phavorinus, a being displeased for what
we have done and it is generally used for all sorts of re-
pentance; 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, Op€ig 8¢ 186vTeg
00 peTepneAriBnTe UoTepov Tod moTeboat adTd, 'and ye, seeing,
did not repent that ye might believe Him." Of the second
sense we have an example in Judas, peTapeNBetg dnéoTpee,
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he "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 a change of
mind. But 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, petdvoia 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 1) kaTd @edv Ai7n a godly sorrow,
that is peTapélera, or the first beginning of repentance,
netdvoiav katepyderat, worketh this better repentance,
petdvolav duetapéantov and eig cwtnpiov.” 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 discrimina-
tion 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 known, a conflict
between the early Reformers and the Roman Catholic
divines whether ‘poenitentia,’ as the latter affirmed, or
‘resipiscentia,” as Beza and the others, was the better

Latin rendering of ‘petdvoia.’ There was much to be said
on both sides; but it is clear that if the standing word

had been petapélera, and not petdvoia, this would have
told to a certain degree in favour of the Roman Catholic
view. ‘Poenitentia,” says Augustine (De Ver. et Fals. Poen.
c. viii.), ‘est qumdam dolentis vindicta, semper puniens in
se quod dolet commisisse.’

MeTavo€iv is properly to know after, as mpovo€iv to know
before, and petdvola afterknowledge, as Tpévora foreknow-
ledge; which is well brought out by Clement of Alexan-
dria (Strom. ii. 6): €i &’ 01g HuopTeV peTevénoev, el cHveTv
ENaBev & oig énTouoey, kai peTéyvw, 6nep éoTi, petd TadTA
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Eyvw: Bpadéia ydp yv@dos, petdvota. So in the Florilegium
of Stobaeus, i. 14: 00 peTavo€iv dANd npovoeiv xpn Tov dvdpa
TOV 0o(Ov. At its next step petdvoia signifies the change
of mind consequent on this after-knowledge; thus Tertul-
lian (Adv. Marcion. ii. 24): ‘In Graeco sermone poeniten-

t1 nomen non ex delicti confessione, sed ex animi demu-
tatione, compositurn, est.” At its third, it is regret for the
course pursued; resulting from the change of mind con-
sequent on this after-knowledge; with a SvoapéoTnog, or
displeasure wit oneself thereupon; ‘passio quaedam animi
quae veniat de offensa sententi ‘prioris,” which, as Ter-
tullian (De Poenit. I) affirms, was all that the heathen
understood by it. At this stage of its meaning it is found
associated with dnyndg (Plutarch, Quom. Am. ab Adul. 12);
with aioybvn (De Virt. Mor. 12); with né80g (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 upon this
following, may be quite as well ap 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 super-
addition to the word. Thus A. Gellius (xvii. I. 6): ‘Poe-
nitere tum dicere solemus, cum quae ipsi fecimus, aut quae
de nostra voluntate nostroque consilio facta sunt, ea nobis
post incipiunt displicere, sententiamque in 1is nostram
demutamus.' In like manner Plutarch (Sept. Sap. Conv.

21) tells us of two murderers, who, having spared a child,
afterwards ‘repented’ (ueTevomoav), and sought to slay

it; peTapuélera is used by him in the same sense of a
repenting of gold (De Ser. Num. Vin. 11); so that here

also Tertullian had right in his complaint (De Poenit. 1):
‘Quam autem in poenitentiae actu irrationaliter deversentur
[ethnici], vel uno isto satis erit expedire, cum illam etiam

in bonis actis suis adhibent. Poenitet fidei, amoris, sim-
plicitatis, patientiae misericordiae, prout quid in ingratiam
cecidit.” The regret may be, and often is, quite uncon-
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netted 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. 3: NOn 8U dAyndévos, Hv
petdvoiav dvopddopey, ‘displeasure with oneself, proceeding
from pain, which we call repentance’ (Holland). That

it had sometimes, though rarely, an ethical meaning,

none would of course deny, in which sense Plutarch

(De Ser. Num. Vin. 6) has a passage in wonderful har-

mony with Rom. ii. 4; and another (De Trang. Animi,

19), in which petapélera and petdvoia are interchangeably
used.

It is only after petdvoia has been take up into the uses
of Scripture, or of writers dependant on scripture, that it
comes predominantly to mean a change if mind, taking a
wiser view of the past, cuvaicOnois Yuyfis éd’ ots énpagev
arénoig (Phavorinus), a regret for the ill one in that past,
and out of all this a change of life for the better; émioTpodn
100 Biov (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 245 a), or
as Plato already had, in part at least, described it,
LeTAoTPORT AT TOV OKIAY éni T0 Ppig (Rep. vii. 532 b)
nepLoTpod), Yuy fig mepraywyn (Rep. vii. 21 ¢). 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 Ecclus. xliv. 15;

Wisd. xi. 24; xii. 10, 19; and for the verb, Jer. viii. 6),

it is common in Philo, who joins petdvoia with BeATiwoig
(De Abrah. 3), explaining it as Tpdg T0 BEATIOV 1) HETABONT
(ibid. and De Poen. 2); while in the N. T. petavo€iv and
pnetdvoia, whenever they are used in the N. T., and it is
singular how rarely this in the writings of St. Paul is the

case, peTavo€iv but once (2 Cor. xii. 21), and petdvoia only
four times (Rom. ii. 4; 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10; 2 Tim. i1. 25),

are never employed in other than an ethical sense; 'die

unter Schmerz der Rene sick im Personleben des Menschen
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vollziehende radicale Umstimmung,” Delitzsch has finely
described it.

But while thus petavo€iv and petdvora gradually advanced
in depth and fulness of meaning, till they became the fixed
and recognize 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 par-
tially vouchsafed to petapélera and petapéleaBaur. The first,
styled by Plutarch ocuWiTerpa 8aipwy, and by him explained as
M éni Tdig Ndovdaig, oot Tapdvopot kai dkpaTés, aioyvvn (De
Gen. Soc. 22), associated by him with BapuBuuia (4n Vit. ad
Inf. 2), by Plato with Tapay 1} (Rep. ix. 577 e; cf. Plutarch,
De Cohib. Ira, 16), has been noted as never occurring in
the N. T.; the second only five times; and designating on
one of these he sorrow of this world which worketh
death, of Judas Iscariot (Matt. xxvii. 3), and on another
expressing, not the repentance of men, but the change of
mind of God (Heb. vii. 21); and this while petdvoia occurs
some five and twenty, and petavo€iv 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 peto-
pélera is used in all those senses which have been here
claimed for peTdvoia, to others where the two are employed
as convertibleterms, and both to express remorse (Plutarch,
De Trang. An. 19); in the latter, to passages in the
N. T. where petapéreoBau implies all that petTdvéiv would
have implied Matt. xxi. 29, 32). But all this freely
admitted, there does remain, both in sacred and profane
use, a very distinct preference for petdvoia as the expression
of the nobler repentance. This we might, indeed, have
expected before hand, 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
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after care may have little or nothing more than a selfish

dread of the consequences of what he has one (Aristotle,
Ethic. Nic. ix. 4. 10: petapekeiag ol padrot yépovoiv); 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 petdvoia proprie
est mentis, peTapélera voluntatis; quod illa sententiam,

haec solicitudinem vel potius studium mutatum dicat. . . .
Utrumque ergo dicitur de eo, quem facti consiliive poenitet,
sive poenitentia bona sit sive mala, sive malae rei sive bonae,
sive cum mutatione actionum in posterum, sive citra eam.
Veruntamen si usum spectes, petapéleta plerunque est
néoov vocabulum, et refertur potissimum ad actiones sin-
gulares: petdvoia vero, in N. T. praesertim in bonam partem
sumitur, quo notatur poenitentia totius vitae ipsorumque

nostri quodammodo: sive tota illa beata mentis post

errorem et peccata reminiscentia, cum om ibus affectibus

eam ingredientibus, quam fructus digni sequuntur. Hinc

fit ut peTaVo€Eiv saepe in imperativo ponatur, [LeTOHENELTBAL
nunquam: ceteris autem locis, ubicunque petdvoia legitur,
petTapéleloy possis substituere: sed non contra.” Compare
Witsius, De OFEcon. Foed. Dei, 12. 130 -136; Girdlestone,
Old Testament Synonyms, p. 153 sqq.

§ Ixx. popdn, oy fina, 18éa.

THESE words are none of them of frequent recurrence in
the N. T., pop1] occurring there only twice (Mark xvi. 12;
Phil. ii. 6); but compare péppwaoig (Rom. ii. 20; 2 Tim.
5); oxAna not oftener (1 Cor. vii. 31; Phil. ii. 8); and 18éa
only once (Matt. xxviii. 3). Mop®n]is ‘form,” ‘forma,’
'gestalt'; oy Aua is ‘fashion,” ‘habitus,” “figur’; 18éa,
‘appearance,’ ‘species,’ ‘erscheinung.” The first two,
which, occur not unfrequently together (Plutarch, Symp.
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viil. 2. 3), 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=€180g, John v. 37) 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 distinction between popd1j and
oxfua, and at the same time estimate its importance, by aid
of that great doctrinal passage (Phil. ii. 6-8), in which St.
Paul speaks of the Eternal Word before his Incarnation
as subsisting "in the form of God" (év poph7 Beod
6ndpxwv), as assuming at his Incarnation "the form of a
servant" (uop®1jv 8ov ov A\aBwv), and after his Incarnation
and during his walk upon earth as "being found in
fashion as a man" (0yHuoTt eDpeBeis wg dvBpwmos). The
Fathers were wont to urge the first phrase, év poph7 Gcod
151tcipxwv, against the Arians (thus Hilary, De Trin. viii.

45; Ambrose, Ep. 46; Gregory of Nyssa, Con. Eunom.

4); and the Lutherans did the same against the

Socinians, as a ‘dictum probans’ of the absolute divinity

of the Son of God; that is, pop®n) for them was here
equivalent to ovoia or (po1g. 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® is
not=ovoia: at the same time none could be év popdj
Beod who was not God; as is well put by Bengel: ‘Forma
Dei non est natura, divina, sed tamen is qui in forma,

Dei extabat, Deus est;' and this because popdn, like the
Latin ‘forma,’ the German ‘gestalt,” signifies the form

as it 1s 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 pop(1j 8€od (John
xvii. 5), took at his Incarnation poprjv ovhov. The verity
of his Incarnation is herein implied; there was nothing
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docetic, nothing phantastic about it. His manner of
existence was now that of a d0d\og, that is, of a dod\og ToD
Beo?: for in the midst of all our Lord's humiliations He
was never a 300\og dvBpuinwy. Their Sidkovog He may
have been, and from time to time eminently was (John
xiii. 4, 5; Matt. xx. 28); this was part of his Tamelvwoig
mentioned in the next verse; but their 30D\og 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 (oY paTt)
as a man," is very instructive for the distinguishing of
oyfpa from popdn). The verity of the Son's Incarnation
was expressed, as we have seen, in the popdrv ovrov
NoBuWv. These words which follow do but declare the
outward facts which came under the knowledge of his
fellow-men, with therefore an emphasis on eVpeBeig: He
was by men found in fashion as a man, the oy fua here
signifying his whole outward presentation, as Bengel puts
it well: eoxﬁpa, 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 oy fjua appears in its asso-
ciation with such words as y pwpa (Plato, Gorg. 20; Theoetet.
163 b) and vroypad] (Legg. v. 737 d); as in the definition of
it which Plutarch gives (De Plac. Phil. 14): éotiv émidvera
Ko meptypohmy Kid tépag owpaTos. 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 petaoynuatiGetv and petapopdodv.
Thus if I were to change a Dutch garden into an Italian,
this would be peTtaoynuaTtiopnés: but if I were to transform
a garden into something wholly different; as into a city,
this would be petapdppwors. It is possible for Satan
netaoynuatiCev himself into an angel of light (2 Cor. xi.
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14); he can take the whole outward semblance of such.
But to any such change of his it would be impossible to
apply the petapopdodoBar: 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 'con-
formed' and ‘transformed’' in our Translation have failed
adequately to represent it. ‘Do not fall in,” says the
Apostle, ‘with the fleeting fashions of this world, nor be
yourselves fashioned to them (urj cvoynuaTiCeoBe), but
undergo a deep abiding change (dA\d peTapop@odoBe) 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 attention 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: é3i8a.0kev §oov npog Td TapdVTA
TS dpeTfis T0 Stddopov’ TadTa Ydp ekdheoe oy fua, THY
dpeTriv 8¢ popdriv: 1 popdn) 3¢ AANBAY mpayRdTWY TNUAVTIKY,
70 8¢ oy fipa evSrdhvTov xpfipa. Meyer perversely enough
rejects all this, and has this note: ‘Beide Worte stehen
im Gegensatze nur durch die Prapositionen, ohne Differenz
des 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 different uses of one word and the other, see
Plutarch, Quom. Adul. ab Amie. 7, where both occur.

At the resurrection Christ shall transfigure (neta.oyn-
patioet) the bodies of his saints (Phil. iii. 21; ¢f. 1 Cor.
xv. 53); on which statement Calov remarks, ‘Ille peto-

" The Authorized Version is the first which uses ‘transformed’ here;
Wiclif and the Rheims, both following closely the Vulgate, 'transfigured,’
and the intermediate Reformed Versions, ‘changed into the fashion of.’
If the distinctions here drawn are correct, and if they stand good in
English as well as Greek, ‘transformed’ is not the word.
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oy MuaTionég non substantialem mutationem, sed acciden-
talem, non ratione quidditatis corporis nostri, sed ratione
qualitatum, salva quidditatis, importat:' but the changes
of heathen deities into wholly other shapes were petapop-
(Guoeis. In the petaoynuaTiopds there is transition, but
no absolute solution of continuity. The butterfly, prophetic
type of man's resurrection, is immeasurably more beautiful
than the grub, yet has been duly unfolded from it; but
when Proteus transforms 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 oy fjpa merely, but of the popd (cf.
Euripides, Hec. 1266 ; Plato, Locr. 104 €). When the
Evangelist records that after the resurrection Christ ap-
peared to his disciples év éTépa popdhii (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 peTepopdwOn 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. 33, where Nebuchadnezzar says of himself, 1
popdn pov énéoTpeev eig éué.

The pop®n 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 oy fua 1s 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, popr pioews oyfpa éEews. Thus oyfpa
Bao i ikov (Lucian, Pisc. 35 ; cf. Sophocles, Antig. 1148) is
the whole outward array and adornment of a monarch—
diadem, tiara, sceptre, robe (cf. Lucian, Hermot. 86)—all

' “La forme est necessairement en rapport avec la matiere ou avec le
fond. La figure au contraire est plus independante des objets; se con-
coit a part' (Lafaye, Syn. Fran. p. 617).
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which he might lay aside, and remain king notwithstand-
ing. It in no sort belongs or adheres to the man as a
part of himself. Thus Menander (Meineke, Fragm. Com.
p. 985):
Tpa.ov kakodpyds oy AR’ VTelTeNBWY dvTip
KEKPUULLLEVT) KEITAL TALYIS TOIS TATO 10V

Thus, too, the oy Aua Tod koo nod passes away (1 Cor. vii.

31), the image being here probably drawn from the shift-

ing scenes of a theatre, but the k6o nog itself abides; there

is no Téhog ToD Koo pnod, but only Tod aiwivog, or TOV aiuivwy.
For some valuable remarks on the distinction between

nop®) and oy fipa see The Journal of Classical and Sacred
Philology, No. 7, pp. 113, 116, 121; and the same drawn

out more fully by Bishop Lightfoot, their author, in his
Commentary on the Philippians, pp. 125-131.

The use in Latin of ‘forma’ and ‘figura,’ so far cor-
responds with those severally of pop¢1 and oy fipa, that
while ‘figura forme’ occurs not rarely (‘veterem formae
servare figuram’; cf. Cicero, Nat. Deor. 32), ‘forma
figurae never (see Doderlein, Latein. Syn. vol. iii. p. 87).
Contrast too in English ‘deformed’ and ‘disfigured.” A
hunchback is ‘deformed,’ 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 disfigure-
ment 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. (Matt.
xxviil. 3) is rendered ‘countenance,’ as at 2 Macc. 1ii. 16
‘face.” It is not a happy translation; 'appearance’
would be better; ‘species sub oculos cadens,’ not the
thing itself, but the thing as beholden; thus Plato (Rep.

ix. 588 ¢), TAd TTe 108éav Bnpiov motkilov, ‘Fashion to thy-
self the image of a manifold beast’; so 18éa Tod TpooWmov,
the look of the countenance (Plutarch, Pyrr. 3, and often);

18éa KaNGs, fair to look on (Pindar, Olymp. xi. 122); y16vos
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18éa., the appearance 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): 18éa. éoTiv

0U0ia AoWpRATOS, AT NV unj VPeoTA@oA KA aVTHY, eikovi-
Covoa 3¢ Tdg audpovg Bhag, kai aitia yopévn THg TobTWY
Set&ews. The word is constant to this definition, and to

the 18€iv lying at its own base; oftentimes it is manifestly

so, as in the following quotation from Philo, which is

further instructive as showing how fundamentally his doc-

trine of the Logos differed from St. John's, was in fact a

denial of it in its most important element: 0 8¢ VmepdVw

TobTWY [TOV Y epouBin] Adyos B€iog eig GpaTriv 0UK HABeV
18éaw (De Prof. 19)—On the distinction between €180g and

18¢éa, and how far the Platonic philosophy admits a dis-

tinction between them at all, see Stallbaum's note on

Plato's Republic, x. 596 b; Donaldson's Cratylus, 3rd ed.

p. 105; and Thompson's note on Archer Butler's Lectures,

vol. 11. p. 127.

§ Ixxi. Yuy1kés, oapKikds.

Wy 1kdg occurs six times in the N. T. On three of these

it cannot be said to have a distinctly ethical employment;
seeing that in them it is only the meanness of the c@pa Ju-
y1k6v which the faithful now bear about that is contrasted
with the glory of the c@pa TvevpnaTikov which they shall
bear (I Cor. xv. 44 bis, 46). On the other three occasions

a moral emphasis rests on the word, and in every instance

a most depreciatory. Thus St. Paul declares the vy 1kég
receives not and cannot receive, as having no organ for
their reception, the things of the Spirit of God (I Cor. ii.
14); St. James (iii. 15) characterizes the wisdom which

is Yy K, as also émiyetos, ‘earthly,” and Sapoviwidng,
‘devilish;' St. Jude explains the vy kol as those Tvedpa
un ’e’xoweg (ver. 19). The word nowhere appears in the
Septuagint; but vy 1k@g in the sense of ‘heartily’ (=éx
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Yoy fis, Col. iii. 23) twice in the Apocrypha (2 Macc. iv.
37; xiv. 24).

It is at first with something of surprise that we find
vy 1kés 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 sur-
prise; would rather lead us to expect to find it associated
with TvevpoTikdg, as though there were only light shades
of distinction between them. But, indeed, this (which
thus takes us by surprise) is characteristic 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. Wuvy1kdg, continu-
ally used as the highest in later classical Greek literature—
the word appears first in Aristotle--being there opposed
to oapkikdg (Plutarch, Ne Suav. Vivi Posse, 14), or, where
there is no ethical antithesis, to cwpoTikdg (Aristotle, Ethic.
Nic. 10. 2; Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. 1. 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 Reve-
lation 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 distinction which Lucretius and
others drew between the ‘anima’ and the ‘animus,’

giving, as they did, the nobler place to the last. Ac-
cording to Scripture the vy, no less than the 3d.p&,
belongs to the lower region of man's being; and if a double
employment of yuyj there (as at Matt. xvi. 26; Mark viii.
35), requires a certain caution in this statement, it is at

any rate plain that v 1kdg is not a word of honour' any

! Hilary has not quite, however nearly, extricated himself from this
notion, and in the following passage certainly ascribes more to the vy 1kdg
than the Scriptures do, however plainly he sets him in opposition to the
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more than oo pkikdg, being an epithet quite as freely ap-
plied to this lower. The Juy1kés, of Scripture is one for
whom the vy is the highest motive power of life and
action; in whom the mvedpa, as the organ of the divine
IMvedpa, is suppressed, dormant, for the time as good as
extinct; whom the operations of this divine Spirit have
never lifted into the region of spiritual things (Rom. vii.
14; viii. 1; Jude 19). For a good collection of passages
from the Greek Fathers in which vy 1kég is thus employed,
see Suicer, Thes. s. V.

It may be affirmed that the o-apkikdés and the vy 1kds.
alike, in the language of Scripture, are set in opposition
to the TvevpaTikds. Both epithets ascribe to him of whom
they are predicated a ruling principle antagonistic to the
nvedpa, though they do not ascribe the same. When
St. Paul reminds the Ephesians how they lived once,
"fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind" (Ephes.
ii. 3), he describes them first as oapkikoi, and then as
Yuykoi. For, indeed, in men unregenerate there are two
forms of the life lived apart from God; and, though every
unregenerate man partakes of both, yet in some one is
more predominant, and in some the other. There are
o apkikoi, in whom the odpg is more the ruling principle,
as there are vy ko, in whom the yruy1). It is quite true
that cdpé is often used in the N. T. as covering that
entire domain of our nature fallen and made subject to

nvevpoTikos (Tract. in Ps. xiv. 3): ‘Apostolus et carnalem [0 apkikoV]
hominem posuit, et animalem [uy1kév], et spiritalem [rvevpaTik6v]; car-
nalem, modo divina et humana negligentem, cujus vita corporis

famula sit, negotiosa cibo, somno, libidine. Animalis autem, qui ex
judicio sensus human quid decens honestumque 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 am-
bitione careat, ut voluptatibus resistat. Spiritalis autem est, cui superiors
illa ad Dominum studia sint, et hoc quod agit, per scientiam Dei agat,
intelligens et cognoscens quae sit voluntas Ejus, et sciens quae ratio sit a
Deo carnis assumptae, qui crucis triumphus, quae mortis potestas, quae in
virtute resurrectionis operatio.! Compare Irenaeus, v. 6.
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vanity, in which sin springs up, and in which it moves
(Rom. vii. 18; viii. 5). Thus the épya Tfig oapkds (Gal.
v. 19-21) are not merely those sinful works that are
wrought in and through the body, but those which move
in the sphere and region of the mind as well; more than
one half of those enumerated there belonging to the latter
class. But for all this the word, covering at times the
whole region of that in man which is alienated from God
and from the life in God, must accept its limitation when
the vy is brought in to claim that which is peculiarly
its own.

There is an admirable discussion on the difference
between the words, in Bishop Reynolds' Latin sermon on
I Cor. ii. 14, preached before the University of Oxford,
with the title Animalis Homo (Works, Lond. 1826, vol. 1v.
p. 349). I quote the most important paragraph bearing
on the matter in hand: ‘Verum cum homo ex carne et
anima constet, sitque anima pars homines praestantior,
quamvis saepius irregenitos, propter appetitum in vitia
pronum, atque praecipites concupiscentiae motus, odpka et
o apkikoVg Apostolus noster appellet; hic tamen hujusmodi
homines a praestantiore parte denominat, ut eos se intelli-
concupiscentiis vel nativum lumen obruunt (hujusmodi
enim homines dhoya {@a vocat Apostolus, 2 Pet. ii. 12),
sed homines sapientiae studio deditos, et qui ea sola, quae
stulta et absurda sunt, rejicere solent. Hic itaque Jyuy kol
sunt quotquot T6 Tvedpo ovK ’éxoum (Jud. 19), utcunque
alias exquisitissimis naturae dotibus praefulgeant, utcunque
potissimam partem, nempe animam, omnigena eruditione
excolant, et rectissime ad praescriptum rationis vitam
dirigant. Denique eos hic vy 1kolg vocat, quos supra
Sapientes, Scribas, Disquisitores, et istius seculi principes
appellaverat, ut excludatur quidquid est nativae aut ac-
quisitae perfectionis, quo naturae viribus assurgere possit
ratio humana. Wy 1kég, 0 TO TAV TOig Aoyiopoig THs Yuyfis.
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318010, kai pr vopitwy dvwbev 3€ioBat BonBeiag, ut recte
Chrysostomus: qui denique nihil in se eximium habet,

praeter animam rationalem, cujus solius lucem ductumque
sequitur.' I add a few words of Grotius to the same effect
(Annott. in N. T.; 1 Cor. 14): Non idem est vy 1k0g
dvBpwmog et apkikds. Puy1kds est qui humane tantum
rationis luce ducitur, ocopkik6s, qui corporis affectibus guber-
natur; sed plerunque vy kot aliqua, in parte sunt oo.pKikot,
ut Grecorum philosophi scortatores, puerorum corruptores,
glariae aucupes, maledici, invidi. Verum hic [1 Cor. ii.

14] nihil aliud designatur quam homo humara tantum

ratione nitens, quales erant Judaeorum plerique et philo-

sophi Graecorum.'

The question, how to translate Juy ks, is one not very
easy to answer. ‘Soulish,” which some have proposed, has
the advantage of standing in the same relation to ‘soul’
that vy 1kdés does to Yuy 1) and ‘animalis’ to ‘anima’; but
the word is hardly English, and would certainly convey
no meaning at all to ordinary English readers. Wiclif
rendered it ‘beastly,” which, it need hardly be said, had
nothing for him of the meaning of our ‘bestial’ (see my
Select Glossary, s. v.); but was simply="animal' (he found
‘animalis’ in his Vulgate); the Rhemish ‘sensual,” which,
at Jam. iii. 15; Jude 19, our Translators have adopted,
substituting this for ‘fleshly,” which was in Cranmer's and
the Geneva Version. On the other three occasions they
have rendered it ‘natural.” These are both unsatisfactory
renderings, and ‘sensual’ more so now than at the time
when our Version was made, ‘sensual’ and ‘sensuality’
having considerably modified their meaning since that
time; and now implying a deeper degradation than once
they did. On the whole subject of the relations of the vy
to the odpg and the mvedpua, there is much very interest-
ing, though not very easy to master, in Delitzsch's Psycho-
logy, English Version, pp. 109-128.
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§ Ixxii. CapPKIKOS, O APKIVOS.

A DISCUSSION on the relations between vy k6 and o opkik6g
naturally draws after it one on the relations between o op-
k1k0g and another form of the same, o-dpkivog, which occurs
three, or perhaps four, times in the N. T.; only once in-
deed in the received text (2 Cor. iii. 3); but the evidence
is overwhelming for the right it has to a place at Rom.
vii. 14; Heb. 16, as well, while a proponderance of
evidence is in favour of allowing odpkivog to stand also at
I Cor. iii. I.

Words with the termination in —1v0g, HETOVO AT TIKA as
they are called, designating, as they most frequently do,
the stuff of which anything is made (see Donaldson,
Cratylus, 3rd edit. p. 458; Winer, Gramm. § xvi. 3;
Fritzsche, Ep. ad Rom. vol. ii. p. 46), are common in the
N. T.; thus 8%ivog, of thyine wood (Rev. xviii. i 2), Dd\1vog,
of glass, glassen (Rev. iv. 6), bakivBwog (Rev. ix. 7), Sep-
ndTivog (Matt. iii. 4), dkdvBwog (Mark xv. 17). One of
these is odpkivog, the only form of the word which classical
antiquity recognized (o apkikdg, like the Latin ‘carnalis,’
having been called out by the ethical necessities of the
Church), and at 2 Cor. ii1. 3 well rendered ‘fleshy’; that
is, having flesh for the substance and material of which it
is composed. I am unable to affirm that the word
‘fleshen’ ever existed in the English language. If it had
done so, and still survived, it would be better still; for
‘fleshy’ may be ‘carnosus,’ as undoubtedly may odpkivog
as well (Plato, Legg. x. 906 c; Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. iii.
9. 3), while ‘fleshen’ must mean what odpkivog means
here, namely ‘carneus,’ or having flesh for its material.
The former existence of such a word is not improbable,
many of a like form having once been current, which have
now passed away; as, for example, ‘stonen,” ‘hornen,’
‘hairen,’ ‘clayen’ (all in Wiclif's Bible), ‘threaden’
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(Shakespeare), ‘tinnen’ (Sylvester), ‘milken,” ‘breaden,’
‘reeden,” with many more (see my English Past and Pre-
sent, 10th edit. p. 256). Their perishing is to be regretted,
for they were often by no means superfluous. The German
has ‘steinig’ and ‘steinern,” and finds use for both; as

the Latin does for ‘lapidosus’ and ‘lapideus,’ for ‘saxo-
sus’ and ‘saxeus.” We might have done the same for
‘stony’ and ‘stollen’; a ‘stony’ place is one where the
stones are many, a ‘stonen’ vessel would be a vessel made
of stone (see John ii. 6; Rev. ix. 20, Wiclif's Version,
where the word 1s found). Or again, a ‘glassy’ sea is a

sea resembling glass, ‘glassen’ sea is a sea made of

glass. And thus too ‘fleshly,” ‘fleshy,” and ‘fleshen,’
would have been none too many; as little as are ‘earthly,’
‘earthy,” and ‘earthen,” for each of which we are able to
find its own proper employment.

‘Fleshly’ lusts (‘carnal’ is the word oftener employed
in our Translation, but in fixing the relations between
oapKikég and odpkivog, it will be more convenient to em-
ploy ‘fleshly’ and ‘fleshy’) are lusts which move and stir
in the ethical domain of the flesh, which have in that
rebellious region of man's corrupt and fallen nature their
source and spring. Such are the oapkikai émiBvpiot (1 Pet.
ii. 11), and the man is oapkikdg who allows to the odp§

a place which does not belong to it of right. It is in its
place so long as it is under the dominion of the mvedpa,
and receives a law from it; but becomes the source of all
sin and all opposition to God so soon as the true positions
of these are reversed, and that rules which should have
been ruled. When indeed St. Paul says of the Corinthians
(1 Cor. iii. I) that they were odpkivot, he finds serious
fault indeed with them; but the accusation is far less
grave than if he had written oapkikoi, instead. He does
not hereby charge them with positive active opposition to
the Spirit of God—this is evident from the uig vfjmiot, with
which he proceeds to explain it—but only that they were
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intellectually as well as spiritually tarrying at the thresh-
old of the faith (cf. Heb. v. 11, 12); making no progress,
and content to remain where they were, when they might
have been carried far onward by the mighty transforming
powers of that Spirit freely given to them of God. He
does not charge them in this word with being anti-
spiritual, but only with being unspiritual, with being flesh
and little more, when they might have been much more.
He goes on indeed, at ver. 3, 4, to charge them with the
graver guilt of allowing the odp§ to work actively, as a
ruling principle in them; and he consequently changes
his word. They were not adpkivot only, for no man and
no Church can long tarry at this point, but oapkikoi as
well, and, as such, full of "envying and strife and
divisions."

In what way our Translators should have marked the
distinction between odpkivog and oapkikog here it is not
so easy to suggest. It is most likely, indeed, that the
difficulty did not so much as present itself to them, accept-
ing, as they probably did, the received text, in which there
is no variation of the words. At 2 Cor. iii. 3 all was
plain before them: the odpkival Thdkeg are, as they have
given it well, the "fleshy tables"; Erasmus observing to
the point there, that o dpkivog, not oopkik6s, is used, ‘ut
materiam intelligas, non qualitatem.' St. Paul is drawing
a contrast between the tables of stone on which the law of
Moses was written and the tables of flesh on which
Christ's law is written, and exalting the last over the
first; and so far from ‘fleshy’ there being a dishonour-
able epithet, it is a most honourable, serving as it does to
set forth the superiority of the new Law over the old—the
one graven on dead tables of stone, the other on the
hearts of living men (cf. Ezek. x1. 19; xxxvi. 26; Jer.

xxxi. 33; Heb. viii. 10; x. 16).
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Ixxiii. Tvon, mvedpa, dvepog, Aaira, Bverha.

FROM the words into comparison with which Tvebdpa is
here brought, it will be evident that it is proposed to deal
with it in its natural and earthly, not in its supernatural
and heavenly, meaning. Only I will observe, that on the
relations between Tvor} and Tvedua, in this its higher sense
there is a discussion in Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xiii. 22;
cf. De Anim. et huj. Orig. 1. 14, 19. The first three words
of this group, as they designate not things heavenly but
things earthly, differ from one another exactly as, accord-
ing to Seneca, do .in the Latin ‘aer,” ‘spiritus,” ‘ventus’
(Nat. Qu. v. 13): “Spiritum a vento motus' separat; vehe-
mentior enim spiritus ventus est; invicem spiritus leviter
fluens aer.'

ITvor] and mvedpa occur not seldom together, as at Isai.
xlii. 5; lvii. 16; mvon] conveying the impression of a lighter,
gentler, motion of the air than mvedua, as 'aura' than
‘ventus.” Compare Aristotle (De Mundo, iv. 10): Td év dépt
nvéovTa TredpoTa KaNoDuey dvépous, alipag 3¢ Tdg €€ Vypod
(depopévag ékmvods. Pliny (Ep. v. 6) recognizes a similar
distinction: Semper aer spiritu aliquo movetur; frequen-
tins tamen auras quam ventos habet'; Philo no less (Leg.
Alleg. i. 14): mvovniv 8¢, AAN 00 mvedpa €lpnKev, wg dtoopdg
olong’ T0 pév ydp mvedpo vevénrar kaTd THY 107 OV Kod
ebToviay koi Stvopv’ 1 8¢ Tvorn wg AV atpd Tig €0T Kai dvo-
Bupiaoig Npepaia kai mpaia. Against this may be urged,
that in one of the two places where mvon); occurs in the
N. T., namely Acts ii. 2, the epithet Braia is attached to it,
and it plainly is used of a strong and vehement wind (cf.
Job xxxvii. 9). But, as De Wette has observed, this may
be sufficiently accounted for by the fact that on that occa-
sion it was necessary to reserve tvebpa for the higher

' So quoted by Doderlein; but the edition of Seneca before me reads
‘modus.’
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spiritual gift, whereof this mvor] was the sign and symbol;
and it would have introduced a perplexing repetition to
have already employed mvedpa here.

IIvebpa is seldom used in the N. T.—indeed only at
John iii. 8; Heb. 7 (in this last place not certainly)—
for wind; but in the Septuagint often, as at Gen. viii. 1;
Ezek. xxxvii. 9; Eccles. xi. 5. The rendering of 17 in
this last passage by ‘spirit,” and not, as so often, by
‘wind’ (Job 1. 19; Ps. cxlviii. 8), in our English Version,
is to be regretted, obscuring as it does the remarkable
connexion between this saying of the Preacher and our
Lord's words to Nicodemus (John iii. 8). He, who ever
loves to move in the sphere and region of the 0. T., in
those words of his, "The wind bloweth where it listeth,"
takes up words of Ecclesiastes, "Thou knowest not what
is the way of the wind;" the Preacher having thus already
indicated of what higher mysteries these courses of the
winds, not to be traced by man, were the symbol. IIvebdpa,
is found often in the Septuagint in connexion with Tvom,
but generally in a figurative sense (Job xxxiii. 4; Isai.
xlii. 5; lvii. 16; and at 2 Sam. xxii. 16: Tvor] TveduaTos).

Of &vepog Aristotle (De Mund. 4) gives this account:
003&v ydp éoTv dvepog TATY drjp Thols péwv kai dBpoos, 8o Tig
dpa kai mvedpo NéyeTor: we may compare Hippocrates:
dvepog ydp éo Tt Népos pedpa ko yedpa. Like ‘ventus’ and
‘wind,” &vepog is usually the strong, oftentimes the tem-
pestuous, wind (I Kin. xix. 11; Job 1. 19; Matt. vii. 25;
John vi. 18; Acts xxvii. 14; Jam. 111. 4; Plutarch, Praec.
Conj. 12). It is interesting and instructive to observe that
our Lord, or rather the inspired reporter of his conversa-
tion with Nicodemus, which itself no doubt took place in
Aramaic, uses not &vepog, but tvedua, as has been noted
already, when he would seek analogies in the natural
world for the mysterious movements, not to be traced
by human eye, of the Holy Spirit; and this, doubtless,
because there is nothing fierce or violent, but all measured
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in his operation; while on the other hand, when St. Paul
would describe men violently blown about and tempested
on a sea of error, he speaks of them as kKAuBwvi{opevor kai
nepiPpepbuevorl mavTi dvéuw Tig didaokariag (Ephes. iv. 14;
cf. Jude 12 with 2 Pet. ii. 17).
Adila is a word of uncertain derivation. It is probably
formed by reduplication, and is meant to be imitative in
sound of that which it designates. We meet it three
times in the N. T. (Mark 1v. 37; Luke viii. 23; 2 Pet. i1.
17); oftener, but not often, in the Septuagint. It is our
‘squall’; but with something more formidable about it
than we commonly ascribe to the squall. Thus J. H. H.
Schmidt, who, in his Synonymik, vol. 1i. p. 218 sqq., has a
very careful and full discussion on the whole group of
words having to do with wind and weather, and the phe-
nomena which these present, words in which the Greek
language, as might be expected, is singularly rich, writes
on Aailay thus: ‘Die Alten verstanden darunter ganz
allgemein den unstaen, aus finsteren Gewolk hervor-
brechenden mit Regengussen verbundenen hin and her to-
benden Sturm.' And examples which he gives quite bear
out this statement; it is, as Hesychius explains it, dvépov
ovoTpod1| ned VeTod: or as Suidas, who brings in the fur-
ther notion of darkness, pet dvépwv SuBpog kol okéTog: the
constant association in Homer of the epithets keha1vr and
épepvn] with Aok certainly implying that this feature
of it, namely the darkness which goes along with it,
should not be passed over (//. xi. 747; xvi. 384; xx. 50.
Bvel\a, joined with yvodog whenever it occurs in the
Septuagint, namely at Deut. iv. 11; v. 22 Exod. x. 22,
is found in the N. T. only at Heb. xii. 18, and sounds there
rather as a reminiscence from the Septuagint, than a word
which the writer would have otherwise employed. Schmidt
is at much pains to distinguish it from the Homeric
dexha, but with the difference between these we have
nothing to do. It is sufficient to say that in the B0e\\a.,
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which is often a natural phenomenon wilder and fiercer,
as it would seem, than the Naiixa itself, there is not
seldom the mingling in conflict of many opposing winds
(Homer, Od. v. 319; xii. 290), something of the turbulent
cyclone.

§ Ixxiv. Sokipdw, merpdw.

THESE words occur not seldom together, as at 2 Cor. xiii.
5; Ps. xciv. 10 (at Heb. 9 the better reading is év Soki1-
pooiq); but notwithstanding that they are both in our
English Version rendered ‘prove’ (John vi. 6; Luke xiv.
19), both ‘try’ (Rev. i1. 2; 1 Cor. xiii. 13), both ‘examine’
(I Cor. xi. 28; 2 Cor. xiii. 5), they are not perfectly
synonymous. In 8okipd&elv, which has four other render-
ings in our Version,—namely, ‘discern’ (Luke xii. 56);
‘like’ (Rom. 1. 18); ‘approve’ (Rom. ii. 18); ‘allow’

(Rom. xiv. 22),—lies ever the notion of proving a thing
whether it be worthy to be received or not, being, as it is,
nearly connected with 8éyeoBau. In classical Greek it is
the technical word for putting money to the Sokiur or
proof, by aid of the Sokipov or test (Plato, Timaeus, 65 c;
Plutarch, Def. Orac. 21); that which endures this proof
being 86kipog, that which fails d86kipog, which words it
will be well to recollect are not, at least immediately, con-
nected with Sokipd ey, but with 8éyeoBat. Resting on the
fact that this proving is through fire (I Cor. iii. 13), dokt-
nd&etv and Tupodv are often found together (Ps. xcv. 9;
Jer. ix. 7). As employed in the N. T. Sokipud&erv almost
always implies that the proof is victoriously surmounted,
the proved is also approved (2 Cor. viii. 8; I Thess. ii. 4;

[ Tim. 1i1. 10), just as in English we speak of #ried men
(=8e8okipaouévot), meaning not merely those who have
been tested, but who have stood the test. It is then very
nearly equivalent to d&100v (1 Thess. 4; cf. Plutarch,
Thes. 12). Sometimes the word will advance even a step
further, and signify not merely to approve the proved, but
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to select or choose the approved (Xenophon, 4Anab. iii. 3.
12; cf. Rom. i. 28).

But on the 3okipaoia there follows for the most part not
merely a victorious coming out of the trial, but it is further
implied that the trial was itself made in the expectation
and hope that the issue would be such; at all events, with
no contrary hope or expectation. The ore is not thrown
into the fining pot—and this is the image which con-
tinually underlies the use of the word in the 0. T. (Zech.
x1il. 9; Prov. viil. 10; xvii. 3; xxvii. 21; Ps. Ixv. 10;

Jer. 1x. 7; Ecclus. 5; Wisd. 6; cf. Pet. 1 7)—

except in the expectation and belief that, whatever of

dross may be found mingled with it, yet it is not all dross,
but that some good metal, and better now than before, will
come forth from the fiery trial (Heb. xii. 5-11; 2 Macc.

vi. 12-16). It is ever so with the proofs to which He who

sits as a Refiner in his Church submits his own; his inten-
tion in these being ever, not indeed to find his saints pure
gold (for that He knows they are not), but to make them
such; to purge out their dross, never to make evident that
they are all dross. As such, He is okipa.otrig TGV Kapd1@v,
(I Thess. ii. 4; Jer. xi1. 20; Ps. xvi. 4); as such, Job could

say of Him, using another equivalent word, 31ékp1vé pe
womep T0 xpuoiov (xxiii. 10). To Him, as such, his people
pray, in words like "those of Abelard, expounding the sixth
petition of the Lord's Prayer, ‘Da ut per tentationem
probemur, non reprobemur.” And here is the point of
divergence between dokipderv and merpd ey, as will be
plain when the latter word has been a little considered.

This putting to the proof may have quite another in-
tention, as it may have quite another issue and end, than
such as have been just described; nay, it certainly will
have such in the case of the false-hearted, and those who
belong to God only in semblance and in show. Being
'proved' or tempted, they will appear to be what they
have always been; and this fact, though not overruling all
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the uses of melpd ey, does yet predominantly affect them.
Nothing in the word itself required that it should oftenest
signify a making trial with the intention and hope of
entangling the person tried in sin. Tleipd&etv, connected
with ‘perior,” ‘experior,” melpw, means properly no more
than to make an experience of (m€ipav hapuBdveiv, Heb. xi.
29, 36); to pierce or search into (thus of the wicked it is
said, Teipd€ovot BdvaTov, ii. 25; cf. xii. 26; Ecclus.
xxxix. 4); or to attempt (Acts xvi. 7; xxiv. 6). It came

next to signify the trying intentionally, and with the pur-
pose of discovering what of good or evil, of power or weak-
ness, was in a person or thing (Matt. xvi. 1; xix. 3; xxii.

18; I Kin. x. 1); or, where this was already known to the
trier, revealing the same to the tried themselves; as when

St. Paul addresses the Corinthians, éauTolg TelpdeTe,
"try," or, as we have it, "examine yourselves" (2 Cor.

xiii. 5). It is thus that sinners are said to tempt God.

(Matt. iv. 7 [éxmeipdetv]; Acts v. 9; 1 Cor. x. 9; Wisd. i.
2), putting Him to the proof, refusing to believe Him on

his own word, or till He has manifested his power. At this
stage, too, of the word's history and successive usages we
must arrest it, when we affirm of God that He tempts

men (Heb. xi. 17; cf. Gen. xxii. 1; Exod. xv. 25; Deut.

xiii. 3); in no other sense or intention can He do this

(Jam. 1. 13); but because He does tempt in this sense
(yvuvaoiog yapiv koi dvapgprioews, OEeumenius), and because
of the self-knowledge which may be won through these
temptations,—so that men may, and often do, come out

of them holier, humbler, stronger than they were when

they entered in,' James is able to say, "Count it all

! Augustine (Serm. Ixxi. c. 10): ‘In eo quod dictum est, Deus ne-
minem tentat, non omni sed quodam tentationis modo Deus neminem
tentare intelligendus est: ne falsum sit illud quod scriptum est, Tentat
vos Dominus Deus vester [Deut. xiii. 3]; et ne Christum negemus Deum,
vat dicamus falsum Evangelium, ubi legimus quia interrogabat discipulum,
tentans eum [Joh. vi. 5]. Est enim tentatio adducens peccatum, qua.

Deus neminem tentat; et est tentatio probans fidem, qua et Deus tentage
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joy when ye fall into divers temptations" (1. 2; cf. ver. 12).
But the word itself enters on another stage of meaning.
The melancholy fact that men so often break down under
temptation gives to meipdetv a predominant sense of
putting to the proof with the intention and the hope that
the ‘proved’ may not turn out ‘approved,’ but ‘repro-
bate’; may break down under the proof; and thus the
word is constantly applied to the solicitations and sug-
gestions of Satan (Matt. iv. i; 1 Cor. vii. 5; Rev. ii. 10),
which are always made with such a malicious hope, he
himself bearing the name of ‘The Tempter’ (Matt. iv. 3;
Thess. 5), and evermore revealing himself as such

(Gen. 1ii. 1, 4, 5; I Chron. xxi. I).

We may say then in conclusion, that while Teipderv
may be used, but exceptionally, of God, Sokiudetv could
not be used of Satan, seeing that he never proves that he
may approve, nor tests that he may accept.

Ixxv. oohia, ppévnots, Yyvaos, éniyvwos.

Sopdia, ppovnos, and yv@og occur together, Dan. i. 4, 17.
They are all ascribed to God (ppovnoig not in the N. T.,

for Ephes. i. 8 is not in point); co¢ia and yv@oig, Rom.

ix. 33; @ppovnois and ocodia, Prov. iii. 19; Jer. x. 12. There
have been various attempts to divide to each its own

proper sphere of meaning. These, not always running

in exactly the same lines, have this in common, that in all
oodia, is recognized as expressing the highest and noblest;
being, as Clement of Alexandria has it (Paedag. ii. 2), Beiwv
kai dvBpwnivwy mpaypdTwy énolotiun; adding, however,
elsewhere, as the Stoics had done before him, kai T@V ToOTWY
aitiwy (Strom. i. 5)." Augustine distinguishes between it

dignatur.' Cf. Serm. lvii. ¢. 9: Enarr. in Ps. lv. 1 ; Serm. ii. c. 3: 'Deus
tentat, ut doceat: diabolus tentat, ut decipiat.'

" On the relation of (1hocodia (Tfig TOV SvTwy dei émoTiuNg Spekig
Plato, Def. 414; §pe&1g TTig Beiag oodiag, /d., quoted by Diogenea
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and yv@oig as follows (De Div. Quaest. ii. qu. 2): ‘Haec ita
discerni solent, ut sapientia [codia] pertineat ad intel-
lectum aeternorum, scientia [Yyv®@o1g] vero ad ea quae sensi-
bus corporis experimur;' and for a much fuller discussion

to the same effect see De Trin. xii. 22-24; xiv. 3.

Very much the same distinction has been drawn between
oo(dia and ppévmoig: as by Philo, who defining (ppdvnoig as
the mean between craftiness and folly, péon tavovpyiog kot
nwpiag Gppovnoig (Quod Deus Imm. 35), gives elsewhere this
distinction between it and codia (De Praem. et Poen. 14):
oo(io pév ydp npog Bepaneiav Beod, hpévnoig 8¢ Tpog dvBpw-
nivov Biov d1oiknov. This was indeed the familiar and
recognized distinction, as witness the words of Cicero (De
Off. 1. 43): ‘Princeps omnium virtutum est illa sapientia
quam godiav Graeci vocant. Prudentiam enim, quam
Graeci (ppovnowv dicunt, aliam quandam intelligimus, quae
est rerum expetendarum, fugiendarumque scientia; illa
autem sapientia, quam principem dixi, rerum est divinarum
atque humanarum scientia' (cf. Tusc. iv. 26; Seneca, Ep.

85). In all this he is following in the steps of Aristotle,

who is careful above all to bring out the practical cha-

racter of (ppovNo1g, and to put it in sharp contrast with
oUveotg, which, as in as many words he teaches, is the

critical faculty. One acts, the other judges. This is his

account of ppévmaig (Ethic. Nic. vi. 5. 4): €€1g AAnOg petd
Aéyou mpakTiKn Tepi Td AvBpuinw dyadad koi kakd: and
again (Rhet. 9): éoTv dpeTr) dtavoiag, ka® fjv et Bouvieb-
e0Bou dYvavTal mepi dyaB@V Kai KAK@Y TOV eipnuévwy eig
evSapoviav. Not otherwise Aristo the Peripatetic (see
Plutarch, De Virt. Mor. 2): 1) dpeTr] moinTéa Ent1oKomodoa
Kai ur tomTéa kékAnTot hpévnois: and see too ch. 5,
where he has some excellent words, discriminating between

Laertius, iii. 63; ém1T¥idevo1g oodiag, Philo, De Cong. Erud. Grat. Xiv.;
'stadium virtutis, sed per ipsam virtutem,' Seneca, Ep. 89. 7) to codia
see Clement of Alexandria, Strom. i. 5. The word first appears in
Herodotus, i. 50; for a sketch of its history, see Ueberweg, p. i.
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these. It is plain from the references and quotations

just made that the Christian Fathers have drawn their
distinctions here from the schools of heathen philosophy,

with only such widening and deepening of meaning as

must necessarily follow when the ethical and philosophical
terms of a lower are assumed into the service of a higher;

thus compare Zeller, Philos. d. Griechen, iii. 1. 222.

We may affirm with confidence that cogia is never in

Scripture ascribed to other than God or good men, except

in an ironical sense, and with the express addition, or sub-
audition, of T0d kéopov TovTov (1 Cor. i. 20), Tod ai@vog
TovTOoU (1 Cor. ii. 6), or some such words (2 Cor. 12);

nor are any of the children of this world called oodot,

except with this tacit or expressed irony (Luke x. 21);

being never more than the (pdokovTeg elvar oodoi, of Rom.
i. 22. For, indeed, if codia includes the striving after

the best ends as well as the using of the best means, is

mental excellence in its highest and fullest sense (cf.

Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. vi. 7. 3), there can be no wisdom dis-
joined from goodness, even as Plato had said long ago
(Menex. 19): maoo émoThipn ywptopévn dikatoodvng kai TAg
dMNg dpeThis, Tavouvpyia ov codia Ppaiverar: to which Ecclus.
xix. 20, 22, offers a fine parallel. So, too, the Socrates of
Xenophon (Mem. iii. 9) refuses to separate, or even by a
definition to distinguish, copia from cwdpoouvvn, from
d1ka1too Oy, or indeed from any other virtue. It will follow
that the true antithesis to copég is rather dvénTog (Rom. i.
14) than dodveTog; for, while the dotveTtog need not be
more than intellectually deficient, in the dvémrog there is
always a moral fault lying behind the intellectual; the

vows, the highest knowing power in man, the organ by

which divine things are apprehended and known, being

the ultimate seat of the error (Luke xxiv. 25, @ dvénrot kod
Bpadéig T4 kapdiq: Gal. iii. I, 3 ; I Tim. vi. 9 ; Tit. iii. 3).
”Avota, (Luke vi. 11; 2 Tim. iii. 9) is ever the foolishness
which is akin to and derived from wickedness, even as
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oodia is the wisdom which is akin to goodness, or rather
is goodness itself contemplated from one particular point
of view; as indeed the wisdom which only the good can
possess. Ammon, a modern German rationalist, gives

not badly a definition of the oo(dg or ‘sapiens'; i.e. cog-
nitione optimi, et adminiculorum ad id efficiendum idoneo-
rum instructus.’'

But ¢)p6vnoig, being a right use and application of the
d»pMv, is a middle term. It may be akin to codia (Prov.

X. 23),—they are interchangeably used by Plato (Symp.

202 a),—but it may also be akin to Tavovpyia (Job v. 13;
Wisd. xvii. 7). It skilfully adapts its means to the attain-

ment of the ends which it desires; but whether the ends
themselves which are proposed are good, of this it affirms
nothing. On the different kinds of ¢pp6évnoig, and the very
different senses in which ppévnoig is employed, see Basil
the Great, Hom. in Princ. Prov. § 6. It is true that as

often as )pévmoig occurs in the N. T. (év (ppovrioet Sikaiwy,
Luke i. 17; codia kai ¢ppovnoet, Ephes. i. 8), it is used of
a laudable prudence, but for all this ¢ppovno1ig is not wisdom,
nor the ppovipog the wise; and Augustine (De Gen. ad

Lit. xi. 2) has perfect right when he objects to the
‘sapientissirnus,” with which his Latin Version had ren-

dered ppovipwiTaTog at Gen. iii. 1, saying, ‘Abusione
nominis sapientia dicitur in malo;' cf. Con. Guad. 5.

And the same objection, as has been often urged, holds

good against the "wise as serpents" (Matt. x. 16), "wiser

than the children of light" (Luke xvi. 8), of our own

Version.'

On the distinction between co(ia and yv@woig Bengel
has the following note (Gnomon, in 1 Cor. xii. 8): ‘Illud
certum, quod, ubi Deo ascribuntur, in solis objectis dif-
ferunt; vid. Rom. x1. 33. Ubi fidelibus tribuuntur,

' The OId Italic runs perhaps into the opposite extreme, rendering
(dpovipor here by “astuti'; which, however, had not in the later Latin at
all so evil a subaudition as it had in the classical; so Augustine (Ep.

167. 6) assures us.
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sapientia [co(ia] magis in longum, latum, profundum et
altum penetrat, quam cognitio [yv@o1g]. Cognitio est
quasi visus; sapientia visus cum sapore; cognitio, rerum
agendarum; sapientia, rerum aeternarum; quare etiam
sapientia non dicitur abroganda, I Cor xiii. 8.’

Oof énivamg, as compared with yv@oig, it will be
sufficient to say that éni, must be regarded as intensive,
giving to the compound word a greater strength than the
simple possessed; thus émimoBéw (2 Cor. v. 2), éntperéopant:
and, by the same rule, if yv®@o1g is ‘cognitio,” ‘kenntniss,’
éniyvwotg is ‘major exactiorque cognitio’ (Grotius), ‘er-
kenntniss,” a deeper and more intimate knowledge and
acquaintance. This we take to be its meaning, and not
‘recognition,’ in the Platonic sense of reminiscence, as
distinguished from cognition, if we might use that word;
which Jerome (on Ephes. iv. 13), with some moderns, has
affirmed. St. Paul, it will be remembered, exchanges the
ywwokw, which expresses his present and fragmentary
knowledge, for émiyvuioopat, when he would express his
future intuitive and perfect knowledge (I Cor xiii. 12).

It is difficult to see how this should have been preserved

in the English Version; our Translators have made no
attempt to preserve it; Bengel does so by aid of ‘nosco’

and ‘pernoscam,’ and Culverwell (Spiritual Optics, p. 180)
has the following note: *’Eniyvwoig and yv@og differ.
"Eniyvwotg is 1 petd Ty mpd TNy yv@o v 1od TpdypoTos
TOVTENTS KATA SUVapy KoTavonois. It is bringing me
better acquainted with a thing I knew before; a more

exact viewing of an object that [ saw before afar off.

That little portion of knowledge which we had here shall

be much improved, our eye shall be raised to see the same
things more strongly and clearly.” All the uses of émi-
yvwoig which St. Paul makes, justify and bear out this dis-
tinction (Rom. i. 28; 20; x. 2; Ephes. 1v. 13; Phil. 1. 9;

[ Tim. 11. 4; 2 Tim. 1. 25; cf. Heb. x. 26); this same inten-
sive use of éniyvwaog is borne out by other similar passages
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in the N. T. (2 Pet. 1. 2, 8; 1i. 20) and in the Septuagint

(Prov. 5; Hos. iv. 1; vi. 6); and is recognized by the

Greek Fathers; thus Chrysostom on Col. 1. 9: ’éva‘re, AANG
8€i T1 ko émyv@vou. On the whole subject of this § see
Lightfoot on Col. i. 9.

§ Ixxvi. NaXéw, Aéyw (AaX1d, NGY0S).

IN dealing with synonyms of the N. T. we plainly need

not concern ourselves with such earlier, or even contem-

porary, uses of the words which we are discriminating, as

lie altogether outside of the N. T. sphere, when these uses

do not illustrate, and have not affected, their Scriptural
employment. It follows from this that all those con-

temptuous uses of Aa\€iv as to talk at random, as one
adBvpboTopog, or with no door to his lips, might do; of

Aaid, as chatter (dkpaoia Aéyov &\oyos, Plato, Defin. 416)
—for I cannot believe that we are to find this at John iv.
42—may be dismissed and set aside. The antithesis in

the line of Eupolis, AaXéiv dp1oTog, ddvvatdTaTog Aéyet,
does little or nothing to illustrate the matter in hand.

The distinction which indeed exists between the words
may in this way be made clear. There are two leading
aspects under which speech may be regarded. It may,
first, be contemplated as the articulate utterance of human
language, in contrast with the absence of this, from what-
ever cause springing; whether from choice, as in those
who hold their peace, when they might speak; or from the
present undeveloped condition of the organs and faculties,
as in the case of infants (v1jot); or from natural defects,
as in the case of those born dumb; or from the fact of
speech lying beyond the sphere of the faculties with
which as creatures they have been endowed, as in the
lower animals. This is one aspect of speech, namely arti-
culated words, as contrasted with silence, with mere sounds
or animal cries. But, secondly, speech (‘oratio’ or ‘oris
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ratio’) may be regarded as the orderly linking and knitting

together in connected discourse of the inward thoughts

and feelings of the mind, ‘verba legere et lecta, ac selects

apte conglutinare’ (Valcknaer; cf. Donaldson, Cratylus,

453). The first is A\aA€iv=127, the German ‘lallen,’

‘loqui,” ‘sprechen,’ ‘to speak’; the second=1X ‘dicere,’

'reden,’ ‘to say,” ‘to discourse.” Ammonius NO\EiV KAl

Néyewy drouhéper Néyety eV TO TETAYREVWS TPOO (PEPELY TOV
AGyov* NaNEiv 3¢, TO ATAKTWS ek(pépelv TA VMOTITTOVTA
prinaTa.

Thus the dumb man (&\aXog, Mark vii. 37), restored to
human speech, éxdinoe (Matt. ix. 33; Luke xi. 14), the
Evangelists fitly using this word, for they are not con-
cerned to report what the man said, but only the fact
that he who before was dumb, was now able to employ
his organs of speech. So too, it is always AaX€iv YAWooTa1S
(Mark xvi. 17; Acts 1. 4; 1 Cor. xii. 30), for it is not what
those in an ecstatic condition utter, but the fact of this
new utterance itself, and quite irrespective of the matter
of it, to which the sacred narrators would call our atten-
tion; even as Aa\€iv may be ascribed to God Himself (it
is so more than once in the Epistle to the Hebrews, as at
i. I, 2), where the point is rather that He should have
spoken at all to men than what it was that He spoke.

But if in AaA€éiv (=’loqui’) the fact of uttering articu-
lated speech is the prominent notion, in Aéyewv (= ‘dicere’)
it is the words uttered, and that these correspond to
reasonable thoughts within the breast of the utterer. Thus
while the parrot or talking automaton (Rev. xiii. 15) may
be said, though even they not without a certain impropriety,
Aa\€ly, seeing they produce sounds imitative of human
speech; and in poetry, though by a still stronger figure,

a Na\€iv may be ascribed to grasshoppers (Theocritus,
Idyl. v. 34), and to pipes and flutes (/dyl. xx. 28, 29); yet
inasmuch as there is nothing behind these sounds, they
could never be said Néyewv; for in the Aéyewv lies ever the
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¢vvoia, or thought of the mind (Heb. iv. 12), as the corre-
lative to the words on the lips, and as the necessary con-

dition of them; it is ‘colligere verba in sententiam'; even

as N0yog is by Aristotle defined (Poet. xx.11), hwvr
ovvBeTH}, oMuUAVTIKY (see Malan, Notes on the Gospel of St,
John, p. 3). Of ppd&erv in like manner (it only occurs

twice in the N. T., Matt. xiii. 36; xv. 15), Plutarch affirms

that it could not, but AaX€iv could, be predicated of

monkeys and dogs (AaXodo1 ydp, 00 ppdovo 8¢, De Plac.
Phil. v. 20).

Often as the words occur together, in such phrases as
éNdAnoe Néywv (Mark vi. 50; Luke xxiv. 6), A\aAnBeig A§yos
(Heb. 2), and the like, each remains true to its own.
meaning, as just laid down. Thus in the first of these
passages éxdAnoe will express the opening of the mouth
to speak, as opposed to the remaining silent (Acts xviii. 9);
while Néywv proceeds to declare what the speaker actually
said. Nor is there, I believe, any passage in the N. T.
where the distinction between them has not been observed.
Thus at Rom. xv. 18; 2 Cor. x1. 17; I Thess. 1. 8, there 1s
no difficulty in giving to Aa\€iv its proper meaning; indeed
all these passages gain rather than lose when this is done;
while at Rom. iii. 19 there is an instructive interchange
of the words.

Naid, and AGyos in the N. T. are true to the distinction
here traced. How completely AaAia, no less than Aah€iv,
has put off every slighting sense, is abundantly evident
from the fact that on one occasion our Lord claims Aa\id
as well as Ndyog for Himself: "Why do ye not understand
my speech (A\aX1dv)? even because ye cannot hear my
word" (\dyov, John viii. 43). Aawd and Adyos are set in
a certain antithesis to one another here, and in the seizing
of the point of this must lie the right understanding of
the verse. What the Lord intended by varying AaAid and
NOyog has been very differently understood. Some, as
Augustine, though commenting on the passage, have
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omitted to notice the variation. Others, like Olshausen,
have noticed, only to deny that it had any significance.
Others again, admitting the significance, have failed to
draw it rightly out. It is clear that, as the inability to
understand his ‘speech’ (AaA1d) is traced up as a conse-
quence to a refusing to hear his ‘word” (A\dyos), this last,
as the root and ground of the mischief, must be the deeper
and anterior thing. To hear his ‘word’ can be nothing
else than to give room to his truth in the heart. They who
will not do this must fail to understand his ‘speech,’ the
outward form and utterance which his ‘word’ assumes.
They that are of God hear God's words, his prjpata as else-
where (John iii. 34; viii. 47), his ha\id as here, it is
called;' which they that are not of God do not and cannot
hear. Melanchthon ‘Qui yen sunt Dei filii et domestici
non possunt paternae domils ignorare linguam.’

§ Ixxvii. ATONGTPWO1S, KATOANAYH, INAT PGS,

THERE are three grand circles of images, by aid of which
are set forth to us in the Scriptures of the N. T. the in-
estimable benefits of Christ's death and passion. Tran-
scending, as these benefits do, all human thought, and
failing to find anywhere a perfectly adequate expression
in human language, they must still be set forth by the help
of language, and through the means of human relations.
Here, as in other similar cases, what the Scripture does is
to approach the central truth from different quarters; to
exhibit it not on one side but on many, that so these may
severally supply the deficiencies of one another, and that
moment of the truth which one does not express, another
may. The words here grouped together, dmoAOTpwo1g

289

! Philo makes the distinction of the N6yog and the pfua to be that of
the whole and its parts (Leg. Alleg. iii. 61): T6 8¢ pfipa pépog hoyov. On
the distinction between pfjpa Tod Beod and A\Gyos Tod Beod there are some

important remarks by Archdeacon Lee, On Inspiration, pp. 135, 539.
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or ‘redemption,” kaTaA\ayn; or 'reconciliation,’ t\aopég or
‘propitiation,’ are the capital words summing up three
such families of images; to one or other of which almost
every word and phrase directly bearing on this work of
our salvation through Christ may be more or less nearly
referred.

> AToNOTpwo1g is the form of the word which St. Paul
invariably prefers, A\OTpwaoig occurring in the N. T. only at
Luke 1. 68; 11. 38; Heb. ix. 12. Chrysostom (upon Rom.
i11. 24), drawing attention to this, observes that by this
ané the Apostle would express the completeness of our
redemption in Christ Jesus, a redemption which no later
bondage should follow: kai 0by ATA@DS €1me, NUTPWTEWS,
AN dTOANVTPUWO WS, WS UNKETL NUAS ETAVENBELY TdAY éni THV
a TNV Sovleiav. In this he has right, and there is the
same force in the dné of drokaTal\dooew (Ephes. ii. 16;
Col. 1. 20, 22), which is ‘prorsus reconciliare’ (see Fritzsche
on Rom. v. 10), of dnokapadokio and drexdéyeoBot (Rom.
viii. 19). Both dmoATpwaoig (not in the Septuagint, but
anoluTpéw twice, Exod. xxi. 8; Zeph. iii. 1) and NéTpwoig
are late words in the Greek language, Rost and Palm
(Lexicon) giving no earlier authority for them than Plu-
tarch (Arat. 11; Pomp. 24); while A\uTpwTng seems peculiar
to the Greek Scriptures (Lev. xxv. 31; Ps. xix. 15; Acts
vii. 35).

When Theophylact defines dmorGTpworig as 1) dno TAg
ailypalwoiag énavdkinots, he overlooks one most important
element in the word; for dmo\OTpwaorig is not recall from
captivity merely, as he would imply, but recall of captives
from captivity through the payment of a ransom for them;
cf. Origen on Rom. iii. 24. The idea of deliverance through
a NOTpov or dvTdMaypa (Matt. xvi. 26; cf. Eccius. vi. 15;
xxvi. 14), a price paid, though in actual use it may often
disappear from words of this family (thus see Isai. xxxv.

9), is yet central to them (1 Pet. i. 18, 19; Isai. lii. 3).
Keeping this in mind, we shall find connect themselves
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with dmol0Tpwaorig a whole group of most significant words;
not only N6Tpov (Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45), dvTINOTpoOV
(I Tim ii. 6), A\uTpodv (Tit. ii. 14; I Pet. i. 18), N\OTpwa1g
(Heb. ix. 12), but also d-yopdewv (1 Cor. vi. 20) and é&ayo-
pdew (Gal. iii. 13; iv. 5). Here indeed is a point of con-
tact with iAaouég, for the NGTpov paid in this droNiTpwo1g
is identical with the Tpoo dopd or Buoia is by which that
iNaopég is effected. There also link themselves with
ano\bTpwog all those statements of Scripture which speak
of sin as slavery, and of sinners as slaves (Rom. vi. 17, 20;
John viii. 34; 2 Pet. ii. 19); of deliverance from sin as
freedom, or cessation of bondage (John viii. 33, 36; Rom.
viii. 21; Gal. v. I).

Katalayn, occurring four times in the N. T., only
occurs once in the Septuagint, and once in the Apocrypha.
On one of these occasions, namely at Isai. ix. 5, it is
simply exchange; on the other (2 Macc. v. 20) it is em-
ployed in the N. T. sense, being opposed to the py1} ToD
Beod, and expressing the reconciliation, the ebpévera of
God to his people. There can be no question that cvva-
Nayn (Ezek. xvi. 8, Aquila) and cvvaidooew (Acts vii.26),
Stalhayn (Ecclus. xxii. 23; xxvii. 21; cf. Aristophanes,
Acharn. 988) and 8tal\dooewv (in the N. T. only at Matt.
v. 24; cf. Judg. xix. 3; I Esdr. 1v. 31; Euripides, Hel.
1235), are more usual words in the earlier and classical
periods of the language;' but for all this the gram-
marians are wrong who denounce kaTaAkoyn] and KA TOA-
Ndooew as words avoided by all who wrote the language
in its highest purity. None need be ashamed of words
which found favour with AEschylus (Sept. Con. Theb. 767),
with Xenophon (4nab. i. 6. 2) and with Plato (Phaed. 69 a).
Fritzsche (on Rom. v. 10) has effectually disposed of
Tittmann's fanciful distinction between kaTaA\dooerv and
SLOANNA o TELY.

! Christ according to Clement of Alexander (Coh. ad Gen. 10) is 81a\-
akTNS Kol CWTNp NUAV.
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The Christian kaToaA\ay1 has two sides. It is first a
reconciliation, ‘qua Deus nos sibi reconciliavit,” laid aside
his holy anger against our sins, and received us into favour,
a reconciliation effected for us once for all by Christ upon
his cross; so 2 Cor. v. 18, 19; Rom. v. 10; where Ka.TaA-
NdooeoBat, is a pure passive, ‘ab eo in gratiam recipi apud
quem in odio fueras.” But kaTaAAayn is secondly and
subordinately the reconciliation, ‘qua nos Deo reconcilia-
mur,” the daily deposition, under the operation of the
Holy Spirit, of the enmity of the old man toward God. In
this passive middle sense kaTaAAdoeoBau, is used, 2 Cor. v.
20; cf. I Cor. vii. All attempts to make this secondary
to be indeed the primary meaning and intention of the
word, rest not on an unprejudiced exegesis, but on a fore-
gone determination to get rid of the reality of God's anger
against the sinner. With kataA\ayn is connected all that
language of Scripture which describes sin as a state of
enmity (¢x6pa) with God (Rom. viii. 7; Ephes. 15;

Jam. iv. 4), and sinners as enemies to Him and alienated
from Him (Rom. v. 10; Col. i. 21); which sets forth Christ
on the cross as the Peace, and the maker of peace between
God and man (Ephes. ii. 14; Col. 1. 20); all such invita-
tions as this, "Be ye reconciled with God" (2 Cor. v. 20).

Before leaving kaTalhayn) we observe that the exact
relations between it and i\aopdg, which will have to be
considered next, are somewhat confused for the English
reader, from the fact that the word ‘atonement,” by which
our Translators have once rendered kaTaAkayn (Rom. v.
11), has little by little shifted its meaning. It has done
this so effectually, that were the translation now for the
first time to be made, and words to be employed in their
present sense and not in their past, ‘atonement’ would
plainly be a much fitter rendering of iAa.opés, the notion
of propitiation, which we shall find the central one of
i\aopég, always lying in ‘atonement’ as we use it now.

It was not so once. When our Translation was made, it
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signified, as innumerable examples prove, reconciliation,
or the making up of a foregoing enmity; all its uses in our
early literature justifying the etymology now sometimes
called into question, that ‘atonement’ is ‘at-one-ment,’
and therefore = ‘reconciliation’: and that consequently
it was then, although not now, the proper rendering of
kKaTalayn (see my Select Glossary, s. ‘atone,” ‘atone-
ment’; and, dealing with these words at full, Skeat, Etym.
Dict. of the English Language, s. v., an article which leaves
no doubt as to their history).

‘INaopnds is found twice in the First Epistle of St. John
(ii. 2; iv. 10); nowhere else in the N. T.: for other ex-
amples of its use see Plutarch, Sol. 12; Fab. Max. 18;
Camil. 7: Be@v pfivig Aaopod kai yaproTnpiwy Seopévn. |
am inclined to think that the excellent word 'propitiation,’
by which our Translators have rendered it, did not exist in
the language when the earlier Reformed Versions were
made. Tyndale, the Geneva, and Cranmer have "to make
agreement," instead of "to be the propitiation," at the first
of these places; "He that obtaineth grace" at the second.
In the same way i\aoTHiptov, which we, though I think
wrongly (see Theol. Stud. und Krit. 1842, p. 314), have
also rendered ‘propitiation’ (Rom. iii. 25), is rendered in
translations which share in our error, the obtainer of
‘mercy’ (Cranmer), ‘a pacification’ (Geneva); and first
‘propitiation’ in the Rheims—the Latin tendencies of
this translation giving it boldness to transfer this word
from the Vulgate. Neither is i\aouég of frequent use
in the Septuagint; yet in such passages as Num.. v. §;
Ezek. xliv. 27; cf. 2 Macc. iii. 33, it is being prepared for
the more solemn use which it should obtain in the N. T.
Connected with T\ews, ‘propitius,” iNdokeoBau, ‘placare,’
‘iram avertere,” ‘ex irato mitem reddere,’ it is by Hesy-
chius explained, not incorrectly (for see Dan. ix. 9; Ps.
cxxix. 4), but inadequately, by the following synonyms,
eVpévera, ouyy Wwpnos, Stalkayn, katahayr, tpadtng. I say
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inadequately, because in none of these words thus offered
as equivalents, does there lie what is inherent in i\aonés.
and 1\dokeoBat, namely, that the edpévera or goodwill has
been gained by means of some offering, or other “placa-
men’ (cf. Herodotus, vi. 105; viii. 112; Xenophon, Cyrop.
vii. 2. 19; and Nagelsbach, Nachhomer. Theol. vol. 1. p. 37).
The word is more comprehensive than iIXdoTng, which
Grotius proposes as covering the same ground. Christ

does not propitiate only, as iAdloTng would say, but at
once propitiates, and is Himself the propitiation. To

speak in the language of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in

the offering of Himself He is both at once, o’Lleepeﬁg and
Buoia or mpoopopd, (for the difference between these latter
see Mede, Works, 1672, p. 360), the two functions of

priest and sacrifice, which were divided, and of necessity
divided, in the typical sacrifices of the law, meeting and
being united in Him, the sin-offering by and through

whom the just anger of God against our sins was ap-
peased, and God, without compromising his righteousness,
enabled to show Himself propitious to us once more. All
this the word i\aonés, used of Christ, declares. Cocceius:
’Est enim 1Aa.o'uég mors sponsoris obita ad sanctifica-
tionem Dei, volentis peccata condonare; atque ita tol-
lendam condemnationem.'

It will be seen that with iAa.opég connect themselves a
larger group of words and images than with either of the
words preceding—all, namely, which set forth the benefits
of Christ's death as a propitiation of God, even as all
which speak of Him as a sacrifice, an offering (Ephes. v. 2;
Heb. x. 14; I Cor. v. 7), as the Lamb of God (John 1. 29,

36; I Pet. 1. 19), as the Lamb slain (Rev. v. 6, 8), and a
little more remotely, but still in a lineal consequence from
these last, all which describe Him as washing us in his
blood (Rev. i. 5). As compared with kaTaAkoyn (= to the
German ‘Versohnung’), ikaouég (= to ‘Versuhnung’) is
the deeper word, goes nearer to the innermost heart of
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the matter. If we had only kaTaNAayr) and the group of
words and images which cluster round it, to set forth the
benefits of the death of Christ, these would indeed set

forth that we were enemies, and by that death were made
friends; but how made friends kaTaAkayr) would not de-
scribe at all. It would not of itself necessarily imply
satisfaction, propitiation, the Daysman, the Mediator, the
High Priest; all which in i\aonég are involved (see two
admirable articles, ‘Erlosung’ and ‘Versohnung,’ by
Schoeberlein, in Herzog's Real-Encyclopadie). 1 conclude
this discussion with Bengel's excellent note on Rom. iii.

24 ° INauég (expiatio sive propitiatio) et ATOANOTpwWO1g
(redemtio) est in fundo rei unicum beneficium, scilicet,
restitutio peccatoris perditi. ~AToOAUTpwWO 1 est respectu
hostium, et kaTaAayn est respectu Dei. Atque hic voces
iNaopuds et katalhayy iterum differunt. ‘Ihoaouds (pro-
pitiatio) tollit offensam contra Deum; kaTaAAayn] (recon-
ciliatio) est 3imAevpog et tollit (a) indignationem Dei
adversum nos, 2 Cor. v. 19 (b), nostramque abalienationem
a Deo, 2 Cor. v. 20.°

§ Ixxviii. arpés, Bpuvog, WdM.

ALL these words occur together at Ephes. v. 19, and again
at Col. iii. 16; both times in the same order, and in pas-
sages which very nearly repeat one another; cf. Ps. Ixvi. I.
When some expositors refuse even to attempt to distinguish
between them, urging that St. Paul had certainly no in-
tention of classifying the different forms of Christian
poetry, this statement, no doubt, is quite true; but neither,
on the other hand, would he have used, where there is
evidently no temptation to rhetorical amplification, three
words, if one would have equally served his turn. It may
fairly be questioned whether we can trace very accurately
the lines of demarcation between the "psalms and hymns
and spiritual songs" of which the Apostle makes mention,

295
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or whether he traced these lines for himself with a perfect
accuracy. Still each must have had a meaning which
belonged to it more, and by a better right, than it belonged
to either of the others; and this it may be possible to
seize, even while it is quite impossible with perfect strict-
ness to distribute under these three heads Christian poetry
as it existed in the Apostolic age.’ Aona, it may be here
observed, a word of not unfrequent occurrence in the
Septuagint, does not occur in the N. T.

The Psalms of the 0. T. remarkably enough have no
single, well recognized, universally accepted name by
which they are designated in the Hebrew Scriptures
(Delitzsch, Comm. ub. den Psalter, vol. ii. p. 371; Herzog,
Real-Encyclop. vol. xii. p. 269). They first obtained such
in the Septuagint. Woauog, from Jdw properly a touch-
ing, and then a touching of the harp or other stringed
instruments with the finger or with the plectrum (ya\poi
ToEwv, Euripides, lon, 174; cf. Bacch. 740, are the twang-
ings of the bowstrings), was next the instrument itself,
and last of all the song sung with this musical accompani-
ment. It is in this latest stage of its meaning that we
find the word adopted in the Septuagint; and to this
agree the ecclesiastical definitions of it; thus in the
Lexicon ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria: Néyog povoikés,
3Tav €0pBpwWS KATA TOUS APROVIKOVS AGYous TO Spyavov
kpovmTat: cf. Clement of Alexandria (Paedag. ii. 4): 6
Yopnds, épperris éoTv edhoyia koi oWdpwv: and Basil the
Great, who brings out with still greater emphasis what
differences the ‘psalm’ and the ode or ‘spiritual song’
(Hom. in Ps. 44): @81 ydp €011, kai o0y Yaruds® S16T1
Yupvh pwviy, pr cvvnyodvTos alTh Tod opydvov, pet
énperodg T ekPwrnoews, TapedidoTo: compare in. Psal.
xxix. I; to which Gregory of Nyssa, in Psal. c. 3, agrees.
In all probability the yaxpoti, of Ephes. v. 19, Col. iii. 16,
are the inspired psalms of the Hebrew Canon. The word
certainly designates these on all other occasions when it
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is met in the N. T., with the one possible exception of

I Cor. xiv. 26; and probably refers to them there; nor

can | doubt that the ‘psalms’ which the Apostle would
have the faithful to sing to one another, are psalms of
David, of Asaph, or of some other of the sweet singers of
Israel; above all, seeing that the word seems limited and
restricted to its narrowest use by the nearly synonymous
words with which it is grouped.

But while the ‘psalm’ by the right of primogeniture,
as being at once the oldest and most venerable, thus
occupies the foremost place, the Church of Christ does
not restrict herself to such, but claims the freedom of
bringing new things as well as old out of her treasure-
house. She will produce "hymns and spiritual songs" of
her own, as well as inherit psalms bequeathed to her by
the Jewish Church; a new salvation demanding a new
song (Rev. v. 9), as Augustine delights so often to re-
mind us.

It was of the essence of a Greek pvog that it should
be addressed to, or be otherwise in praise of, a god, or of
a hero, that is, in the strictest sense of that word, of a
deified man; as Callisthenes reminded Alexander; who,
claiming hymns for himself, or ‘suffering them to be
addressed to him, implicitly accepted not human honours
but divine (Tpuvor pév ég Tovg Beovg morodVTAL, émaVOL 3¢ €5
advBpuimous, Arrian, iv. IT). In the gradual breaking
down of the distinction between human and divine, which
marked the fallen days of Greece and Rome, with the
usurping on the part of men of divine honours, the Upvog
came more and more to be applied to men; although this
not without observation and remonstrance (Athenus, vi.
62; xv. 21, 22). When the word was assumed into the
language of the Church, this essential distinction clung
to it still. A ‘psalm’ might be a De profundis, the story
of man's deliverance, or a commemoration of mercies
which he had received; and of a "spiritual song" much
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the same could be said: a ‘hymn’ must always be more

or less of a Magnificat, a direct address of praise and

glory to God. Thus Jerome (in Ephes. v. 19): ‘Breviter

hymnos esse dicendum, qui fortitudinem et majestatem
preadicant Dei, et ejusdem semper vel beneficia, vel facta,
mirantur.” Compare Origen, Con. Cels. viii. 67; and a

precious fragment, probably of the Presbyter Caius, pre-

served by Eusebius (H. E. v. 28): ahpoi 8¢ oot kai Wdai
ASENP@V AT dpyfis VIO TOTAY YpadEiTar, TOV Adyov Tod
Beod TOV Xp1oTOV Uuvodot BeokoyodvTes. Compare further
Gregory of Nyssa (in Psalm. c. 3): Spvog, 1) éni Toig vndp-

A OVLO 1Y MV dyaBdig AvaTiBepévn TQ Be® evdnpia: the
whole chapter is interesting. Augustine in more places

than one states the notes of what in his mind are the

essentials of a hymn—which are three: 1. It must be

sung; 2. It must be praise; 3. It must be to God. Thus

Enarr. in Ps. Ixxit. 1: ‘Hymni laudes sunt Dei cum

cantico: hymni cantus sunt continentes laudes Dei. Si

sit taus, et non sit Dei, non est hymnus: si sit laus, et

Dei laus, et non cantetur, non est hymnus. Oportet ergo

ut, si sit hymnus, habeat haec tria, et laudem, et Dei, et
canticum." So, too, Enarr. in Ps. cxlviii. 14: ‘Hymnus

scitis quid est? Cantus est cum laude Dei. Si laudas

Deum, et non cantas, non dicis hymnum; si cantas, et non
laudas Deum, non dicis hymnum; si laudas aliud quod

non pertinet ad laudem Dei, etsi cantando laudes non dicis
hymnum. Hymnus ergo tria ista habet, et cantum, et

laudem, et Dei.”' Compare Gregory Nazianzene:

énaés éoTv €d TL TAV uav Ppdoar,
aivog 8 €naivog eig Bedv oefdoptos,
0 & Upvog, aivog éuperris, uis ofopat.

But though, as appears from these quotations, Uuvos.

"It is not very easy to follow Augustine in his distinction between a
‘psalm' and a 'canticle.' Indeed he acknowledges himself that he has
not arrived at any clearness on this matter; thus see Enarr. in Ps. Ixvii.
I; where, however, these words occur, 'in psalmo est sonoritas, in can-
tico laetitia": cf. in Ps. iv. I; and Hilary, Prol. in Lib. Psalm. §§ 19-21.
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in the fourth century was a word freely adopted in the
Church, this was by no means the case at an earlier day.
Notwithstanding the authority which St. Paul's employ-
ment of it might seem to have lent it, Guvog nowhere
occurs in the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, nor in
those of Justin Martyr, nor in the Apostolic Constitutions,
and only once in Tertullian (ad Uxor. 1i. 8). It is at least

a plausible explanation of this that Upvog was for the early
Christians so steeped in heathenism, so linked with pro-
fane associations, and desecrated by them, there were so
many hymns to Zeus, to Hermes, to Aphrodite, and to
the other deities of the heathen pantheon, that the early
Christians shrunk instinctively from the word.

If we ask ourselves of what character were the
‘hymns,” which St. Paul desired that the faithful should
sing among themselves, we may confidently assume that
these observed the law to which other hymns were sub-
mitted, and were direct addresses of praise to God.
Inspired specimens of the pvog we meet at Luke i. 46-55;
68-79; Acts iv. 24; such also probably was that which
Paul and Silas made to be heard from the depth of their
Philippian dungeon (Uuvouv Tov 8eév, Acts xvi. 25). How
noble, how magnificent, uninspired hymns could prove we
have signal evidence in the Te Deum, in the Veni Creator
Spiritus, and in many a later possession for ever which
the Church has acquired. That the Church, brought
when St. Paul wrote into a new and marvellous world of
heavenly realities, would be rich in these we might be
sure, even if no evidence existed to this effect. Of such
evidence, however, there is abundance, more than one
fragment of a hymn being probably embedded in St.

Paul's own Epistles (Ephes. v. 14; I Tim. iii. 16; 2 Tim. ii.
1- 14; cf. Rambach, Anthologie, vol. 1. p. 33; and Neale,
Essays on Liturgiology, pp. 413, 424). And as it was
quite impossible that the Christian Church, mightily
releasing itself, though with no revolutionary violence,
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from the Jewish synagogue, should fall into that mistake
into which some of the Reformed Churches afterwards
fell, we may be sure that it adopted into liturgic use, not
‘psalms’ only, but also ‘hymns,’ singing hymns to Christ
as to God (Pliny, Ep. x. 96); though this, as we may
conclude, more largely in Churches gathered out of the
heathen world than in those wherein a strong Jewish
element existed. On Upvog from an etymological point of
view Pott, Etymol. Forsch. vol. ii. pt. ii. p. 612, may be
consulted.

’Q87 (=0.0187)) is the only word of this group which
the Apocalypse knows (v. 9; xiv. 3; xv. 3). St. Paul, on
the two occasions when he employs it, adds Tvevpa ik to
it; and this, no doubt, because ({587'] by itself might mean
any kind of song, as of battle, of harvest, or festal, or
hymeneal, while ya\pés, from its Hebrew use, and Upvog
from its Greek, did not require any such qualifying adjec-
tive. This epithet thus applied to these ‘songs’ does not
affirm that they were divinely inspired, any more than the
dvrp TVevpaTikég is an inspired man (1 Cor. iii. I; Gal.
vi. I); but only that they were such as were composed by
spiritual men, and moved in the sphere of spiritual
things. How, it may be asked, are we to distinguish
these "spiritual songs" from the ‘psalms’ and ‘hymns’
with which they are associated by St. Paul? If the
‘psalms’ represent the heritage of sacred song which the
Christian Church derived from the Jewish, the ‘hymns’
and "spiritual songs" will between them cover what
further in the same kind it produced out of its bosom;
but with a difference. What the hymns were, we have
already seen; but Christian thought and feeling will soon
have expanded into a wider range of poetic utterances
than those in which there is a direct address to the Deity.
If we turn, for instance, to Herbert's Temple, or Vaughan's
Silex Scintillans, or Keble's Christian Year, in all of these
there are many poems, which, as certainly they are not
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‘psalms,’ so as little do they possess the characteristics of
‘hymns.” "Spiritual songs" these might most fitly be
called; even as in almost all our collections of so called
'hymns' at the present day, there are of a few which by
much juster title would bear this name. Calvin, it will be
seen, only agrees in part with the distinctions which I have
here sought to trace: ‘Sub his tribus nominibus com-
plexus est [Paulus] omne genus canticorum; quae ita,
vulgo distinguuntur, ut psalmus sit in quo concinendo
adhibetur musicum aliquod instrumentu praeter linguam;
hymnus proprie sit laudis canticum, sive assa voce, sive
aliter canatur; oda non laudes tantum contineat, sed
paraeneses, et alia argumenta." Compare in Vollbeding's
Thesaurus, vol. 11. p. 27, sqq.; a treatise by J. Z. Hillger,
De Psalmorum, Hymnorum, et Odarum discrimine; Palmer
in Herzog's Real-Encyclopadie, vol. p. 100, sqq.;

Deyling, Obss. Sac. vol. iii. p. 430; Lightfoot On Colos-
sians, iii. 16; and the art. Hymns in Dr. Smith's Dic-
tionary of Christian Antiquities.

§ Ixxix. dypdppaTos, 1316,

THESE words occur together Acts iv. 13 o’typo’tpuaTog no-
where else in the N. T., but 181u)Tng on for other occasions
(I Cor. xiv. 16, 23, 24; 2 Cor. xi. 6). Where found to-
gether we must conclude that, according to the natural
rhetoric of human speech, the second word is stronger

than, and adds something to, the first; thus our Trans-

lators have evidently understood them, tendering ciy[ﬁau-
naTog ‘unlearned,” and 18160Tng ‘ignorant’; and so Bengel:
‘adypdppaTog est rudis, 1d1WTng rudior.’

When we seek more accurately to distinguish them,
and to detect the exact notion which each conveys, dypdu-
patog need not occupy us long. It corresponds exactly to
our ‘illiterate’ (ypappata pur pepabnkws, John vii. 15;
Acts xxvi. 24; 2 Tim. iii. 15); being joined by Plato with
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dpetog, rugged as the mountaineer (Crit. 109 d), with
dpovoog (Tim. 23 b); by Plutarch set over against the
(Adv. Col. 26).

But 1810)Tng is a word of far wider range, of uses far
more complex and subtle. Its primary idea, the point
from which, so to speak, etymologically it starts, is that
of the private man, occupying himself with his own things
(T 1810, as contrasted with the political; the man un-
clothed with office, as set over against and distinguished
from him who bears some office in the state. But lying
as it did very deep in the Greek mind, being one of the
strongest convictions there, that in public life the true
education of the man and the citizen consisted, it could
not fail that the word should presently be tinged with
something of contempt and scorn. The 181WT1g, staying
at home while others were facing honorable toil, oikovpés,
as Plutarch calls him (Phil. cum Princip.), a "house-dove,'
as our ancestors slightingly named him, unexercised in
business, unaccustomed to deal with his fellow-men, is un-
practical; and thus the word is joined with drpdypwv by
Plato (Rep x. 620 c; cf. Plutarch, De Virt. et Vit. 4), with
dnpokTog by Plutarch (Phil. cum Princ. 1), who sets him
over against the TONTIKOg KOl TPaKTIKOS. But more than
this, he is often boorish, and thus 1816)T1g is linked with
d'ypowkog (Chrysostom, in I Ep. Cor. Hom. 3), with drai-
devTog (Plutarch, Arist. et Men. Comp. 1), and other words
such as these.'

The history of 181:)T1g by no means stops here, though
we have followed it as far as is absolutely necessary to
explain its association (Acts iv. 13) with dypdupaTtos, and

" There is an excellent discussion on the successive meanings of i816T1g
in Bishop Horsley's Tracts in Controversy with Dr. Priestley, Appendix,
Disquisition Second, pp. 475-485. Our English ‘idiot’ has also an in-
structive history. This quotation from Jeremy Taylor (Dissuasive from
Popery, partii b. i. § 1) will show how it was used two hundred years
ago: ‘S. Austin affirmed that the plain places of Scripture are sufficient
to all laics, an all idiots or private persons.” See my Select Glossary
s. v. for other examples of the same use of the word.
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the points of likeness and difference between them. But

to explain why St. Paul should employ it at I Cor. xiv.

16, 23, 24, and exactly in what sense, may be well to

pursue this history a little further. There is a singular

feature in the use of 181u)TNg Which, though not very easy
to describe, a few examples will at once make intelligible.
There lies continually in it a negation if that particular

skill, knowledge, profession, or standing, over against which
it is antithetically set, and not of any other except that

alone. For example, is the 1811)Tng set over against the
3nuovpyos (as by Plato, Theag. 124 c), he is the unskilled
man as set over against the skilled artificer; any other
dexterity he may possess, but that of the dnpiovpydg is
denied him. Is he set over against the iaTpég, he is one
ignorant of the physician's art (Plato, Rep. 1i1. 389 b;

Philo, De Conf. Ling. 7); against the cod10T1g, he is one
unacquainted with the dialectic fence of the sophists
(Xenophon, De Venal. 13; cf. Hiero,; Lucian, Pisc.

34 ; Plutarch, Symp. iv. 2. 3); agains the (p1A\ONo07y0S.
(Sextus Empiricus, adv. Grammat. § 235), he has no interest
in the earnest studies which occupy the other; prose

writers are 131u)Taut as contrasted with poets. Those un-
practised in gymnastic exercises are i31@Tau as contrasted
with the d@ nTai, (Xenophon, Hiero, iv. 6 Philo, De Sept.
6); subjects as contrasted with their prince (De Abrah.

33); the underlings in the harvest-field are i81@Tou kai
umnpértar as distinguished from the yepéveg (De Somn. ii.
4); the weak are 181@Ta, dmopot and dSoEot being qualita-
tive adjectives, as contrasted with the strong (Philo, De
Creat. Princ. 5; cf. Plutarch, De Imper. Apophth. 1); and
lastly, the whole congregation of Israel are i81@Tau as set
over against the priests (De Vit. Mos. iii. 29). With these
examples of the word's use to assist us, we can come to no
other conclusion than that the i81@Tau of St. Paul (1 Cor.
xiv. 16, 23, 24) are the plain believers, with no special
spiritual gifts, as distinguished from such as were possessed
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of such; even as elsewhere they are the lay members of
the Churca as contrasted with those who minister in the
Word and Sacraments; for it is ever the word with which
18160TNg is at once combined and contrasted that determines
its meaning.

For the matter immediately before us it will be sufficient
to say that when the Pharisees recognized Peter and John
as men dypdupaTot koi 181@Tau, in the first word they ex-
pressed mere the absence in them of book-learning, and,
confining as they would have done this to the Old Testa-
ment, the 1tepd ypdupaTa, and to the glosses of their own
doctors upon these, their lack of acquaintance with such
lore as St. Paul had learned at the feet of Gamaliel; in
the second their want of that education which men insen-
sibly acquire by mingling with those who have important
affairs to transact, and by taking their own share in the
transaction of such. Setting aside that higher training of
the heart and the intellect which is obtained by direct
communion with God and his truth, no doubt books and
public life, literature and politics, are the two most effec-
tual organs of mental and moral training which the world
has at its command—the second, as needs hardly be said,
immeasurably more effectual than the first. He is o’t'ypciu-
natog who has not shared in the first, 18110715, who has had
no part in the second.

§ Ixxx. dokéw, haivouart.

OUR Translators have not always observed the distinction
which exists between 8okéiv (=’videri’) and paiveoBar
(=’apparere’). Aok€iv expresses the subjective mental
estimate or opinion about a matter which men form, their
80Ea concerning it, which may be right (Acts xv. 28;

I Cor. iv. 9; vii. 40: cf. Plato, Tim. 51 d, 86 AANBYS),
but which also may be wrong; involving as it always must
the possibility of error (2 Mace. ix. 10; Matt. vi. 7; Mark
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vi. 49; John xvi. 2; Acts xxvii. 13; c . Plato, Rep. 423 a;

Gorg. 458 a, 86&a. Yevdnig; Xenophon, Cyrop. i. 6. 22; Mem.

i. 7. 4, 10y vpdv, pnj Jvta, Sokeiv, to have a false reputation

for strength); (paiveoBat on the contrary expresses how a

matter phenomenally shows and presents itself, with no

necessary assumption of any beholder at all; suggesting

an opposition, not to the v, but to the vootpevov. Thus,

when Plato (Rep. 408 a) says of certain heroes in the Trojan

war, dya8oi Tpog TOV téhepov épdvnoav, he does not mean

they seemed good for the war and were not, but they showed

good, with the tacit assumption that what they showed,

they also were. So too, when Xenophon writes é(paiveTo

iyvia {nmwy (Anab. i. 6. I), he would imply that horses

had been actually there, and left their foot-prints on the

ground. Had he used dok€iv, he would have implied that

Cyrus and his company took for the tracks of horses what

indeed might have been such, but what also might not have

been such at all; cf. Mem. ii1. 10. 2. Zeune: ‘S0K€iv cernitur

in opinione, quae falsa esse potest et vana; sed paiveoBau

plerumque est in re extra mentem, quam is nemo opinatur.'

Thus Sok€éi paiveaBau (Plato, Phaedr. 269; Legg. xii. 960 d).
Even in passages where dok€iv may be exchanged with

€lvau, it does not lose the proper meaning which Zeune

has ascribed to it here. There is ever a predominant

reference to the public opinion and estimate, rather than

to the actual being; however the former ay be the faithful

echo of the latter (Prov. 14). Thus, while there is

no touch of irony, no shadow of depreciation, in St. Paul's

use of o1 8otkoDvTeg at Gal. ii. 2, of o1 SokoDVTeg elvai Tt

presently after (ver. 6)—exactly which same phrase occurs

in Plato, Euthyd. 303 d, where they are joined with oepvot

—and while manifestly there could be no slight intended,

seeing that he so characterizes the chief of his fellow

Apostles, the words for all this express rather the reputa-

tion in which these were held in the Church than the

worth which in themselves they had, however that reputa-
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tion of theirs was itself the true measure of this worth
(=émiompot, Rom. xvi. 7). Compare Euripides, Troad. 608,
where TQ SokoDVTa are set over against Ta undev §vta, Hec.
295, and Porphyry, De Abst. ii. 40, where ot 8okodvTeg in

like manner is put absolutely, and set over against Td

nAY01. In the same way the words of Christ, of o1 SokoDvTeg
&pxew T@V é0v@y (Mark x. 42) = ‘they who are acknowledged
rulers of the Gentiles,” cast no doubt on the reality of the

rule of these, for see Matt. xx. 25; though indeed there may

be a slight hint, looking through the words, of the contrast
between the worldly shows and the heavenly realities of
greatness; but as little are they redundant (cf. Josephus,

Antt. xix. 6. 3; Susan. 5: and Winer, Gramm. § Ixvii. 4).

But as on one side the mental conception may have,
but also may not have, a corresponding truth in the world
of realities, so on the other the appearance may have a
reality beneath it, and paiveoBau is often synonymous with
eivou and yilyveoBaut, (Matt. ii. 7; xiii. 26); but it may also
have none; parvopeva for instance are set off against Tl
dvta TH dAnBeiq, by Plato (Rep. 596 e); being the reflections
of things, as seen in a mirror: or shows, it may be, which
have no substance behind them, as the shows of goodness
which the hypocrite makes (Matt. xxiii. 28). It must not
be assumed that in this latter case (paiveoBau runs into the
meaning of dok€iv, and that the distinction is broken down
between them. That distinction still subsists in the
objective character of the one, and the subjective character
of the other. Thus, at Matt. xxiii. 27, 28, the contrast is
not between what other men took the Pharisees to be, and
what they really were, but between what they showed
themselves to other men ((paiveoBe Toig AvOpUITOLg SiKa1o1),
and what in very truth they were.

Aokéiv signifying ever, as we have seen, that subjective
estimate which may be formed of a thing, not the objective
show and seeming which it actually possesses, it will
follow that our rendering of Jam. i. 26 is not perfectly
satisfactory: "If any man among you seem to be religious
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(80kéi BpTiokog €lvan), and bridleth not his tongue, but
deceiveth his own heart, this man's religion is vain." This
verse, as it here stands, must before now have perplexed
many. How, they will have asked, can man "seem to
be religious," that is, present himself to others as such,
when his religious pretensions are belied and refuted by
the license of an unbridled tongue? But render the words,
"If any man among you thinketh himself religious" (cf.
Gal. vi. 3, where dokéi is rightly so translated; as it is
in the Vulgate here, "se putat religiosmum esse"), "and
bridleth not his tongue, &c.," and all will then be plain.
It is the man's own mental estimate of his spiritual
condition which 30k€i expresses, an estimate which the
following words declare to be altogether erroneous. Com-
pare Heb. iv. I, where for doktj the Vulgate has rightly ‘exis-
timetur.” If the Vulgate in dealing with dok€iv here is right,
while our Translators are wrong, elsewhere in dealing with
P aiveoBau, it is wrong, while these are right. At Matt. vi.
18 ("that thou appear not unto men to fast"), it has
'ne videaris,' although at ver. 16 it had rightly “ut ap-
pareant’; but the disciples in this verse are warned, not
against the hypocrisy of wishing to be supposed to fast
when they did not, as this ‘ne videaris’ might imply, but
against the ostentation of wishing to be known to fast when
they did; as lies plainly in the Srwg uny pavifg of the
original.

The force of parvéoBan, attained here, is missed in
another passage of our Version; although not through
any confusion between it and dok€iv, but rather between it
and paiverw. We render év o1 (paiveoBe wg pwoThipeg év
k6o uw (Phil. ii. i5), "among whom ye shine as lights in
the world;" where, instead of ‘ye shine,’ it should stand,
‘ye are seen,’” or ‘ye appear.” To justify "ye shine" in
this place, which i1s common to all the Versions of the
English Hexapla, St. Paul should have written (aivete
(cf. John 1. 5; 2 Pet. 1. 19; Rev. 1. 16), an not, as he has
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written, paiveaBe. It is worthy of note that, while the
Vulgate, having ‘lucetis,” shares and anticipates our
error, an earlier Latin Version was free from it; as is
evident from the form in which the verse is quoted by
Augustine (Enarr. in Ps. cxlvi. 4): ‘In quibus apparetis
tanquam luminaria, in caelo.’

§ Ixxxi. ¢wov, Bnpiov.

IN passages out of number one of these words might be
employed quite as fitly as the other, even as there are
many in which they are used interchangeably, as by
Plutarch, De Cap. ex Inim. Util. 2. This does not how-
ever prove that there is no distinction between them, if
other passages occur, however few, where one is fit and
the other not; or where, though neither would be unfit,
one would possess a greater fitness than the other. The
distinction, latent in other cases, because there is nothing
to evoke it, reveals itself in these.

The difference between {@ov (by Lachmann always more
correctly written {@ov) and Bnpiov is not that between two
coordinate terms; but one, the second is wholly subor-
dinate to the first, is a less included in a greater. All
creatures that live on earth, including man himself, hoy1-

KOV Kai TOANTIKOV @ov, as Plutarch (De Am. Prol. 3) so
grandly describes him, are (Aristotle, Hist. Anim. 1.

5. 1); nay, God Himself, according to the Definitions of

Plato, is {@ov dBdvaTov, being indeed the only One to whom
life by absolute right belongs ((hapév 8¢ TOV Bedv elvar {@ov
didiov dproTov, Aristotle, Metaph. xii. 7). It is true that
¢wov is nowhere employed in the N. T. to designate man

(but see Plato, Pol. 271 e; Xenophon, Cyrop. 1. 1. 3;

Wisd. xix. 20); still less to designate God; for whom, as

not merely living, but as being absolute Life, the one

fountain of life, the a0T6¢@ov, the TnyM) Cwiig the fitter as
the more reverent {wn); is retained (John i. 4; 1 John i. 2).
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In its ordinary use {@ov covers the same extent of meaning
as ‘animal’ with us, having generally, though by no means
universally (Plutarch, De Garr. 22; Heb. xiii . 11), & yov
or some such epithet attached (2 Pet. ii. 12; Jude 10).

Bnptov looks like a diminutive of 8vjp, which in its
AEolic form 1jp reappears as the Latin ‘fera,” and in its
more usual shape in the German ‘Thier’ and in our own
‘deer.” Like ypuoiov, BiBAiov, opTiov, dyy€iov, and so
many other words (see Fischer, Prol. de Vit. Lex. N. T.

p. 256), it has quite left behind the force of a diminutive,

if it ever possessed it. That it was already without this

at the time when the Odyssey was composed is sufficiently
attested by the péya 8nptov which there occurs (10. 181);
compare Xenophon, Cyrop. 1. 4. 1. It would be a mis-

take to regard Onpia as exclusively mischievous and raven-
ing beasts, for see Heb. xii. 20; Exod. xix. 13; however
such by this word are generally intended (Mark 1. 13;

Acts xxviii. 4, 5); Onpia at Acts xi. 6 being distinguished
from TeTpdmoda.: while yet Schmidt says rightly: ‘In
Bnpiov liegt eine sehr starke Nebenbeziechung auf Wildheit
und Grausamkeit.” It is worthy of notice that, numerous

as are the passages of the Septuagint where beasts of
sacrifice are mentioned, it 1s never under this name. The
reason is evident, namely, that the brutal, bestial element

is in Bnpiov brought prominently forward, not that wherein
the inferior animals are akin to man, not that therefore
which gives them a fitness to be offered as substitutes for
man, and as his representatives. Here, too, we have an
explanation of the frequent transfer of @npiov and Onp1WIdng,
as in Latin of ‘bestia’ and ‘bellua,’ to fierce and brutal

men (Tit. 1. 12; I Cor. xv. 32; Josephus, Antt. xvii. 5. 5;
Arrian, in Epict. i1. 9).

All this makes us the more regret, and the regret has
been often expressed—it was so by Broughton almost as
soon as our Version was published—that in the Apocalypse
our Translators should have rendered Bnptov and {@ov by
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the same word, "beast"; and should thus for the English
reader have obliterated the distinction between them.

Both play important parts in this book; both belong to its
higher symbolism; while at the same time they move in
spheres as far removed from one another as heaven is
from hell. The {@a or "living creatures," which stand
before the throne, and in which dwells the fulness of all
creaturely life, as it gives praise and glory to God (iv.

6-9; v. 6; vi. I; and often), constitute a part of the

heavenly symbolism; the Bnpia, the first beast and the
second, which rise up, one from the bottomless pit (xi. 7),
the other from the sea (xiii. I), of whom the one makes
war upon the two Witnesses, the other opens his mouth

in blasphemies, these form part of the hellish symbolism.
To confound these and those under a common designation,
to call those ‘beasts’ and these ‘beasts,” would be an over-
sight, even granting the name to be suitable to both; it is

a more serious one, when the word used, bringing out, as
does Bnpiov, the predominance of the lower animal life, is
applied to glorious creatures in the very court and presence
of Heaven. The error is common to all the English trans-
lations. That the Rheims should not have escaped it is
strange; for he Vulgate renders {@a by ‘animalia’ (‘ani-
mantia’ would have been still better), and only 8npiov by
‘bestia.” If {@wa had always been rendered "living crea-
tures," this should have had the additional advantage of
setting these symbols of the Apocalypse, even for the
English reader, in an unmistakeable connexion with Ezek.
1. 5, 13, 14, and often; where "living creature" is the
rendering in our English Version of ¥’ D, as {@ov i1s in the

Septuagint.
§ Ixxxii. Uép, AVTI.
IT has been often claimed, and in the interests of an

all-important truth, namely the vicarious character of the
sacrifice of the death of Christ, that in such passages as
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Heb. 11. 9; Tit. 11. 14; I Tim. 11. 6; Gal. 111. 13; Luke

xxil. 19, 20; I Pet. i1. 21; ii1. 18; iv. I; Rom. v. 8; John

x. 15, in all of which Christ is said to have died Omép
TAVTWY, VTEP NUAV, UNép TAOV TpoPdTwy and the like, Umép
shall be accepted as equipollent with apTi. And then, it

is further urged that, as dvTi is the preposition first of
equivalence (Homer, //. ix. 116, 117) and then of ex-
change (1 Cor. xi. 15; Heb. xii. 2, 16; Matt. v. 38), Omép
must in all those passages be regarded as having the same
force. Each of these, it is evident, would thus become a
dictum probans for a truth, in itself most vital, namely

that Christ suffered, not merely on our behalf and for our
good, but also in our stead, and bearing that penalty of

our sins which we otherwise must ourselves have borne.
Now, though some have denied, we must yet accept as
certain that Umép has sometimes this meaning. Thus in

the Gorgias of Plato, 515 éyw Onép ood dnokpvoduat, ‘I
will answer in your stead;” compare Xenophon, Anab. vii.
4.9: aéBéroig Av LTEp ToUTOL AmoBevEiv; ‘Wouldst thou die
instead of this lad?’ as the context an the words el
naicetev adTOV dvTi ékeivov make abundantly manifest;
Thucydides, 1. 141; Euripides, Alcestis, 712; Polybius,

67. 7; Philem. 13; and perhaps 1 Cor. x . 29; but it is

not less certain that in passages far more numerous UTép
means no more than, on behalf of, for the good of; thus
Matt. v. 44; John xiii. 37; I Tim. ii. I, and continually.

It must be admitted to follow from this, that had we

in the Scripture only statements to the effect that Christ
died Omép Mu@v, that He tasted death vmép mavTés, it
would be impossible to draw from these any irrefragable
proof that his death was vicarious, He dying in our stead,
and Himself bearing on his Cross our sins and the penalty
of our sins; however we might find it, as no doubt we do,
elsewhere (Isai. liii. 4-6). It is only as having other
declarations, to the effect that Christ died v Ti TOMNGV
(Matt. xx. 28), gave Himself as an dvtizvtpov (I Tim. ii.
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6), and brining those other to the interpretation of these,
that we obtain a perfect right to claim such declarations
of Christ's death for us as also declarations of his death in
our stead. And in them beyond doubt the preposition
Umép is the rather employed, that it may embrace both
these meanings and express how Christ died at once for
our sakes (here it touches more nearly on the meaning of
nepi, Matt. xvi. 28; Mark xiv. 24; I Pet. iii. 18; 31d

also once occurring in this connexion, 1 Cor. viii. 11),
and in our stead; while avTi, would only have expressed
the last of these.

Tischendorf, in his little treatise, Doctrina Pauli de Vi
Mortis Christi Satisfactoria, has some excellent remarks
on this matter, which I will quote, though what has been
just said has anticipated them in part: ‘Fuerunt, qui ex
soli natura et usu prapositionis vnép demonstrare cona-
rentur, Paulum docuisse satisfactionem Christi vicariam;
alii rursus negarunt praepositionem vmép a N. Test. au-
ctoribus recte positam esse pro avTi, inde probaturi con-
trarium. Peccatum utrimque est. Sola praepositio utram-
que pariter adjuvat sententiarum partem; pariter, inquam,
utramque. Namque in promptu sunt, contra perplurium
opinionem, desumta ex multis veterum Graecorum scripto-
ribus loca, quae praepositioni Umép significatum, loco, vice,
alicujus plane vindicant, atque ipsum Paulum eodem signi-
ficatu eam usurpasse, et quidem in locis, quae ad nostram
rem non pertinent, nemini potest esse dubium (cf. Philem.
13; 2 Cor. v. 20; 1 Cor. xv. 29). Si autem quaeritur, cur
hac potissimum praepositione incerti et fluctuantis signifi-
catus in re tam gravi usus sit Apostolus—inest in ipsa prae-
positione quo sit aptior reliquis ad describendam Christi
mortem pro nobis oppetitam. Etenim in hoc versari rei
summam, quod Christus mortuus sit in commodum homi-
num, nemo negat; atque id quidem factum est ita, ut
moreretur hominum loco. Pro conjuncts significatione et
commodi et vicarii praeclare ab Apostolo adhibita est prae-
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positio Omép. Itaque rectissime, ut solet, contendit Winerus
noster, non licere nobis in gravibus locis, ubi de morte
Christi agatur, pracepositionem Omép simpliciter=dvTi
sumere. Est enim plane Latinorum pro nostrum fur.
Quotiescunque Paulus Christum pro nobis mortuum esse
docet, ab ipsa notione vicarii non disjunctam esse voluit
notionem commodi, neque umquam ab hac, quamvis per-
quam aperta, sit, exclucli illam in ista formula, jure meo
dico.’

Ixxxiii. (poveds, AVOPWTOKTEVOS, T1KAP10S.

OUR Translators have rendered all these words by ‘mur-
derer,” which, apt enough in the case of the first (Matt.
xxii. 7; I Pet. iv. 15; Rev. xxi. 8), is at the same time so
general that in the other two instances it keeps out of
sight characteristic features which the words would bring
forward.

> AvBpwmokTéVvog, exactly corresponding to our ‘man-
slayer,” or ‘homicide,” occurs in the N. T. only in the
writings of St. John (viii. 44; 1 Ep. iii. 15, bis); being
found also in Euripides (Iphig. in Taur. 390). On our
Lord's lips, at the first of these places, dvOpwmoKTéVOS
has its special fitness; no other word would have suited
at all so well; an allusion being here to that great, and in
part only too successful, assault on the life natural and
the life spiritual of all mankind which Satan made, when,
planting sin, and through sin death, in them who were
ordained the authors of being to the whole race of
mankind, he infected the stream of human existence at its
fountain-head. Satan was thus 6 dv8pwmokTévog indeed
(BpoTokT6VOS, in the Greek triodion); for he would fain
have slain not this man or that, but the whole race of
mankind.

T1kdpiog, which only occurs once in the N. T., and then,

noticeably enough, on the lips of a Roman officer (Acts
xx1. 38), is one of many Latin words which had followed
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the Roman domination even into those Eastern provinces
of the empire, which, unlike those of the West, had refused
to be latinize but still retained their own language.

The ‘sicarius,” having his name from the ‘sica,” a short
sword, poniard, or stiletto, which he wore and was prompt
to use, was the hired bravo or swordsman, troops of whom
in the long agony of the Republic the Antonies and the
Clodiuses kept in their pay, and oftentimes about their
person, to inspire a wholesome fear, and if needful to
remove out of the way such as were obnoxious to them.
The word had and its way into Palestine, and into the
Greek which was spoken there: Josephus in two instruc-
tive passages (B. J. 1. 13. 3; Antt. xx. 8. 6) giving us full
details about those to whom this name was transferred.
They were 'assassins,” which word would be to my mind
the best rendering at Acts xxi. 38, of whom a rank growth
sprang up in those latter days of the Jewish Common-
wealth, when, in ominous token of the approaching doom,
all ties of society were fast being dissolved. Concealing
under their garments that short sword of theirs, and
mingling with the multitude at the great feasts, they
stabbed in the crowd whom of their enemies they would,
and then, taking part with the bystanders in exclama-

tions of horror effectually averted suspicion from them-
selves.

It will appear from what has been said that (povetg may
be any murderer, the genus of which oikdp1og is a species,
this latter being an assassin, using a particular weapon,
and following is trade of blood in a special manner.

Again, dvBpwmokTévog has a stress and emphasis of its
own. He to whom this name is given is a murderer of

men, a homicide. dovevg is capable of vaguer use; a wicked
man might be characterized as povetg T1ig eboeBeiag, a de-
stroyer of piety, though he made no direct attack on the

lives of men, a traitor or tyrant as povevg THS TaTpidog
(Plutarch, Praec. Ger. Reip. 19); and such uses of the word
are not unfrequent.
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IXXxXiv. KaKOS, TOVNPOS, (hadNOS.

THAT which is morally evil may be contemplated on various
sides and from various points of view; the several epithets
which it will thus obtain bringing out the several aspects
under which it will have presented itself to us.

Kakdg and movnpdg occur together, Rev. xvi. 2; as
kakio and Tovnpia at I Cor. v. 8; the Stahoyiopoi kakot of
St. Mark vii. 21 are 8tahoytopoi movnpot in the parallel
passage of St. Matthew (xv. 19). The distinction between
these will best be considered when we come to deal with
novnpds. Kaxds, the constant antithesis dya8ds, (Deut.
xxX. 14; Ps. xxxiii. 14; Rom. xii. 21; 2 Cor. v. 10; cf.

Plato, Rep. x. 608 e), and though not quite so frequently

to kaA0g (Gen. xxiv. 50; xliv. 4; Heb. v. 14; Plutarch,
Reg. Apoph. 20), affirms of that which it characterizes

that qualities and conditions are wanting there which
would constitute it worthy of the name which it bears.'
This first in a physical sense; thus koka €{pota (Homer,
Od. xi. 190) are mean or tattered garments; Kak0g 10TpéS
(AEschylus, Prom. v. 473), a physician wanting in the skill
which physicians should possess; kakog kp1T1|g (Plutarch,
Rom. Apoph. 4), an unskilful judge. So, too, in the Scrip-
ture it is often used without any ethical intention (Prov.

xX. 17; Luke xvi. 25; Acts xxviii. 5; Rev. xvi. 2). Often,
however, it assumes one; thus kakog 3ovhog (Matt. xxiv.
48) 1s a servant wanting in that fidelity and diligence
which are properly due from such; cf. Prov. xii. 12; Jer.
vii. 24; I Cor. xv. 33; Col. iii. 5; Phil. iii. 2.

But the Tovnpdg is, as Ammonius calls him, 6 8pa.oTiKog
kakoD, the active worker out of evil; the German ‘Bose-
wicht,” or as Beza (Annott. in Matt. v. 37) has drawn the
distinction: ‘Significat Tovnpdg aliquid amplius quam KokOg,

" Cremer: So characterisirt kakég dasjenige was nicht so besehaffen
ist wie, es, seiner Natur Bestimmung and like each, sein konnte oder
sollte.”
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nempe eum qui sit in omni scelere exercitatus, et ad inju-
riam cuivis inferendam totus comparatus.” He is, accord-
ing to the derivation of the word, 6 Tapéy WV TOVOUS, Or one
that, as we puts others to trouble;”' and movnpia is

the ‘cupiditas nocendi’; or as Jeremy Taylor explains it:
‘aptness to do shrewd turns, to delight in mischiefs

and tragedies; a loving to trouble our neighbour and to

do him ill offices; crossness, perverseness, and peevishness
of action in our intercourse’ (Doctrine and Practice of
Repentance, iv. 1). In mTovnpdg the positive activity of evil
comes far more decidedly out than in kakds, the word
therefore being constantly opposed to y pno1dg, or the good
contemplated as the useful (Isocrates, Or. 1. 6 d; viii. 184

a; Xenopho Mem. ii. 6. 20; Jer. xxiv. 2, 3; and in the

same way associated with c’fxpnO'Tog, Demosthenes, 1271).
If kakdg is ‘mauvais,” ‘mechant,” Tovmpds is ‘nuisible,’
noxious, or ‘noisome’ in our elder sense of the word.

The kakdg may be content to perish in his own corruption,
but the Tovmpds is not content unless he is corrupting
others as well, and drawing them into the same destruc-

tion with himself. ‘They sleep not except they have done
mischief, and their sleep is taken away except they cause
some to fall’ (Prov. iv. 16). We know, or we are happier
still if we do not know even by report, what in French is
meant by ‘depraver les femmes.” Thus §yov Tovmpév,
(Plutarch, Sept. Sap. Conv. 2) is an unwholesome dish:

' J. H. H. Schmidt is of the mind that the connexion between mévog
and movnpos is not this, but another; that we have here one of those illus-
trations of what e may call the aristocratic tendencies of language, which
meet us so often and in so many tongues. What, he asks, is the feature
concerning their poorer neighbours' manner of life which must most
strike the leisured few—what but this, namely that they are always at
work; they are Tovmpot or laborious, for their Tévot never cease. It is
not long, however, before a word constantly applied to the poor obtains
an unfavourable subaudition; it has done so in words out of number, as
in our own ‘churl,” ‘villain,” and so many more; the poor it is suggested
in thought are also the bad, and the word moves into a lower sphere in
agreement with the thought.
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dopata movnpd (Quoin. Adol. Poet. 4), wicked songs, such
as by their wantonness corrupt the minds of the young;

yuvr movnpd (De Virt. et Vit. 2), a wicked wife; 0()8apog
novnpos (Mark vii. 22), a mischief-working eye. Satan is
emphatically 6 Tovnpés, as the first author of all the mis-
chief in the world (Matt. vi. 13; Ephes vi. 16; cf. Luke

vii. 21; Acts xix. 12); ravening beasts are always Bnpia
novnpd in the Septuagint (Gen. xxxvii. 3; Isai. xxxv. 9;

cf. Josephus, Antt. vii. 5. 5); kakd Onpia, indeed, occurs
once in the N. T. (Tit. i. 12), but the mailing is not pre-

cisely the same, as the context sufficiently shows. An
instructive line in Euripides (Hecuba, 596), testifies to the
Greek sense of a more inborn radical evil in the man who

is Tovnpog than in the kakos;:

‘O pév movnpog 003eY AANO TANY KOKOS.

A reference to the context will show that what Euripides
means is this, namely, that a man of an evil nature (Tovnpos)
will always show himself base in act (kak0g).

But there are words in most languages, and (padhog is
one of them, which contemplate evil under another aspect,
not so much that either of active or passive malignity,
but that rather of its good-for-nothingness, the impossi-
bility of any true gain ever coming forth from it. Thus
‘nequam’ (in strictness opposed to ‘frugi’), and ‘nequitia’
in Latin (see Ramsay on the Mostellaria of Plautus,

p. 229); ‘vaurien’ in French; ‘naughty’ and ‘naughtiness’
in English; ‘taugenichts,” ‘schlecht,” ‘schlechtigkeit’ in
German;' while on the other hand ‘tugend’ (=’taugend’)

is virtue contemplated as usefulness. This notion of
worthlessness is the central notion of (padlog (by some
very questionably identified with ‘faul,” ‘foul’), which in
Greek runs successively through the following meanings,
—Ilight, unstable, blown about by every wind (see Donald-

" Graff (Alt-hochdeutsche Sprachschatz, p. 138) ascribes in like manner
to ‘bose’ (‘bose’) an original sense of weak, small, nothing worth.
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son, Cratylu , § 152; ‘synonymum ex levitate permuta-

turn,” Matthai), small, slight (‘schlecht’ and ‘schlicht’ in
German are only different spellings of the same word),
mediocre, of no account, worthless, bad; but still bad pre-
dominantly the sense of worthless; thus (patAn adOANTPig
(Plato, Conv. 215 c), a bad flute-player; (padrog Lwypddog
(Plutarch, De Adul. et Am. 6); a bad painter. In agree-

ment with this, the standing antithesis to (padNog is
onovdaiog (Plato, Legg. vi. 757 a; vii. 8§14 e; Philo, De
Merc. Mer. 1) the Stoics ranging all men in two classes,
either in that of omovdaiot, or padrot, and not recognizing

any middle ethical position; so too it stands over against
PO Tés (Plutarch, De Aud. Poet. 4); ka\ég (De Adul. et
Am. 9); émewkng (Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. iii. 5. 3); doTéiog
(Plutarch, De Rep. Stoic. 12); while words with which it is
commonly associated are (’I/XpnO'TOS (Plato, Lysias, 204 b);
e0TeNN (Legg. vii. 806 a); poy Bnpés (Gorg. 486 b) ;
ado8evrig (Euripides, Med. 803); &Tomog (Plutarch, De Aud.
Poet. 12; Conj. Praec. 48); éna.pds (De Adul. et Amic.
32); BNaBepos (Quom. Aud. Poet. 14); kow6g (Praec. San.
14); akpatnig (Gryll. 8); dvénTtog (De Comm. Not. 11);
dkarpog (Conj Praec. 14); (d-yevvig (De Adul. et Amic. 2);
dkopaiiog (Chariton). dadhog, as used in the N. T., has
reached the latest stage of its meaning; and Td oD a
npdEavTeg are set in direct opposition to Td dya8d Toroav-
Teg, and condemned as such to "the resurrection of dam-
nation" (John v. 29; cf. ii1. 20; Tit. ii. 8; Jam. 1ii. 16;
Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. ii. 6. 18; Philo, De Abrah. 3). We

have the same antithesis of padia and dya8d elsewhere
(Phalaris, Ep. 144; Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. 1. 8); and for

a good note upson the word see Schoeman, Agis et Cleomenes,
p. 71.

§ Ixxxv. eINKP1YNS, KaBapds.

THE difference between these words is hard to express,
even while one may instinctively feel it. They are con-
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tinually found in company with one another (Plato, Phileb.
52 d; Eusebius, Praep. Evan. xv. 15. 4), and words asso-
ciated with the one are in constant association with the
other.

Eilikp1vrig occurs only twice in the N. T. (Phil. i. 10;
2 Pet. iii. I); once also in the Apocrypha (Wisd. vii. 25);
eilikpivera three times (1 Cor. v. 8; 2 Cor. i. 12; ii. 17).
Its etymology, like that of 'sincere,’ which is its best
English rendering, is doubtful, uncertainty in this matter
causing also uncertainty in the breathing. Some, as Stall-
baum (Plato, Phaedo, 66 a, note), connect with \og, ’{)\n
(€1\ewv, elN€iv), that which is cleansed by much rolling and
shaking to and fro in the sieve; ‘volubili agitatiione secre-
turn atque adeo cribro purgatum.' Another more familiar
and more beautiful etymology, if only one could feel suffi-
cient confidence in it, Losner indicates: ‘dicitur de iis
rebus quarum puritas ad solis splendorem exigitur,” 6 év
T1) €1An Kekpiupévog, held up to the sunlight and in that
proved and approved. Certainly the uses of el ikp1v1ig,
so far as they afford an argument, and there is an instinct
and traditionary feeling which lead to the correct use of a
word, long after the secret of its derivation has been
altogether lost, are very much in favour of the former
etymology. It is not so much the clear, the transparent,
as the purged, the winnowed, the unmingled; thus see
Plato, Axioch. 370, and note the words. with which it
habitually associates, as o’tulyﬁg (Plato, Menex. 24 d;
Plutarch, Quaest. Rom. 26); &miktog (De Def. Or. 34; cf. De
Isid. et Os. 61); adnoa®1g (De Adul. et Amic. 33); dxpaTog
(De An. Proc. 27); akpaivnig (Philo, De Mund. Opif. 2);
aképarog (Clement of Rome, I Ep. 2); compare Xenophon,
Cyrop. viii. 5. 14; Philo, De Opif. Mun. 8; Plutarch, Adv.
Col. 5: De Fac. in Orb. 16: ndoyet 70 pryvipevov® dmoBdiet,
vYOp TO eihkprvés. In like manner the the Etym. Mag.;
ei\kpvng omuaivet TOV kaBapov kai dutyf €Tépou
an interesting discussion in Plutarch, De Ei ap. Delph. 20.
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Various passages, it is quite true, might be adduced in
which the nation of clearness and transparency predomi-
nates, thus in Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Haer. 61) ei\ikpivég ndp
is contrasted with the kA\iBavog kamvi{ouevos, but they are
much the fewer, and may very well be secondary and
superinduced.

The ethical use of eiNikp1vrig and ei\ikpivera first makes
itself distinctly felt in the N. T.; there are only approxi-
mations to it in classical Greek; as when Aristotle (Ethic.
Nic. x. 6) speaks of some who, dyevoTot §vTeg NSooviig eikt-
kpodg kai é\evBepiou, éni Tdg CwNATIKAS KATA(DEeDYOLO Y.
Theophylact defines eihikpivera well as kaBapiTng Sravoiag
kai A80N6TNS 008EV €y ovoat Cuverkiaouévov koi Ynoviov:
and Basil the Great (in Reg. Brev. Int.): elI\Kp1Vég elvou
AoyiGopar TO dpiyés, kai dkpws kekaBopprévov and TaVTOS
évavTiov. Its true to this its central meaning as often
as it is employed in the N. T. The Corinthians must
purge out the old leaven, that they may keep the feast
with the unleavened bread of sincerity (ei\ikpveiag) and
truth (1 Cor. v. 8). St. Paul rejoices that in simplicity
and in that sincerity which comes of God (év eilikprveiq
Beo0?), not in fleshly wisdom, he has his conversation in
the world (2 Cor. 1. 12); declares that he is not of those
who tamper with and adulterate (kamnAevovTes) the word
of God, but that as of sincerity (¢ eihikpiveiag) he speaks
in Christ (2 Cr. ii. 17).

KaB8pdg, connected with the Latin 'castus,' with the
German 'heiter,' in its earliest use (Homer does not know
it in any other Od. vi. 61; xvii. 48), is clean, and this in
a physical or non-ethical sense, as opposed to puTapds.
Thus kaBapov ocwpa (Xenophon, OEcon. x. 7) is the body
not smeared with paint or ointment; and in this sense it
is often employed in the N. T. (Matt. xxvii. 59; Heb. x.
22; Rev. xv. 6). In another merely physical sense kaBopdg
is applied to that which is clear and transparent; thus
we have kaBapds and Sravyng (Plutarch, De Gen. Soc. 22).
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But already in Pindar (Pyth. v. 2, kaBapd dpeT1), in Plato
(Rep. vi. 496 d, kaBapds ddikiag Te kai dvooriwv épywv), and
in the tragic poets it had obtained an ethical meaning.

The same is not uncommon in the Septuagint, where it

often designates cleanness of heart (Job viii. 6; xxxiii. 9;

Ps. xxiii. 4), although far oftener a cleanness merely ex-
ternal or ceremonial (Gen. ix. 21; Lev. iv. 7). That it
frequently runs into the domain of meaning just claimed

for ei\ikp1v1ig must be freely admitted. It also is found
associated with dAnB8wdg (Job 6); with dpryrig (Philo,

De Mund. Opif. 8); with &kpaTog (Xenophon, Cyrop. viii.

7. 20; Plutarch, AEmil. Paul. 34); with &y povTog (De Is.

et Osir. 719); with akrjpatog (Plato, Crat. 96 b); KaBapog
oitog is wheat with the chaff winnowed away (Xenophon,
OEcon. xviii. 8. 9); kaBapog oTpaToS, an army rid of its sick
and ineffective (Herodotus, i. 211; cf. iv. 135), or, as the
same phrase is used in Xenophon, an army made up of

the best materials, not lowered by an admixture of mer-
cenaries or cowards; the flower of the army, all {v3peg
cixpeim having been set aside (Appian, viii. 117). In the
main, however, kaBapdg is the pure contemplated under

the aspect of the clean, the free from soil or stain; thus
Bpnokeio kKaBapad kai apiavTog (Jam. i. 27), and compare
the constant use of the phrase kaBapog Ppovov, KaBaPOS
adiwkiag (Plato, Rep. vi. 496 d; Acts xviii. 6 and the like;

and the standing antithesis in which the kaBapov stands

to the ko1vév, contemplated as also the dkdBapTov (Heb. ix.
13; Rom. xiv. 14, 20).

It may then be affirmed in conclusion, that as the
Christian is ei\ikp1vmig, this grace in him will exclude all
double-mindedness, the divided heart (Jam. 1. 8; iv. 8),
the eye not single (Matt. vi. 22), all hypocrisies (I Pet.

ii. I); while, as he is kaBapog TH kapdiq this are ex-
cluded the pidopaTta (2 Pet. ii. 20; cf. Tit. i. 15), the
polvopés, (2 Cor. vii. I), the purapio (Jam. i. 21; I Pet.
1i1. 21; Rev. xxii. 11) of sin. In the first is predicated
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his freedom from the falsehoods, in the second from the
defilements, of the flesh and of the world. If freedom
from foreign admixture belongs to both, yet is it a more
primary notion in ei\1kp1v¥jg, being probably wrapt up in
the etymology of the word, a more secondary and super-
induced in kaBapos.

§ Ixxxvi. TéNepog, pdym.

TTéXepog and pdym occur often together (Homer, /. 1. 177;
v. 891; Plato, Tim. 19 e; Job xxxviii. 23; Jam. iv. I); and
in like manner mokep€iv and poyeoBar. There is the same
difference between them as between our own ‘war’ and
‘battle’; 6 mé\epog IMehomovynoiakds, the Peloponnesian
War; 1} év Mapa8@vi nay ), the battle of Marathon. Deal-
ing with the words in this antithesis, namely that Té\epog
embraces the whole course of hostilities, pdym the actual
shock in arms of hostile armies, Pericles, dissuading the
Athenians from yielding to the demands of the Spartans,
admits that these with their allies were a match for all the
other Greeks together in a single battle, but denies that
they would retain the same superiority in a war, that is,
against such as had their preparations of another kind
(ndym peév y&p ma@ npog dravrag “ExAnrag SvvaToi ITeho-
TOVVTo101 Kai 01 EVpPOy 01 AVTLOY €1V, TONERELY 8¢ pr) Tpos
opoiav dvTimapaokeunv ddvvaror, Thucydides, i. 141). We
may compare Tacitus, Germ. 30: ‘Alios ad praelium ire
videas, Chattos lad bellum.’

But besides this, while Té\epog and ToNep€iv remain
true to their primary meaning, and are not transferred to
any secondary, it is altogether otherwise with pdyn and
ndyeoBat. Contentions which fall very short of the shock
of arms are continually designated by these words. There
are pdyou of every kind: épwTikai (Xenophon, Hiero, i.
35); vopikad (Tit. iii. 9; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 23); hoyopoyio (1
Tim. vi. 4); okiapayion: and compare John vi. 52; 2 Tim.
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i1. 24; Prov. xxvi. 20, 21. Eustathius (on Homer, //. 1.
177) expresses these differences well: T0 TéNepoi Te pdy ot
T, T} €K TOPAAAYNOV SNAGL TO BT, 1) Kod Stapopd Tig 0Tt
Taig NéEeo 1y, elye pdyeton pév Tig kai Aéyors, ws kai 1
Aoyoparyio SNAoL. Kai adTog 8¢ 6 TornTNS peT ONiya dnoi,
payeooopévw énéeaat (ver. 304). kai AMws 8¢ pdyn pév,
alT 1) TV dvdp@V TuVeloBory® 0 8¢ méAepog kad émi
TopoTAEEWY Kal poyipov katpod Aéyetar. Tittmann (De
Synon. in N. T. p. 66): ‘Conveniunt igitur in eo quod
dimicationem, contentionem, pugnam denotant, sed To\e-
pog et Tohep€iv de pugna qua manibus fit proprie dicuntur,
paym autem et pdy eoBar de quacunque contentione, etiam
animorum, etiamsi non ad verbera et caedes pervenerit.
In illis igitur ipsa pugna cogitatur, in his sufficit cogitare
de contentione, quam pugna plerumque sequitur.’

I may observe before quitting this subject that cTdotg
(Mark xv. 7; Luke xxiii. 19; Acts xxiv. 5; cf. Sophocles,
OEdip. Col. 1228), insurrection or sedition, is by Plato
distinguished from méXepog, in that the one is a civil and
the other a foreign strife (Rep. v. 470 b): émi ydp TH Tod
oikeiov €y Bpd oTAO1S KEKAMTAL, €T 8€ TH TAV AANOTpiwv
TONENOS,.

§ Ixxxvii. tdBog, ém1Bupia, opuri, GpeEig

ITdBog occurs three times in the N. T.; once coordinated
with émiBupia (Col. iii. 5; for TaBYpaTa any éniBupiat,
like manner joined together see Gal. v. 2.); once subor-
dinated to it (td.@og émiBupiag, 1 Thess. i.5); while on
the other occasion of its use (Rom. i. 26), the ©d6n dTipiag
("vile affections," A. V.) are lusts that dishonour those

who indulge in them. The word belongs to the ter-
minology of the Greek Schools. Thus Cicero (Tuse. Quaest.
iv. 5): ‘Quae Graeci md8On vocant, nobis perturbationes
appellari magis placet quam morbos;’ on this preference
see 1ii. 10; and presently after he adopts Zeno's definition,
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‘aversa a recta, ratione, contra naturam, animi commotio;’'
and elsewhere (Offic. iii. 5), ‘motus animi turbatus.” The
exact definitio of Zeno, as given by Diogenes Laertius, is
as follows (vii. i. 63): €011 8¢ aUT0 T0 TdB0g M) dN0YO0S Kai
napd Gpiow Yuyfis kivnos, | oppr) theovdGovoa. Clement
of Alexandria has this in his mind when, distinguishing
between oppr} and ©dBog, he writes (Strom. ii. 13): opur
1év o0V (hopa Sravoiog éni Tt ) dnd Tov* mdBog 8¢, Thevd-
Covoa 0pu, 1) VTepTeivovoa TA KATA TOV AGyov néTpa” 1) Opur|
ék(pepopévm, kai dmelBng Néyw (see Zeller, Philos. d. Griechen,
iii. 1. 208).

So far as th N. T. is concerned, Td8og nowhere obtains
that wide sense which it thus obtained in the Schools; a
sense so much wider than that ascribed to ém18upia, that
this last was only regarded as one of the several Td6n of
our nature, being coordinated with 6py, (p6Bos, and the
rest (Aristotle, Eth. Nic. i1. 4; Diogenes Laertius, vii. i.
67). 'EmiBupia, on the contrary, in Scripture is the larger
word, including the whole world of active lusts and desires,
all to which the odpé&, as the seat of desire and of the
natural appetites, impels; while the Td8og is rather the
‘morosa delectatio,” not so much the soul's disease in its
more active operations, as the diseased condition out of
which these spring, the ‘morbus libidinis,” as Bengel has
put it well, rather than the ‘libido,’ the ‘lustfulness’
(‘Leidenschaft’) as distinguished from the ‘lust.” Theo-
phylact: tdBog 1) \bo T ToD CWpATOS, KAl WoTEP TUPETOS, 1)
Tpadpa, | AAT véoog. Godet (on Rom. i. 26): ‘Le terme
nd.0n, passions, quelque chose de plus ignoble encore que
celui de émiBupiar, convoitises, au ver. 24; car it ren-
ferme une noti,n plus prononcee de passivite morale, de
honteux esclavage.’

"EmiBupia, being Tod 118éog Spektg, as Aristotle (Rhet. i.

10), & oyog Bpekg, as the Stoics, ‘immoderata appetitio
opinati magni boni, rationi non obtemperans,’ as Cicero
(Tusc. Quaest. iii. 11) defined it, is rendered for the most
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part in our Translation ‘lust’ (Mark iv. 19, and often);
but sometimes ‘concupiscence’ (Rom. vii. 8; Col. iii. 5),
and sometimes ‘desire’ (Luke xxii. 15; Phil. 1. 23). It
appears now and then, though rarely, inthe N. T. in a
good sense (Luke xxii. 15; Phil. 1. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 17; cf.
Prov. x. 24; Ps. cii. 5); much oftener in a bad; not as
‘concupiscentia’ merely, but as ‘prava concupiscentia,’
which Origen (in Joan. tom. 10) affirms to be the only
sense which in the Greek Schools it knew (but see Ari-
stotle, Rhet. i. 11); thus émiBupia kaxn (Col. iii. 5);
Buniar oapkikai, (I Pet. ii. 11); vewTepikai, (2 Tim. ii. 22);
avoritot kai BraBepad, (I Tim. vi. 9); koomkad, (Tit. ii. 12);
($Bopdg (2 Pet. i. 4); proopod (2 Pet. ii. 10); dvBpwnwy
(1 Pet. iv. 2); T0D ocWpaTtog (Rom. vi. 12); Tod d1aBON0V
(John viii. 44); Tfig dndtng (Ephes. iv. 22); THig capkég
(1 John ii. 16); T@V d(pBaAu@V (ibid.); and without a quali-
fying epithet (Rom. vii. 7; I Pet. iv. 3; Jude 16; cf. Gen.
xlix. 6; Ps. cv. 14). It is then, as Vitringa, in a disserta-
tion De Concupiscentia, Vitiosa, et Damnabili (Obss. Sac. p.
598, sqq.), defines it, ‘vitiosa illa voluntatis affectio, qua
fertur ad appetendum quae illicite usurpantur; aut quae
licite usurpantur, appetit dTdkTwg;’ this same evil sense
being ascribed to it in such definitions as that of Clement
of Alexandria (Strom. ii. 20): éeo1g kai Epe&rs dNoyos ToD
ke aptopévov avTH. Compare iv. 18: 8pe&tv 0dv émBupiag
d1akpivouoy ot mepi TadTa Setvoi® kod T pév, éni ndovaig kai
dkohaoig TdTToUTWY, dhoyov 0doav: THY 8¢ Spety, éni TV
kaTd GpIo1v dvaykodv, hoyikiv vndpyovoav kivnow. In
these 8e1voti he of course mainly points to Aristotle (thus
see Rhet. 1. 10). Our English word ‘lust,” once harmless
enough (thus see Deut. vii. 7, Coverdale's Version, and my
Select Glossary, s. v.), has had very much the same history.
The relation in which ém1Bupia stands to Td8og it has been
already sought to trace.
‘Opun, occurring twice in the N. T. (Acts xiv. 5; Jam.
iii. 4), and 8pe&1g, occurring once (Rom. i. 27), are else-
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where often found together; thus in Plutarch (De Amor.
Prol. 1; De Rect. Rat. Aud. 18; where see Wytten-
bach's note); and by Eusebius (Praep. Evang. xiv. 765 d).
‘Opp, rendered by Cicero on one occasion ‘appetitio’
(Off- 11. 5), ‘appetitus animi’ on another (Fin. v. 7), is thus
defined by the S oics (Plutarch, De Rep. Stoic.11): 1) dpur
10D dVOPUWTOV AGY0S ETTI TPOTTOKTIKOS ALVTQ TOD TOLEiV.
They explain it further as this ‘motus animi,” (opad Yvyfis
éni 11 (see Zeller, Philos. d. Griechen, 1. 206), which, if
toward a thing is 8pe&1g, if firom it ékkhioig. When our
Translators render 6pu ‘assault’ (Acts xiv. 5), they
ascribe to it more, than it there implies. Manifestly there
was no ‘assault’ actually made on the house where Paul
and Barnabas abode; for in such a case it would have
been very superfluous for St. Luke to tell us that they
“were ware" of it; but only a purpose and intention of
assault or onset, ‘trieb,” ‘drang,” as Meyer gives it. And
in the same way at Jam. iii. 4, the 6pu1j of the pilot is not
the ‘impetus brachiorum,’ but the ‘studium et conatus
voluntatis.” Compare for this use of 6pu1j, Sophocles,
Philoct. 237; Plutarch, De Rect. Rat. Aud. 1; Prov. iii.
25; and the many passages in which 6pp1j is joined with
npoaipeoig (Joserhus, Antt. xix. 6. 3).

But while the oppj is thus oftentimes the hostile motion
and spring toward an object, with a purpose of propelling
and repelling it still further from itself, as for example
the oppurj of the spear, of the assaulting host, the 8pe&1g
(from 6péy60’8a1) is always the reaching out after and
toward an object, with a purpose of drawing that after
which it reaches to itself, and making it its own. Very
commonly the word is used to express the appetite for
food (Plutarch, De Frat. Am. 2; Symp. vi. 2. 1); so too
‘orexis’ in the Latin of the silver age (Juvenal, Sat. vi.

427; xi. 127); in the Platonic Definitions (414 b) philo-
sophy is describes as THig TOV SvTwy del énoTiUNg JpeEts.
After what vile enjoyments the heathen, as judged by St.
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Paul, are regarded as reaching out, any seeking to make
these their own, is sufficiently manifest from the context
of the one passage in the N. T. where 8pe&1g occurs (Rom.
1. 27; cf. Plutarch, Quaest. Nat. 21).

§ Ixxxviii. 1epés, §o10g, dy10s, Ayvés.

‘Iepbg, probably the same word as the German ‘hehr’

(see Curtius, Grundzuge, vol. v. p. 369), never in the N. T.,
and very seldom elsewhere, implies any moral excellence.

It is singular how seldom the word is found there, indeed

only twice (1 Cor. ix. 13; 2 Tim. iii. 15); and only once

in the Septuagint (Josh vi. 8: iepai odAmryyes); four times
in 2 Maccabees, but not else in the Apocrypha; being in

none of these instances employed of persons, who only are
moral agents, but always of things. To persons the word
elsewhere also is of rarest application, though examples

are not wanting. Thus iepog dvBpwmog is in Aristophanes
(Ranae, 652) a man initiated in the mysteries; kings for

Pindar (Pyth. v. 97) are 1epoi, as having their dignity from

the gods; for Plutarch the Indian gymnosophists are

&vdpeg 1epoi kai avTévopor, (De Alex. Fort. i. 10); and again
(De Gen. Soc. 20), iepoi kai Sapévior dvBpwmor: and com-
pare De Def. Orac. 2. Tepog (T® Be® dvaTeBeipévog, Suidas)
answers very closely to the Latin ‘sacer’ (‘quidquid destina-
tum est diis sacrum vocatur’), to our ‘sacred.’ It is that

which may not be violated, the word therefore being con-
stantly linked with dBéBmhog. (Plutarch, Quaest. Rom. 27),
with dBatog (Ibid.), with dovhog (De Gen. Soc. 24); this

its inviolable character springing from its relations, nearer

or remoter, to God; and 8€iog and 1epég being often joined
together (Plato, Tim. 45 a). At the same time the rela-

tion is contemplated merely as an external one; thus

Pillon (Syn. Grecs): “dytog exprime l'idee de saintete natur-
elle et interieure ou morale; tandis qu' 1epég, comme le latin
sacer, n'exprime que l'idee de saintete exterieure ou
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d'inviolabilite consacree par les lois ou la coutume.' See,

however, Sophocles, OEdip. Col. 287, which appears an ex-

ception to the absolute universality of this rule. Tittman:

‘In voce 1ep6g proprie nihil aliud cogitatur, quam quod res

quaedam aut persona Deo sacra sit, nulla ingenii morumque

ratione habita; imprimis quod sacris inservit.'" Thus the

iepetq is a sacred person, as serving at God's altar; but it

is not in the least implied that he is a holy one as well;

he may be a Hophni, a Caiaphas, an Alexander Borgia

(Grinfield, Schol. in N. T., p. 397). The true antithesis

to 1epég is BéPnhog (Plutarch, Quaest. Rom. 27), and,

though not so perfectly antithetic, piopog (2 Macc. v. 19).
“O010g is oftener grouped with 8ikatog for purposes of

discrimination, than with the words here associated with

it; and undoubtedly the two constantly keep company

together; thus in Plato often (Theaet. 176 b; Rep. x. 613

b; Legg. ii. 663 b); in Josephus (Antt. viii. 9. 1), and in

the N. T. (Tit. 1. 8); and so also the derivatives from these;

00iwg and 8ikaiwg (1 Thess. ii. 10); 6016TNg and SikatooHvm

(Plato, Prot. 329 c; Luke 1. 75; Ephes. iv. 24; Wisd. ix.

3; Clement of Rome, 1 Ep. 48). The distinction too has

been often urger that the 8o 10g is one careful of his

duties toward God, the 8ikaiog toward men; and in

classical Greek no doubt we meet with many passages in

which such a distinction is either openly asserted or im-

plicitly involved: as in an often quoted passage from

Plato (Gorg. 507 b): koi prjv mepi Tog AvOpwiTovs TA

TPOTHKOVTA TPATTWY, dikar &v mpdTTo1, Tepi 3¢ Beovg do1aL.

Of Socrates, Marc is Antoninus says (vii. 66), that he was

dikatog T TPog AVBpUITOUS, 30105 TA TPOg Beovs: cf. Plutarch,

1

" Not altogether so in the Euthyphro, where Plato regards 16 8ikaov,
or 81ka10o VM, as the sum total of all virtue, of which 616T1g or piety is
a part. In this Dialogue, which is throughout a discussion on the 8o tov,
Plato makes Euthyphro to say (12 ): TodTo Toivuv éporye Sokéi, &) Tw-
KPOLTES, TO 1épog Tod Sikaiov elvau eboeBég Te Kai 8010V, TO Tepi THY TV Be@v
Bepameiav: T6 8¢ mepi THY TV AvOpWITWY TO TOIMOV €1vat Tod Sikaiov pépos.
Socrates admits and allows this; indeed, has himself forced him to it.
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Demet. 24; Charito, 1. 10. 4; and a large collection of pas-
sages in Rost and Palm's Lexicon, s. v. There is nothing,
however, which warrants the transfer of this distinction to
the N. T., nothing which would restrict 8ikaiog to him who
should fulfil accurately the precepts of the second table
(thus see Luke i. 6; Rom. i. 17; I John ii. I); or 8o10¢ to
him who should fulfil the demands of the first (thus see
Acts ii. 27; Heb. vii. 26). It is beforehand unlikely that
such distinction should there find place. In fact the Scrip-
ture, which recognizes all righteousness as one, as growing
out of a single root, and obedient to a single law, gives no
room for such an antithesis as this. He who loves his
brother, and fulfils his duties towards him, loves him in
God and for God. The second great commandment is not
coordinated with the first greatest, but subordinated to,

and in fact included in, it (Mark xii. 30, 31).

If 1epég is ‘sacer,” o105 is ‘sanctus’ ( = ‘sancitus’),
quod sanctione antiqua et praecepto firmatum' (Popma ; cf.
Augustine, De Fid. et Symb. 19), as opposed to ‘pollutus.’
Some of the ancient grammarians derive it from deoBau,
the Homeric synonym for oéBeaBau, rightly as regards
sense, but wrongly as regards etymology; the derivation
indeed of the word remains very doubtful (see Pott, Etym.
Forschung. vol. 1. p. 126). In classical Greek it is far more
frequently used of things than of persons; 6oia, with
Bou\n or 8ikm understood, expressing th everlasting or-
dinances of right, which no law or custom of men has
constituted, for they are anterior to all law and custom;
and rest on the divine constitution of the moral universe
and man's relation to this, on that eternal law which, in
the noble words of Chrysippus, is TdVTwy Baoiievs Belwy
Te kai dvBpwrivwy tpaypudtwy: cf. Euripides, Hecuba, 799—
801. Thus Homer (Odyss. xvi. 423): 008 00in kokd pATTEW
dMM oo, The 8o1og, the German ‘fromm,’ is one who
reverences these everlasting sanctities, and owns their
obligation; the word being joined with eboeBrig (2 Macc.
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xii. 45), with eBopkog (Plato, Rep. 263 d), with B¢€iog (Plu-
tarch, De Def. Orat. 40); more than once set over against
éniopkog (Xenophon). Those things are dvooia, which
violate these everlasting ordinances; for instance, a

Greek regarded the Egyptian custom of marriage between
a brother and sister, still more the Persian between a
mother and son, as ‘incestum’ (incastum), pndapu@s Go1a
as Plato (Legg. viii. 858 b) calls them, mixtures which no
human laws could ever render other than abominable.
Such, too, would be the omission of the rites of sepulture
by those from whom they were due, when it was possible to
pay them; if Antigone, for instance, in obedience to the
edict of Creon, had suffered the body of her brother to
remain unburied (Sophocles, Antig. 74). What the §o10v
is, and what are its obligations, has never been more

nobly declared than in the words which the poet puts into
her mouth:

003¢ 0Bévelv TooodTOY WoUMY TA TQ
knpoypnad’, dor dypanta kAo Gorf Bedv
véupa dtvoaoBat BunTov §ve’ vnepdpapeiv (453-5).

Compare an instructive passage in Thucydides, ii. 52,
where 1epd, and 8o 1a occur together, Plato in like manner
(Legg. ix. 878 b) joining them with one another. This
character of the 8o10v as anterior and superior to all
human enactmerts, puts the same antithesis between §o1a
and voppa as exists between the Latin 'fas' and 'jus.'
When we follow 60104 to its uses in sacred Greek, we
find it, as was inevitable, gaining in depth and intensity of
meaning; but otherwise true to the sense which it already
had in the classical language. We have a striking testi-
mony for the distinction which, in the minds of the Sep-
tuagint translators at least, existed between it and &dy10s,
in the very noticeable fact, that while 8o 10g is used some
thirty times as the rendering of 700 (Deut. xxxiii. §;
2 Sam. xxii. 26 Ps. iv. 4), and d'y10 nearly a hundred
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times as that of W17, (Exod. xix. 6; Nu . vi. 5; Ps. xv.
3), in no single instance is 6010 used for this, or dy10g
for that; and the same law holds good, I believe, univer-
sally in the conjugates of these; and, which is perhaps
more remailable still, of the other Greek words which are
rarely and exceptionally employed to render these two,
none which 1s used for the one is ever used for the other;
thus kaBapos, used for the second of these Hebrew words
(Num. v. 17), is never employed for the first; while, on
the other hand, éejuwy (Jer. 12), ToAvéreog (Exod.
Xxxiv. 6), eOhaprig (Mic. vii. 2), used for the former, are in
no single instance employed for the latter

“Aylos= V1T (on the etymology of which word see the
article in Herzog's Real-Encyclopadie., Heiligkeit Gottes)
and ayvég have been often considered different forms of
one and the same word. At all event, they have in
common that root ‘AT, reappearing as the Latin ‘sac’ in
‘sacer,” ‘sancio,” and many other words. It will thus be
only natural that they should have much in common,
even while they separate off, and occupy provinces of
meaning which are clearly distinguishable one from the
other. “Avy10g is a word of rarest use in Attic Greek,
though Porson is certainly in error when he says (on Euri-
pides, Med. 750; and compare Pott, Etymol. Forsch. vol.
111. p. 577) that it is never used by the tragic poets; for
see AEschylus, Suppl. 851. Its fundamental idea is separa-
tion, and, so to speak, consecration and devotion to the
service of Deity; thus iepov pdha dytov, a very holy temple
(Xenophon, Hell. iii. 2. 14); it ever lying in the word, as
in the Latin ‘sacer,’ that this consecration may be as
avdenua or avdBepa (see back, page 16. Note in this
point of view its connexion with a'yrjg, dyos: which last it
may be well to observe is recognized now not as another
form of c’i'yog, as being indeed no more than the Ionic form
of the same word, but fundamentally distinct (Curtius,
Grundzuge, p. 155 sqq.). But the thought lies very near,
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that what is set apart from the world and to God, should

separate itself from the world's defilements, and should

share in God's purity; and in this way d'yiog speedily ac-

quires a moral significance. The children of Israel must

be an éBvog dy1ov, not merely in the sense of being God's
inheritance, a Aa.0g mTep100O10S, but as separating them-

selves from the abominations of the heathen nations round

(Lev. xix. 2; xi. 44); while God Himself, as the absolutely
separate from evil, as repelling from Himself every possi-

bility of sin or defilement, and as warring against these

in every one of his creatures,’ obtains this title of &ytog by
highest right of all (Lev. x. 3; I Sam. ii. 2; Rev. iii. 7;

v. 8).

It is somewhat different with dyvés. “Ayveia (I Tim.

1v. 12; v. 2) in the Definitions which go by Plato's name

too vaguely and too superficially explained (414 a) eb\dBeta
T@V mPOg Tovg Beovg apapTNudTwy® THS Beod TIPS KATA
(VYo Bepaneia: too vaguely also by Clement of Alexandria
as TAV apopTnudTwy droy M, or again as hpoveiv Sora (Strom.
v. I);% is better defined as énitaoig cwdpovovvng by Suidas
(it is twice joined with cwdpoovvn in the Apostolic Fathers:
Clement of Rome, I Cor. 21; Ignatius, Ephes. 20), as é\ev-
Bepia TAVTOS pOANVOLOD TAPKOS KAl TvedpaTog by Phavorinus.
‘Ayvds (joined with dpuiavTog, Clement of Rome, 1 Cor. 29)

is the pure; sometimes only the externally or ceremonially

pure, as in this line of Euripides, dyvdg ydp eipt y €ipas,

dA\\ 00 Tag (hpévag (Orestes, 1604; cf. Hippolytus, 316, 317,
and dyvigew as =’expiare,” Sophocles, 4jax, 640). This

" When Quenstedt defines the holiness of God as ‘summa omnis labia
expers in Deo puritas,' this, true as far as it goes, is not exhaustive. One
side of this holiness, namely, its intolerance of unholiness and active war
against it, is not brought out.
? In the vestibule of the temple of AEsculapius at Epidaurus were
inscribed these lines, which rank among the noblest utterances of the
ancient world. They ire quoted by Theophrastus in a surviving frag-
ment of his work, ITepi EdoeBeiag:
AyVov XpT vaisio Buwideos évTog i6vTa
¢upevor ayvein & €0t Gpovéiv doa.
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last word never rises higher in the Septuagint than to
signify a ceremonial purification (Josh. ii. 5; 2 Chron.
xxix. 5; cf. 2 Macc. 1. 33); neither does it rise higher in
four out of the seven occasions on which it occurs in the
N. T. (John x1. 55; Acts xxi. 24, 26; xxi . 18, which is
also true of ayviopos, Acts xxi. 26). “Ayvés, however sig-
nifies often the pure in the highest sense. It is an epithet
frequently applied to heathen gods and goddesses, to
Ceres, to Proserpine, to Jove (Sophocles, Philoct. 1273);
to the Muses (Aristophanes, Ranae, 875; Pindar, Olymp.
vii. 60, and Dissen's note); to the Sea-nymphs (Euripides,
Iphig. in Aul. 982); above all in Homer to Artemis, the
virgin goddess, and in Holy Scripture to God Himself

(1 John iii. 3). For this nobler use of a’yvdg in the Septu-
agint, where, however, it is excessively rare as compared
to &ylog, see Ps. x1. 7; Prov. xx. 9. As there are no im-
purities like those fleshly, which defile the body and the
spirit alike (1 Cor. vi. 18, 19), so ayvég is an epithet pre-
dominantly employed to express freedom from these (Plu-
tarch, Praec. Conj. 44; Quaest. Rom. 20; Tit. 1i. 5; cf.
Herzog, Real-Encyclop. s. v. Keuschheit); while some-
times in a still more restricted sense it expresses, not
chastity merely, but virginity; as in the oath taken by

the priestesses of Bacchus (Demosthenes, Adv. Neaeram,

333

1371): eipi kaBapd kai ayvr dn’ dvdpds ocuvovriag: with

which compare dkfjpaTog ydpwv Te ayvég (Plato, Legg. viii.

840 e; and Euripides, Hippolytus, 1016); dyveia too some-
times owns a similar limitation (Ignatius, ad Polyc. 5).

If what has been said is correct, Joseph, when tempted
to sin by his Egyptian mistress (Gen. xxxix. 7-12), ap-
proved himself 6o10g, in reverencing those everlasting
sanctities of the marriage bond, which God had founded,
and which he could not violate without s nning against
Him: "How can I do this great wick dness and sin
against God?" he approved himself &y10g in that he
separated himself from any unholy fellowship with his
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temptress; he ap proved himself a'yvdg in that he kept his
body pure and undefiled.

§ Ixxxix. pwvn), NGy0S.

ON these words, and on their relation to another, very
much has been written by the Greek grammarians and
natural philosophers (see Lersch, Sprachphilosophie der
Alten, part 111. pp 35, 45, and passim).
hw, from Ppdw, ws pwTitovoa 16 voovpevov (Plutarch,
De Plac. Phil. 19), rendered in our Version ‘voice’ (Matt.
i1. 18), ‘sound’ (John iii. 8), ‘noise’ (Rev. vi. 1), is dis-
tinguished from o og, in that it is the cry of a living
creature (1) 8¢ pwvn) Yédog Tig EéoTv ényy ov, Aristotle),
being sometimes ascribed to God (Matt. iii. 17), to men.
(Matt. i11. 3), to animals (Matt. xxvi. 34), and, though
improperly, to insanimate objects as well (1 Cor. xiv. 7), as
to the trumpet (Matt. xxiv. 31), to the wind (John iii. 8),
to the thunder (Rev. vi. 1; cf. Ps. Ixxvi. 19). But Adyog,
a word, saying, of rational utterance of the vows, whether
spoken (Tpoopikdg, and thus pwvr) TWY A ywv, Dan. vii.
it) or unspoken (év31dB8eT0g), being, as it is, the correlative
of reason, can only be predicated of men (\dyov kowwvél
névov dvBpwmnog, Ta 8¢ A pwvig, Aristotle, Probl. ii. 55),
of angels, or of God. The wvrj may be a mere inarticulate
cry, and this whether proceeding from man or from any
other animal; and therefore the definition of the Stoics
(Diogenes Laertius, vii. 1. 38. 55) will not stand: uov
név éo 1t pwvr) drip V1O Oppfis TENAMYRéVOS, dvBpwitou 3¢
éoTv évapBpog kai dno dravoiag ékmepnopévn. They transfer
here to the pwvrj what can only be constantly affirmed of
the Ndyos; indeed, whenever it sought to set the two in
sharp antithesis with one another, this, that the pwvn is a
nvedpa dd1dpBpwTov, is the point particularly made. It is
otherwise with the Ndyog, of which the Stoics themselves
say, \6yog 8¢ é0Tt pwvr) OMUAVTIKY, A0 S1avoiag ékmepmopévn
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(ibid.), as of the Néyewv that it is TO TT)V VOOUPEVOU TPAYRATOS
onuovTikniv tpodépeaBar pwvnv. Compare Plutarch (De
Anim. Proc. 7): Gpwvn Tig éoTv dhoyos kai AdoAUavTos, A6Y0S
3¢ NéELS €V Qw1 OMUAVTIKT 81avoiag.1 His treatise De
Genio Socratis has much on the relations of ¢pwv1) and Ndyog
to one another, and on the superior functions of the latter.
By such an unuttered ‘word’ he affirims the Demon of
Socrates to have intimated his presence (¢ 20): T0 8¢ Tpoo-
ninTov, 00 pBGYYoV, dAANA Aéyov dv Tig eikdoete Saipovog,
&vev pwviig épanTépevor b T@ TO dnhovpévw Tod voodvTos.
ID\myf yodp 1 pwvn) npooéoke THs Ywy fis, 8T WTwv Big ToV
Aéyov eio8eyopévns, §Tav AANHroLS EvTuyy dvwpey. ‘O 8¢ Tod
kpeiTTOVog Vodg dyet TV eV ua Yy iV, EmBryydvwy T@
VvonBévTi, TAMYTS urj Seopévny.

The whole chapter is one of deepest theological
interest; the more so seeing that the great theologians of
the early Church, above all Origen in the Greek (in Joan.
tom. § 26), and Augustine in the Latin loved to transfer
this antithesis of the pwv1] and the Ndyog to John the
Baptist and his Lord, the first claiming for himself no
more than to be "the voice of one crying in the wilderness"
(John 1. 23), the other emphatically declared to be the Word
which was with God, and was God (John 1. I). In drawing
out the relations between John and his Lord as expressed by
these titles, the Voice and the Word, ‘Vox’ and ‘Verbum,’
¢wvm and A6yos, Augustine traces with a singular subtlety
the manifold and profound fitnesses which lie in them for
the setting forth of those relations. A word, he observes,
is something even without a voice, for a word in the heart
is as truly a word as after it is outspoke in; while a voice is
nothing, a mere unmeaning sound, an empty cry, unless it
be also the vehicle of a word. But when they are thus
united, the voice in a manner goes before the word, for the

" On the distinction between A\éyog and \é&tg, which last does not
occur in the N. T., see Petavius, De Trin. vi. 1. 6; and Lersch, Sprach-
philosophie der Alten, vol. iii. p. 45.
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sound strikes the ear before the sense is conveyed to the
mind: yet while it thus goes before it in this act of com-
munication, it is not really before it, but the contrary.
Thus, when we speak, the word in our hearts must precede
the voice on our lips, which voice is yet the vehicle by
which the word in us is transferred to, and becomes also

a word in, another; but this being accomplished, or rather
in the very accomplishment of this, the voice has passed
away, exists no more; but the word which is planted now
in the other's heart, no less than in our own, abides. All
this Augustine transfers to the Lord and to his forerunner.
John is nothing without Jesus: Jesus just what before

He was without John: however to men the knowledge of
Him may have come through John. John the first in

time, and yet who came after, most truly having been
before, him. John, so soon as he had accomplished his
mission, passing away, having no continual significance for
the Church of God; but Jesus, of whom he had told, and

to whom he witnessed, abiding for ever (Serm. 293. § 3):
‘Johannes vox ad tempus, Christus Verbum in principio
aeternum. Tolle verbum, quid est vox? Ubi nullus est
intellectus, inanis est strepitus. Vox sine verbo aurem
pulsat, cor non aedificat. Verumtamen in ipso corde nostro
aedificando advertamus ordinem rerum. Si cogito quid
dicam, jam verbum est in corde meo: sed loqui ad te volens,
quaero quemadmodum sit etiam in corde tuo, quod jam est
in meo. Hoc quaerens quomodo ad te perveniat, et in
corde tuo inside at verbum quod jam est in corde meo,
assumo vocem, et assumta voce loquor tibi: sonus vocis
ducit ad te intellectum verbi, et cum ad te duxit sonus
vocis intellectum verbi, sonus quidem ipse pertransit,
verbum autem quod ad te sonus perduxit, jam est in corde
tuo, nec recessit a meo.” Cf. Serm. 288. § 3; 289. § 3.
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§ xc. Noyog, ndbosg.

Adyos is quite as often ‘sermo’ as 'verbum,’ a connected
discourse as a single word. Indeed, as is well known,
there was once no little discussion whether Adyog in its
very highest application of all (John ii. I) should not
rather be rendered by ‘Sermo’ than by ‘Verbum’; on
which controversy see Petavins. De Trin. 1. 4-6. And,

not to dwell on this exceptional and purely theological
employment of Ndyos, it is frequently in the N. T. employed
to express that word which by supereminent right deserves
the name, being, as it is, "the word of God" (Acts iv. 13),
"the word of the truth" (2 Tim. ii. 15); thus at Luke 1.

2; Jam. 1. 22; Acts vi. 4. As employed in this sense, it
may be brought into relations of likeness and unlikeness
with ndBog, between which and Adyog there was at one
time but a very slight difference indeed, one however
which grew ever wider, until in the end great gulf has
separated them each from the other.

There are three distinctly marked stages through
which nd6og has past; although, as will often happen, in
passing into later meanings it has not altogether renounced
and left behind its earlier. At the first here is nothing
of the fabulous, still less of the false, involved in it. It
stands on the same footing with pfjpa, émos, Aéyos, and, as
its connexion with pdw, pvéw, pd¢w sufficiently indicates,
must have signified originally the word shut up in the mind,
or muttered within the lips (see Creuzer, Symbolik, vol. iv.
p. 517); although of this there is no actual trace; for
already in Homer it appears as the spoken word (//. xviii.
254), the tragic poets with such other as orm their dic-
tion on Homer continuing so to employ it (thus AEschylus,
Eumen. 582; Euripides, Phoen. 455), and this at a time
when in Attic prose it had nearly or altogether exchanged
this meaning for another.
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At the second stage of its history pd6og, is already in a
certain antithesis to Ayos, although still employed in a
respectful, often in a very honourable, sense. It is the
mentally conceived as set over against the actually true.

Not literal fact, it is often truer than the literal truth,

involves a higher teaching; A6yog Jevdris, elkoviCwy Trv
d\1j8etav (Suidas); ANdyou pdBog eik@v kai e{dwhév éo Tt (Plu-
tarch, Bell. an Pace clar. Athen. 4). There is a \éyog év

nvBw (‘veritas quae in fabulae involucro latet,” as Wytten-

bach, Annott. in Plutarch. vol. ii. part 1, p. 406, gives it),

which may have infinitely more value than much which is

actual fact, seeing that oftentimes, in Schiller's words,

'a deeper import
Lurks in the legend told our infant years
Than lies upon the truth we live to learn.'

M?vBog had already obtained this significance in Herodotus
(1. 45) and in Pindar (Olymp. 29); and Attic prose, as
has been observed, hardly knows any other (Plato, Gorg.
523 a; Phaedo, 61 a; Legg. ix. 872 d; Plutarch, De Ser.
Num. Vin. 18; Symp. 1. 1. 4).
But in a world like ours the fable easily degenerates

into the falsehood.

"Tradition, Time's suspected register,

That wears out truth's best stories into tales,'

1s ever at work o bring such a result about; ‘story,” ‘tale,’

and other words not a few, attest this fact; and at its

third stage pd0og is the fable, but not any more the fable
undertaking to be, and often being, the vehicle of some

lofty truth; it is now the /ying fable with all its false-

hood and all its pretences to be what it is not: Eustathius

ndBog ‘ap ‘Ourpw 0 ATADS Aéyos, Tapd 3¢ Toig VoTepov, 0
Veudnig Kai TemAaopévos, kai aAnBeiag éywv éudoaov Aéyos:
this being the only sense of pd8og which the N. T. knows

(in the Apocrypha it occurs but once, Ecclus. xx. 19; in

the Septuagint never). Thus we have there pd8ot Befrj\ot

kai ypauwdeig (I Tim. iv. 7); Tovdaikadi, (Tit. i. 14); cegodr-
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ouévot (2 Pet. i. 16; cf. nd8o1 menhaopévor, Diodorus Siculus,
1. 93); the other two occasions of the word's use (1 Tim. i.
4; 2 Tim. 1v. 4) being not less slighting and contemptuous.
‘Legend,” a word of such honourable import at the be-
ginning, meaning, as it does, that worthy to be read, but
which has ended in designating ‘a heap of frivolous and
scandalous vanities’ (Hooker), has had much the same
history as pbBog; very similar influences having been at
work to degrade the one and the other. J. H. H. Schmidt
(Synonymik, vol. p. 100) traces the history of pd8og
briefly and well: “M08og ist zu der Bedeutung einer er-
dichteten Erzahlung gekommen, weil man den naiven
Glauben an die alten Ueberlieferungen, die ihren herge-
brachten Namen behielten allmalig verloren hatte. So
wird denn pdBog wie Ndyos der Wirklickheit entgegen-
gesetzt, jedoch so dass man zugleich auf die Albernheit
und Unwahrscheinlichleit der Erdichtung hindeutet.'

It will thus be seen that N\dyog and nd8og, which begin
their journey together, or at all events separated by very
slight spaces, gradually part company, the antagonism
between them becoming ever stronger, till in the end they
stand in open opposition to one another, as words no less
than men must do, when they come to belong, one to the
kingdom of light and of truth, the other to that of darkness
and of lies.

§ xci. Tépag, TNuEiov, SHvaputs, peyaréiov, Evdogov,
nopddo&ov, Boavudoiov.

THESE words have this in common, that they are all used

to characterize the supernatural works wrought by Christ

in the days of his flesh; thus ompéiov, John ii. 11; Acts ii.

19; Tépag, Acts ii. 22; John iv. 48; 3vvauig, Mark vi. 2;

Acts 11. 22; peyal€iov, Luke 1. 49; €vdoEov, Luke xiii. 17;
napddo&ov, Luke v. 26; Bavpdoiov, Matt. xx . 15; while the
first three and the most usual are in like manner employed
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of the same supernatural works wrought in the power of
Christ by his Apostles (2 Cor. xii. 12); and of the lying
miracles of Antichrist no less (2 Thess. 11. 11). They will
be found, on closer examination, not so much to represent
different kinds of trades, as miracles contemplated under
different aspects an from different points of view.
Tépag and onué€iov are often linked together in the N. T.
(John 1v. 48; Act ii. 22; iv. 30; 2 Cor. xii. 12); and
times out of number in the Septuagint (Exod. vii. 3, 9;
Deut. iv. 34; Neh. ix. 10; Dan. vi. 27); the first =ND 1%,
and the second =N1X; often also in profane Greek, in
Josephus (Antt. xx. a 6; Bell. Jud. Proem. 11); in Plutarch
(Sep. Sap. Con. 3); in Polybius (iii. 112. 8); in Philo (De
Vit. Mos. 1. 16); and in others. The ancients were fond
of drawing a distinction between them, which however
will not bear a moment's serious examination. It is
sufficiently expressed in these words of Ammonius: Tépag
omueiov drohépet” TO pev yop Tépag Tapd hOoy yiveTal, TO €
onuéiov tapa ouvnBetav; and again by Theophylact (in
Rom. xv. 19): dia(héper 3¢ onuéiov Kl TéPAS TW TO HEV TNUELOV
év T0ig KaTd (hOo 1Y AéyerBat, KUVOTPEnDS HéVTOL Y1vopévots,
010V émi ToU T0 TNV nevBepdv ITéTpov TupéTTOVT OV €UBEWS
iaBfjvau, [Matt. viii. 15], 70 8¢ Tépag év Toig umj katd oo,
010V TO TOV éK yeveTRig Tu(AOV iaBfvar [John ix. 7]; compare
Suicer, Thes. s. v. onuéiov. But in truth this distinction
breaks down so entirely the instant it is examined, as
Fritzsche, in a good note on Rom. xv. 19, has super-
abundantly shown, that it is difficult to understand how
so many, by repeating, have given allowance to it. An
earthquake, however rare, cannot be esteemed Tapa pivov,
cannot therefore, iccording, to the distinction traced
above, be called a Tépag, while yet Herodotus (vi. 98) gives
this name to the single earthquake which in his experience
had visited Delos. As little can a serpent snatched up in
an eagle's talons and dropped in the midst of the Trojan
army be called beyond and beside nature, which yet
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Homer (/1. xii. 209) calls A10g Tépag aiyiéyoro. I may
observe that the Homeric idea of the Tépag is carefully
discussed by Nagelsbach, Homerische Theologie, p. 168, sqq.
On the other hand, beyond and beside nature are the
healing with a word of a man lame from his mother's
womb, the satisfying of many thousand man with a few
loaves, the raising of a man four days dead from the

grave, which all in Scripture go by the name of onuéia
(Acts 1v. 16; Joh vi. 14; xi. 47); compare Plutarch, Sepz.
Sap. Con. 3, where a monstrous birth is style both a Tépag
and a onué€iov.

It is plain then that the distinction must be sought
elsewhere. Origen has not seized it, who finds a prophetic
element in the onuéiov, which is wanting in the Tépag (in
Rom. xv. 19): ‘Signa [ompé€ia] appellantur in ouibus cum sit
aliquid mirabile, indicatur quoque aliquid futurum. Pro-
digia [TépaTa] vero in quibus tantummodo aliquid mira-
bile ostenditur." Rather the same miracle is upon one
side a Tépag, on another a omuéiov, and the words most
often refer, not to different classes of miracles, but to
different qualities in the same miracles; in the words
of Lampe (Comm. in Joh. vol. 1. p. 513): ‘Eadem enim
miracula dici posunt signa, quatenus aliquid seu occultum
seu futurum docent; et prodigia, quatenus aliquid extraor-
dinarium, quod stuporem excitat, sistunt. Hinc sequitur
signorum notionem latius patere, quam prodigiorum.
Omnia prodigia sunt signa, quia in illum sum a, Deo
dispensata, ut arcanum indicent. Sed omnia signa non
sunt prodigia, quia ad signandum res caelestes aliquando
etiam res communes adhibentur.'

Tépag, certainly not derived from Tnpéw, the terrifying,
but now put generally in connexion with Tnpéw, as being
that which for its extraordinary character is wont to be
observed and kept in the memory, is always rendered
‘wonder’ in our Version. It is the miracle regarded as
a startling, imposing, amazement-wakening portent or
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prodigy; being elsewhere frequently used for strange
appearances in the heavens, and more frequently still for
monstrous births on the earth (Herodotus, vii. 57; Plato,
Crat. 393 b). It is thus used very much with the same
meaning as the Latin ‘monstrum’ ' =monestrum (Virgil,
AEn. 11. 171: Nec dubiis ea signa dedit Tritonia monstris"),
or the Homeric ofjua (71 ii. 308: év@’ épdvn péya ofua,
Spdkwv). Origen (in Joh. torn. xiii. § 60; in Rom. lib. x.
§ 12) long ago called attention to the fact that the name
TépaTa is never in the N. T. applied to these words of
wonder, except in association with some other name. They
are often called onpuéia, often Suvdpuerg, often Tépata kai on-
néia, more than once Tépata, ONuEia, Kol Svvduets, but never
TépaTa alone. The observation was well worth the making;
for the fact which we are thus bidden to note is indeed
eminently characteristic of the miracles of the N. T.;
namely, that a title, by which more than any other these
might seem to hold on to the prodigies and portents of
the heathen world, and to have something akin to them,
should thus never be permitted to appear, except in the
company of some other necessarily suggesting higher
thoughts about them.
But the miracles are also onuéia. The onueéiov Basil
the Great (in Esai. vii. § defines well: é0T1 onpéiov
npayna Gpavepdy, kekpuppévouv Tvos kai dhavods év EavT@
™V 8\Awov €oyov: and presently after, 1) pétor Tpadr) A
TapadoEa, KAl ToPUo TOTIKA TIVOS LU0 TIKOD AGyou omuéia
KaA€i. Among all the names which the miracles bear,
their ethical end and purpose comes out in onu€éiov with
the most distinctness, as in Tépag with the least. It is
involved and declared in the very word that the prime
object and end of the miracle is to lead us to something

" On the similar group of synonymous words in the Latin, Augustine
writes (De Civ. Dei, xxi. 8): ‘Monstra sane dicta perhibent a mon-
strando, quod aliquid significando demonstrant, et ostenta ab ostendendo,
et portenta a portendendo, id est, pneostendendo, et prodigia quod porro
dicant, id est, futura praelicant.'! Compare Cicero, Divin. 42.
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out of and beyond itself; that, so to speak, it is a kind

of finger-post of God (8toomueta, signs from Zeus, is no
unfrequent word in later Greek), pointing for us to this
(Isai. vii. 11; xxxviii. 7); valuable, not so much for what

it is, as for what it indicates of the grace and power of

the doer, or of his immediate connexion with a higher
spiritual world (Mark xvi. 20; Acts xiv. 3; Heb. ii. 4;
Exod. vii. 9, 10; I Kin. xiii. 3). Lampe has put this

well: ‘Desigriat sane onué€ioy nature sua rem non tantum
extraordinariam, sensusque percellente, sed etiam talem,
quae in rei alterius, absentis licet et futurae, significatio-
nem, atque adumbrationem adhibetur, unde et prognostica
(Matt. xvi. 3) et typ1 (Matt. xii. 39 ; Luc. xi. 29) nec non
sacramenta, quale est illud circumcisionis (Rom. iv. 11),
eodem nomine in N. T. exprimi solent. Aptissime ergo
haec vox de miraculis usurpatur, ut indicet, quod non
tantum admirabili modo fuerint perpetrata, sed etiam
sapientissimo consilio Dei ita directa atque ordinata, ut
fuerint simul characteres Messiae, ex quibus cognoscendus
erat, sigilla doctrinae quam proferebat, et beneficiorum
gratiae per Messiam jam praestandae, nec non #ypi viarum
Dei, earumque circumstantiarum per quas talia beneficia
erant applicanda.' It is to be regretted that omuéiov is

not always rendered ‘sign’ in our Version; that in the
Gospel of St. John, where it is of very frequent recurrence,
‘sign’ too often gives place to the vaguer ‘miracle’;

and sometimes not without serious loss: thus see iii. 2;
vii. 31; x. 41; and above all, vi. 26.

But the miracles are also ‘powers’ (dvvdpeig=’virtutes’),
outcomings of that mighty power of God, which was in-
herent in Christ, Himself that "great Power of God" which
Simon blasphemously allowed himself to be named (Acts
viil. 8, 10); these powers being by Him lent to those who
were his witnesses and ambassadors. One must regret
that in our Version uvdpeig is translated now "wonderful
works" (Matt. vii. 22); now "mighty works" (Matt. xi.
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20; Luke x. 13) and still more frequently ‘miracles’

(Acts i1. 22; I Cor. xii. 10; iii. 5); in this last case

giving such tautologies as "miracles and wonders" (Acts

i1. 22; Heb. 1ii. 4); and always causing something to be

lost of the true intention of the word—pointing as it does

to new and higher forces (évépyeton, évepyfuara, I Cor. xii. 6,
10), ‘powers of the world to come’ (Heb. vi. 5), which have
entered and are working in this lower world of ours.
Delitzsch: ‘Jedes Wunder ist eine Machtausserung der in
die Welt der Scopfung, welche dem Tode verfallen ist,
eintretenden Welt der Erlosung.” With this is closely
connected the term peya€ia, only occurring at Luke 1. 49
(=’magnalia’) and at Acts ii. 11, in which, as in Svvdpueig,
the miracles are contemplated as outcomings of the great-
ness of God's power and glory.

They are further styled év8o&a (Luke xiii. 17), as being
works in which the 86&a or glory of God and of the Son of
God shone manifestly forth (John ii. 11; xi. 40; Luke v.

25; Acts i. 13, 16). They are mtapddo&a (Luke v. 26), as
being "new things" (Num. xvi. 30), not hitherto seen
(Mark ii. 12), an thus beside and beyond all opinion and
expectation of men. The word, though finding place only
this once in the N. T., is of very frequent occurrence in
ecclesiastical Greek. They are Bovpudoio (Matt. xxi. 15),
as provoking admiration and astonishment (viii. 27; ix.

8, 33; xv. 31; Mark v. 20; Acts iii. 11). BaduaTa they
are never called in the N. T., though often in the writings
of the Greek Fathers. A word which conjurers, magi-
cians, and impostors of various kinds had so long made their
own could only after a while be put to nobler uses again.

§ Xcii. KOO 103, TeNVS, 1EPOTPETYS.
Koo uiog and oepvag are both epithets applied occasionally

to things, but mere frequently to persons. They are so
nearly allied in meaning as to be often found together;
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but at the same time are very clearly distinguishable the
one from the Other.

Koo uiog, related to kGopog in its earlier sense as ‘orna-
ment,” while koo pikog (Tit. ii. 12; Heb. ix. 1) is related to
it in its secondary-sense as ‘world,” occurs twice in the
N. T., being rendered in our Version on one occasion
‘modest’ (I Tim. i1. 9), on the other, ‘of good behaviour’
(I Tim. iii. 2); and corresponds very nearly to the ‘compo-
situs’ of Seneca (Ep. 114), to the ‘compositus et ordinatus '
(De Vit. Beat. 81), of the same. The ‘ornatus,” by which it
is both times rendered in the Vulgate, is strangely at fault,
though it is easy enough to see how the fault arose. It is
a very favourite word with Plato, and is by him and others
constantly applied to the citizen who is a quiet in the land,
who duly filfils in his place and order the duties which are
incumbent on him as such; and is in nothing &TakTog
(1 Thess. v. 14; cf. 2 Thess. iii. 6, 7, 11); but TeTaypévos
rather. It is associated by him, as by St. Paul, with
ocuwdpwy, (Legg. vii. 802 e)—this indeed is everywhere its
most constant companion (thus see Lysias, Orat. xxi.
163; Plutarch, Quom. Adul. ab Am. 36, and often); with
Huepog (Plato, Rep. 410 e); with véuipog (Gorg. 504 d); with
éykpaTrg (Phaedr. 256 b); with eboTartig (Menex. 90 a);
with ppovipos. (Phaedr. 108 a; Plutarch, De Mul. Virt.);
with otdopog (Rep. 539 d); with edkorég (Ib. 329 d); with
edvdpéeiog (7. 399 e); with kakég (Ib. 403 a); with elTakTog
by Aristotle; with ai8fpwv by Epictetus (Enchir. 40); and
by Plutarch (De Garrul. 4); with yevvdiog; with
evdywyos (Max. cum Princ. 2); opposed by Plato to
dkéroaoTog (Gorg. 494 a). Keeping company as K6opuiog
does with epithets such as these, it must be admitted that
an explanation of it like the following, ‘of well ordered
demeanour, decorous, courteous’ (Webster), dwells too
much on the outside of things; the same with still greater
truth may be affirmed of Tyndale's rendering, ‘honestly
apparelled’ (I Tim. iii. 3). No doubt the kéu10g is all
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this; but he is much more than this. The well ordering

is not of dress and demeanour only, but of the inner life;
uttering indeed and expressing itself in the outward con-
versation. Even Bengel has taken a too superficial view of
the word, when at I Tim. iii. 2 he says, ‘Quod cWdpwv
est intus, id k0o u10g est extra;' though I cannot refuse
the pleasure of quoting what he says in one of his most
characteristic notes, unfolding more fully his idea of what
in these two epithets is implied: ‘Homo novus festum
quiddam est, et abhorret ab omni eo quod pollutum, con-
fusurn, inconditu immoderatum, vehemens, dissolutum,
affectatum, tetricum, perperum, lacerum, sordidum est:
1psi necessitati naturae materiaeque, quae ingerendo, dige-
rendo, egerendo agitatur, parce et dissimulanter paret,
corporisque corruptibilis tecta habet vestigia." This, it
must be confesses, goes a good deal deeper than does Phile-
mon, the comic poet, in four lines preserved by Stobaeus,
describing who is k6op1og, and who is not. I hardly know
whether they are worth quoting, but they follow here:

oUK v o\ Tig mkpdv, éoTi Ko p10g"

008 &v mpoetnTat T1g eig TV YAV BAénwy:
0 8 MAikov pév 1 pivoig Pépet \ar@v,
undév mor@v & o’faxnuov 00TOg KGO 110G

But whatever may be implied in k6p10g, and there is
much, something more is involved in oepvds. If the
koo o orders himself well in that earthly TohiTeta, of
which he is a support and an ornament, the oepvog has a
grace and dignity not lent him from earth; but which he
owes to that higher citizenship which is also his; being
one who inspire not respect only, but reverence and
worship. In profane Greek oepvadg is a constant epithet of
the gods—of the Eumenides, the oepvai Beat, above all.
It is used also constantly to qualify such things as pertain
to, or otherwise stand in any very near relation with, the
heavenly world. All this will appear the more clearly,
when we entailer to some of the epithets wherewith it
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habitually is linked; which are these: dytos, (Plato, Sophist.
249 a; Rep. 290 d; cf. Clement of Rome, 1 Ep. § 1, where

it is joined to ayvég and duwpos); 6pB6s (Apol. 412 ¢); péyag
(Theaetet. 203 ¢); Tiprog (Crit. 51 a); nétprog (Clement of
Rome, 1 Ep. § 1); Booi\kog (Plutarch, Quom. Aud. Poet.

8): évTipog (Praec. Ger. Reip. 31): peyalonpenris. (De Def.
Orac. 30); 6¢€iog and poBepo6s. From all his it is plain

that there lies something of majestic and awe-inspiring in
oenv6s, which does not at all lie in ko puiog although this
has nothing about it to repel, but all rather to invite and

to attract, pohakr Kai €00y ipwv BapiTng being Aristotle's
happy definition of oepvdTng (Rhet. 19 , making it as

he does the golden mean between dpeokeia, or unmanly
assentation, at one extreme, and av6a.8ia, or churlish bear-
ishness, pleasing itself, and careless how much it displeases
others, at the other; even as in Plutarch oepvdg is asso-

ciated with (p1\k6g (Quom. Am. ab Adul. 6); with 13tg
(Conviv. 4, Proem.); with i\dvBpwnog, with éntekrg, and
other like words; so too with Tpoonvig, in Josephus (4ntt.
xi. 6. 9). But all this does not exclude the fact that the

oenvog is one who, without in as many words demanding,
does yet challenge and inspire reverence and, in our earlier
use of the word, worship, the word remaining true to the

o éBw with which it is related. How to render it in

English is not very easy to determine. On the one occa-

sion that it qualifies things rather than persons (Phil. iv.

8), we have translated it by ‘honest,” an unsatisfactory
rendering; and this, even though we include in ‘honest’

all which was included in it at the time when our Transla-

tion was made. Alford has here changed ‘honest’ into
‘seemly’; if changed at all, I should prefer ‘honorable.’

On the other three occasions it is rendered ‘grave’

(I Tim. iii. 8; iii. 11; Tit. ii. 2); while cepvdTNg is once
‘honesty’ (I Tim. ii. 2), and twice ‘gravity’ (I Tim. iii.

4; Tit. 11. 7). Here too it must be owned that ‘grave’

and ‘gravity’ are renderings which fail to cover the full
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meaning of thei original. Malvolio in Twelfth Night is
‘grave,’ but his very gravity is itself ridiculous; and

the word we want is one in which the sense of gravity
and dignity, and of these as inviting reverence, is com-
bined; a word which I fear we may look for long without
finding.

“Iepompenrig belongs to the best age of the Greek lan-
guage, being used by Plato (Theag. 122 d) and by Xenophon
(Conv. viii. 40), in this unlike 00 10npenrig and ayrompentis,
which are of later ecclesiastical formation. Like k6opiog
it belongs to that large group of noticeable words, which,
being found nowhere else in St. Paul's Epistles, and indeed
nowhere else in he N. T., are yet found in the Pastoral
Epistles, some of them occurring several times over in
these. The number and character of these words, the new
vein of Greek which St. Paul in these later Epistles opens,1
constitutes a very remarkable phenomenon, one for which
no perfectly satisfactory explanation has hitherto been
offered. Alford indeed in his Prolegomena to these Epis-
tles has made a valuable contribution to such an explana-
tion; but after all has been said, it remains perplexing
still.

It will follow from what has been already claimed for
o epvég that iepompentig is more nearly allied in meaning to
it than to k6o uos. It expresses that which beseems a
sacred person, thing, or act. On the one occasion of its
use in the N. T (Tit. ii. 3), it is joined with cuWdpwv,
being an epithet applied to women professing godliness,
who shall be in heir bearing or behaviour iepompeneig, or

! For instance, take the adjectives alone which are an addition to, or
a variation from, his ethical terminology in all his other Epistles; occur-
ring as they do no here else but in these Epistles: aipeTikés, dkpa T,
dpayos, dvenaioyvvTos, AvemiAnTTOS, AVTHEPOS, AVEEikakos, dvéotos, dnai-
deuTog, dpTiog, ddirdyabos, devdris, S1d3akTikés, StdBorog, Sikoyos, éykpaTrs,
eVpeTd30T0S, émiopkos, 1{10g, KaAN0S13ATKANOS, KOWWWYIKGS, LA TA1ONGYOS,
vnddAios, oikovpds, dpyilos, tdpoivos, rwdpwv, Gpirdyabos, pilavdpos, hirav-
T0S, P1Adovos, P1AdBe0s, PIAGEEVOS, P1AGTEKVOS, (PAVOPOS
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"as becometh holiness" (cf. 1 Tim. ii. 10). That such
behaviour will breed reverence and awe we may reason-
ably expect, but this is not implied in ieponpeniig as at is
in oepvog, and here we must find the distinction between
them.

§ xciii. 0 00dd1g, pilavTos.

THE etymology of these words holds out, perhaps, the
expectation of a greater nearness of meaning than in
actual use is the case. Yet they sometimes occur toge-
ther, as in Plutarch (De Rect. Rat. Aud. 6), nor can it be
denied that ‘the pleaser of himself” and ‘the lover of
himself” stand in sufficient moral proximity, and are suffi-
ciently liable to be confounded, to justify an attempt to
distinguish them one from the other.

A18d3Ng (=abToddNg, or AUTW Ad@WV, as Aristotle informs
us, Ethic. M. 1. 29), ‘sibi placens,” occurs twice in the N. T.
(Tit. 1. 7; 2 Pet. 11. 10), and three times in the Old (Gen.

xlix. 3, 7; Prov. xxi. 24); a008d8e1a nevev in the New, but
once in the Old (Isai. xxiv. 8).

The a38d8ng, who etymologically is hardly distinguish-
able from the avTdpeokog,—but the word is of earlier and
more classical use,—is properly one who pleases himself,
who is so pleased with his own that nothing pleases him
besides: ‘qui nisi quod ipse facit nihil rectum putat’

(Terence, Adelph. iv. 2. 18). He is one so far overvaluing
any determination at which he has himself once arrived
that he will not be removed from it; for this element of
stubbornness or obstinacy which so often lies in av8dde1a
see the Prometheus Vinctus of AEschylus, 1073: while Cicero
translates it ‘pervicacia.” The man thus obstinately
maintaining his own opinion, or asserting his own rights,

is reckless of the rights, feelings and interests of others;
one indeed who with no motive at all is prompt rather to
run counter to these, than to fall in with hem: ‘selbstge-
fallig, selbstsiichtig, anmassend, frech, ich um keinen
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andern kummernd, rucksichtlos, grausam' (Pott, Etym.
Forsch. vol. iv. p. 315). Thus we find a00d8ng associated
with i810yvu’)uwv (Hippocrates, p. 295, 12. 29); with dyptos.
(Euripides, Med. 102); with Tikp4g (Ib. 223); with dpaByg.
(Plato); with y axemds (Id. Legg. 950 b); with dpeilikTog
(Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 38); with okAnpos, (Polybius, iv. 21;
Plutarch, Symp. vii. 2. I); with énoy 81js and a08éka.oTog
(Id. Praec. Ger. Reip. 31);—which last word does not
necessarily bear an unfavourable meaning; thus see Aris-
totle, Ethic. Nic. iv. 7. 4: and lines ascribed to the Stoic
Cleanthes, to be found in Eusebius, Praep. Evang. xiii. 3;
—with 8pd.oug (Plutarch, Marius, 408; Prov. xxi. 24);
with adké aoTog (De Gen. Soc. 9); with itanés. (De Laud.
Scip. 16); with 1hoveikog (Quom. Am. ab Adul. 32); with
okvBpwnég (Isocrates, see Rost and Palm); with d\a{wiv
(Prov. xxi. 24) with tpomeTr|g (Clement of Rome, 1 Ep.

§ I); with ToAnTHg (2 Pet. ii. 10): at8dSe1a with Bpdoog
and Tohpa (Clement of Rome, I Ep. § 31); while the Greek
grammarians give such words as Umepriavog, Bunwidng,
Umep6mTNS as its nearest equivalents. Eudemus identifies
him with the 80okolog, and describes him as regulating
his life with no respect to others (undév mpog éTepov L@V
Ethic. Eudem. 7. 4; cf. Ethic. Nic. iv. 6. 9). He is the
‘praefractus,” ‘pertinax,” ‘morosus’ of the Latins, or,

going nearer to the etymological heart of the word, the
German ‘eigeinsinnig'’; ad0d8ng is by Luther so trans-
lated; while our own ‘peevish’ and ‘humorous’ in their
earlier uses both represent some traits and aspects of his
character. He is opposed to the eﬁnpooﬁyopog, the easy
of access or affable (Plutarch, Praec. Reip. Ger. 31). In

the unlovely gallery of portraits which Theophrastus has
sketched for us the 038 8ng finds his place (Char. § 3);
but this his rudeness of speech, his surliness, his bearish-
ness as we should now say, is brought too exclusively out,
as is evident from the very superficial and inadequate
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definition of ad8d de1a by Theophrastus given, as being
dmivera opiniog év Néyors.

A08d3e1a, which thus cares to please nobody, is by
Aristotle (Rhet. ii. 19) set over against dpéokeia law, which is
the ignoble seeking to please everybody, the endeavouring
at all costs of dignity and truth to stand well with all the
world; these two being in his ethical system the opposite
extremes, between which oepvoTng constitutes the mean
(see p. 347). There is always something to be learned from
the hypocoristic phrases with which it is sought to give a
fair show to an ugly thing; and it is worth therefore
noticing that the a0d8ng is called by his flatterers oepvég
and peyalonpenng (Aristotle, Rhet. 9. 3), while on the
other hand a worthy freedom of speech (mappnoia) may be
misnamed a08d3e1a by those who resent, or would fain
induce others to resent it. It was this fateful name
which the sycophants of the younger Dionysius gave to
the manly boldness of speech which Dion used, when
they desired to work his ruin with the tyrant (Plutarch,

Dion, 8).

Bengel profoundly remarks, and all experience bears
out the truth of his remark, that there are men who are
‘simul et molles et duri'; at once soft and hard, soft to
themselves, and hard to all the world beside; these two
dispositions being in fact only two aspects an outcomings
of the same sin, namely the wrong love of self. But if
av¥Bd31g expresses this sin on one side, (piAavTOg expresses
it on the other. Having dealt with that, we may now
proceed to treat a little of this. It need hardly be ob-
served that when bad men are called ¢pilavTo1, or ‘lovers
of themselves,’ as by St. Paul they are on the one occasion
when the word is employed in the N. T. (2 Tim. iii. 2), the
word can be only abusively applied; for, indeed, he is no
true ‘lover of himself” who loves himself overmuch, more
than God's law allows, or loves that in himself which he
ought not to love but to hate, that which constitutes his
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sickness and may in the end be his death, and not his
health. All this, when treating of this word, Aristotle
brings out with admirable clearness and distinctness, and
with an ethical feeling after, and in part at least anticipa-
tion of, that great word of Christ, "He that loveth his life
shall lose it," which is profoundly interesting to note
(Ethic. Nic. 1x. 8).

The piravTog, is exactly our ‘selfish’ (Plutarch, Cons.
ad Apoll. 19; Quom. Am. ab Adul. 26), and P ovTia
‘selfishness’; but this contemplated rather as an undue
sparing of self and providing things easy and pleasant for
self, than as harshness and rigour toward others. Thus
(GilavTog is joined with (pixéyuyog, by Plutarch (Dion, 46),
this last epithet indicating one who so loves his life that
he seeks ignobly to save it. Before the English language
had generated the word ‘selfishness,” which it only did
toward the middle of the seventeenth century, there was
an attempt made to supply an evident want in our ethical
terminology by aid of ‘philauty’; thus see Beaumont's
Psyche, passim, and other similar poems. ‘Philauty,’
however, never succeeded in obtaining any firm footing
among us, and ‘suicism,” which was a second attempt, as
little; an appeal to the Latin proving as unsuccessful as
that to the Greek. Nor was the deficiency effectually
supplied till the Puritan divines, drawing upon our native
stock of words, brought in ‘selfish’ and ‘selfishness’ (see
my English Past and Present, 10th ed. p. 171). One of
these same divines helps me to a comparison, by aid of
which the matter of the likeness and difference between
av0ddng, and i AavTog may be brought not inaptly to a
point. He likens the selfish man to the hedgehog, which,
rolling itself up in a ball, presents only sharp spines to
those without, keeping at the same time all the soft and
warm wool for itself within. In some sinful men their
av8d3e1a, the ungracious bearing towards others, the self-
pleasing which is best pleased when it displeases others,
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is the leading feature of their character; in others the

{1 avTia, the undue providing of all which shall minister
to their own ease, and keep hardness aloof from them.

In each of these there is potentially wrapped up the other;
but as the one sinful tendency predominates or the other,
the man will merit the epithet of a38d8ng or (iravTos.

§ xciv. amokdAviig, émpdvera, hpavépwois.

> Amokd\v\ig is only once found in the books of the 0. T.
canon, namely at [ Sam. xx. 30; and therm in altogether
a subordinate sense, as = denudatio’; three times in the
Apocrypha (Ecclus. xi. 27; xxii. 22; xli. 2); but as little
in this as in the other does it obtain that grander mean-
ing which it has acquired in the N. T. In this last it is
predominantly, though not exclusively, a Pauline word;
and, occurring; altogether some nineteen times, being ren-
dered sometimes ‘coming’ (I Cor. i. 7), so sometimes ‘mani-
festation’ (Rom. viii. 19), sometimes ‘appearing’ (I Pet.
i. 7), and once ‘to lighten’ (eig dmod v\, Luke ii. 32),
has always that auguster sense of an unveiling by God of
Himself to his creatures, to which we have given the more
Latin term, revelation. The same auguster sense the verb
anokabrTety in the N. T. commonly possesses; but not
there for the first time, this sense having been anticipated
in the great apocalyptic book of the Old Covenant (see
Dan. ii. 19, 22, 28). Nor does it always possess this, some-
times simply meaning ‘to uncover’ or ‘to lay bare’ (Luke
xil. 2; Prov. xxi. 19).
> Anokd\v\rig, as St. Jerome would fain persuade us, is
nowhere to be fond outside of sacred Greek (Comm. in
Gal. i. 12): Verbum dmoka\O\ewsg proprie Scripturarum
est; a nullo sapientum seculi apud Graecos usurpaturn.
Unde mihi videntur quemadmoduin in aliis verbis, quae de
Hebraeo in Graecum LXX Interpretes transtulerunt, ita et
in hoc magnopere esse conati ut proprietatem peregrini
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sermonis exprimerent, nova novis rebus verba fingentes, et
sonare, quum quid tectum et velatum ablato desuper operi-
mento ostenditur et profertur in lucem.” In thus claiming
the word as proper and peculiar to the Scriptures, and not
to be found in any writings of the wise of this world, St.
Jerome is in error; although the total absence in his

time of exhaustive Lexicons or Concordances of the great
writers of antiquity may well excuse his mistake. Not to
speak of dmoka bnTey, which is used several times by
Plato (Protag. 352 d; Gorg. 460 a), dnokd\v\1g itself
is far from unfrequent in the later Greek of Plutarch (see
Paul. AEmil. 14; Cato Maj. 20, where it is =yOpvwog;
Qum. Am. ab Adul. 32; and elsewhere). Thus far indeed
Jerome has right, namely, that the religious use of the
word was altogether strange to the heathen world, while
the corresponding ‘revelatio’ was absolutely unknown to
classical Latin, having first come to the birth in the Latin
of the Church. Elsewhere (Ep. cxxi. ad Algas.) he makes
a somewhat similar mistake in respect of the verb kaTa-
BpaRevetv (Col. 18), which he claims as a Cilicism of
St. Paul's. It occurs in a document cited by Demosthenes,
Mid. P. 544.

The word in its higher Christian sense has been ex-
plained by Arethras as 1) TGV KPURTOV pLoTNPiwy SHAWOS,
KATOUYAGoRéVoL ToD Myepovikod THs Yuy fis, €(Te S1d Beiwv
dvelpdTwy, €lTe KB Vmap, ék Beiag ENNdpews. Joined
with éntacia (2 Cor. xii. 1), it is by Theophylact (see
Suicer, s. v.) distinguished from it in this, that the onTaoia
is no more than the thing shown or seen, the sight or
vision, which might quite possibly be seen without being
understood; while the dmokd\v\rig includes not merely
the thing shown and seen, but the interpretation or
unveiling of the same. His words are as follows: 1
dmokd vy Théov T1 €y el THg dnTaoiog’ 1 pév yop pévov
BAémety 8i8wov alitn 8¢ kai T1 BaBUTepov ToD Opwpévou
dmoyvpvdi. Thus Daniel's vision of the four beasts was
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seen but not understood, until one that stood by made

him know the interpretation of the things (Dan. vii. 15,

16, 19, 23; cf. viii. 15, 19; Zech. i. 18-21). On this

distinction see more in Lucke's Einleitung in die Offen-

barung des Johannes, 2nd ed. p. 26. What holds good of

the dnTooia will of course hold good of the 8papo (Matt.

xvii. 9; Acts vii. 31; x. 19), and of the 8pa.oig (Acts ii. 17)

as well; between which and the dnTacia, it would scarcely

be possible to draw any distinction that would. stand.
’Emidpdvera, which Tertullian renders ‘apparentia’ (Adv.

Mare. 1. 19), occurs only twice in the Septuagint (2 Sam.

vii. 23, peyohwobvn kai émuddvera [cf. 865a kai énipdvera,

Plutarch, De Trang. Anim. 11]; Amos v. 22): but often

in the Second Maccabees; being always there used of

God's supernatural apparitions in aid of his people; thus

ii. 21 (é€ ovpavod emipdveran) iii. 24; v. 4; xii. 22; xv. 27.

Already in heathen use this grand word was constantly

employed to set forth these gracious appearances of the

higher Powers in aid of men; so Dionysius Hal. (ii. 68),

and Plutarch (Ne Suav. Viv. Posse, 22; Them. 30); énidai-

Ve, too, in the same way (De Def. Orac. 30); though

sometimes obtaining a much humbler use (Anim. an Corp.

Aff. 2; Polybius, ii. 29. 7). The word 's found only six

times in the N. T., always in the writings of St. Paul.

On five occasions our Translators have rendered it ‘ap-

pearing’; on the sixth, however (2 Thess. ii. 8), they

seem to have shrunk from what looked to them as a tau-

tology, ‘appearance of his coming,’ as in the earlier Pro-

testant Versions it stood; and have rendered émipdvera

TAS mapovoiag, ‘the brightness of his coming,” giving to

the word a meaning not properly its own. It expresses

on one occasion (2 Tim. i. 10, and so émidpaivew, Tit. ii.

11; iii. 4) our Lord's first Epiphany, is eig dv8puimoug

évoapkog émidveta: but on all the other his second ap-

pearing in glory, the émiddvera THig Tapovoiog avTod, (2
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Thess. ii. 8), TTig 36Eng Tod peydiov Beod (Tit. ii. I3 ; I Tim.
vi. 14; 2 Tim. iv. 1, 8; cf. Acts xx. 20).

If we bring these two into comparison, dmokd V1
is the more comprehensive, and, grand as is the other, the
grander word. It sets forth nothing less than that pro-
gressive and immediate unveiling of Himself to his Church
on the part of the otherwise unknown and unknowable
God, which has run through all ages; the body to which
this revelation is vouchsafed being thereby designated or
indeed constituted as his Church, the object of his more
immediate care, and the ordained diffuser of this know-
ledge of Him to the rest of mankind. The World may
know something of Him, of his eternal power and Godhead,
from the things which are seen; which things except for
the darkening of men's hearts through sin would have
told of Him much more clearly (Rom. i. 20); but there is
no amokd\v\ig is save to the Church. We may say of the
émipdverar that they are contained in the dmokdAv\ig, being
separate, points or moments therein. If God is to be
immediately known to men, He must in some shape or
other appear to them, to those among them whom He has
chosen for this honour. Epiphanies must be Theophanies
as well; and as sues the Church has claimed not merely
such communications made to men as are recorded at Gen.
xviii. [; xxviii. 13; but all in which the Angel of the Lord
or of the Covenant appears; such as Gen. xvi. 7; Josh.

v. 13-15; Judg.; vi. 11; xiii. 3. All these it has

regarded as preludings, on the part of the Son, of his
Incarnation; itself he most glorious Epiphany that as yet
has been, even as hi second coming is an Epiphany more
glorious still which is yet in the future.

davépwaog is only twice used in the N. T. (1 Cor. xii. 7;
2 Cor. iv. 2). Reaching far on both these occasions, it does
not reach to the very highest of all; it does not set forth, as
do the words we have just been treating, either the first
or the second appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ; although
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that it could have borne even this burden is sufficiently

plain from the fact that the verb (pavepodoBaun is continually
employed of both; thus of the first coming at I Tim. iii.

16; Heb. ix. 26; I John 1. 2; I Pet. 1. 20; and of the

second at Col. iii. 4; I Pet. v. 4; I John iii. 2; and for

other august uses of it see John ii. 11; xxi. 1; and

dpavépwog itself is not seldom so employed by the Fathers.
Thus Athanasius (quoted by Suicer, s. v.) calls the Incar-
nation 1) év oWpaTt pavépwog Tod ntaTpikod Adyou. Itis
hard to trace any reason why avépwoig should not have
been claimed to set forth the same glorious facts which

these other words, to which in meaning it is so nearly

allied, have done; but whether by accident or of intention

this honour has not been vouchsafed it.

§ xcv. AAhog, éTepos.

” AN\og, identical, with the Latin “alius,’ is he numerically
distinct; thus Christ spoke we are told ‘another’ parable,
and still ‘another,” but each succeeding one being of the
same character as those which He had spoken before
(Matt. xiii. 23, 4, 31, 33), AA\nv therefore in every case.
But é1epog, equivalent to the Latin ‘alter,” to the German.
‘ander’ (on which last word see an instructive article in
Grimm's Worterbuch), superadds the notion of qualitative
difference. One is ‘divers,’ the other is ‘diverse.” There
are not a few passages in the N. T. whose right interpre-
tation, or at any rate their full understanding, will depend
on an accurate seizing of the distinction between these
words. Thus Christ promises to his disciples that He
will send, not étepov, but dA\\ov, IMapdkAnTov (John Xiv.
16), 'another' Comforter therefore, similar to Himself.

The dogmatic force of this \\ov, has in controversy with
various sects of TvevpaTopdy o1, been often urged before
now; thus by Petavius (De Trin. H. 13. 5): ‘Eodem per-
tinet et Paracleti cognomen, maxime cum Christus alium
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Paracletum, hoc est, parem sibi, et aequalem eum nominat.
Quippe vox alius dignitate ac substantia prorsus eundem,
et aequalem fore demonstrat, ut Gregorius Nazianzenus et
Ambrosius admonent.'

But if in the d\\og there is a negation of identity, there
is oftentimes much more in éTepog, the negation namely,
up to a certain point, of resemblance; the assertion not
merely of distinctness but of difference. A few examples
will illustrate this. Thus St. Paul says, ‘I see another law’
[éTepov vépov], a law quite different from the law of the
spirit of life, even a law of sin and death, ‘working in my
members’ (Rom. vii. 23). After Joseph's death 'another
king arose' in Egypt (Baoihevg éTepos, Acts vii. 18; cf.
Exod. 8), one, it is generally supposed, of quite another
dynasty, at all events of quite another spirit, from his
who had invited the children of Israel into Egypt, and so
hospitably entertained them there. The 680 éTépa. and
kopdia eTépo which God promises that He will give to his
people are a new way and a new heart (Jer. xxxix. 39; cf.
Deut. xxix. 22). It was not ‘another spirit’ only but a
different (étepov mvedua) which was in Caleb, as distin-
guished from the other spies (Num. xiv. 24). In the
parable of the Pounds the slothful servant is éTepog (Luke
xix. 1 8). When Iphigenia about to die exclaims, éTepov,
é1epov ai@va kai poipav oik¥joopev, a different life with
quite other surroundings is that to which she looks for-
ward (Euripides, Iphig. in Aul. 1516). The spirit that
has been wandering through dry places, seeking rest in
them in vain, takes ‘seven other spirits’ (éTepa mvedpoTa),
worse than himself, of a deeper malignity, with whose
aid to repossess the house which he has quitted for a
while (Matt. xii. 45). Those who are crucified with the
Lord are éTepot 360, kakodpyot, ‘two others, malefactors,’
as it should be pointed (Luke xxiii. 32; cf, Borne-
mann, Schol. in Lucam, p. 147); it would be inconceivable
and revolting so to confound Him and them as to speak
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of them as &\\ot 3vo. It is only too plain why St. Jude
should speak of éTépa. odpE (ver. 7), as that which the
wicked whom he 1s denouncing followed after (Gen. xix.
5). Christ appears to his disciples év eTépa popdf (Mark
xvi. 12), the word indicating the mighty change which

had passed upon Him at his resurrection, as by anticipa-
tion at his Transfiguration, and there expressed in the

same way (Luke ix. 29). It is xeiheo1v €Tépors, with alto-
gether other and different lips, that God will speak to his
people in the New Covenant (1 Cor. xiv. 21); even as the
tongues of Pentecost are éTepatr yhdooon (Acts ii. 4),
being quite different in kind from any other speech of
men. [t would be easy to multiply the passages where
é1epog could not be exchanged at all, or could only be
exchanged at a loss, for d\\og, as Matt. xi. 3; I Cor. xv.
40; Gal. 1. 6. Others too there are where at first sight
d\\og seems quite as fit or a fitter word; where yet éTepog
retains its proper force. Thus at Luke xxii. 65 the €' Tepa
TOA\A are ‘multa diversi generis convicia,” blasphemous
speeches now of one kind, now of another; the Roman.
soldiers taunting the Lord now from their own point of
view, as a pretender to Caesar's throne; and now from the
Jewish, as claiming to be Son of God. At the same time

it would be idle to look for qualitative difference as in-
tended in every case where €Tepog is used; thus see Heb.
x1. 36, where it would be difficult to trace anything of the
kind.

What holds good of étepog, holds good also of the
compounds into which it enters, of which the N. T. con-
tains three; namely, éTepéy)\wovog (1 Cor. xiv. 21), by
which word the Apostle intends to bring out the non-
intellgibility of the tongues to many in the Church;
it is true indeed that we have also dAA\GYAwooog (Ezek.
iii. 6); eTepodi1daokaéiv (I Tim. 3), to teach other things,
and things alien to the faith; éTepoGuy€iv (2 Cor. vi. 14), by
to yoke with others, and those as little to be yoked with
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as the ox with the ass (Deut. xxii. 10); cf. éTepok\v1iS.
(Clement of Rome, I Ep. § 11), swerving aside; éTepoyvu')uwv
(ibid.), an epithet applied to Lot's wife (Gen. xix. 26).

So too we have in ecclesiastical Greek eTepodo&ia, which is
not merely another opinion, but one which, in so far as it

is another, is a worse, a departure from the faith. The

same reappears in our own ‘heterogeneous,” which is not
merely of another kind, but of another and a worse kind.

For this point also deserves attention, and is illustrated

by several of the examples already adduced; namely, that
é1epog is very constantly, not this other and different, d\\o
Kai 3idpopov, only, but such with the farther subaudition,
that whatever difference there is, it is for the worse. Thus
Socrates is accused of introducing into Athens éTepa kava
Saipévia (Xenop on, Mem. i. 1. I); Saipwv étepog (Pindar,
Pyth. iii. 61) is an evil or hostile deity; éTepat Buaiat
(AEschylus, Agamemnon, 151), ill-omened sacrifices, such

as bring back on their offerer not a blessing but a curse;
Snuaywyot érepor (Plutarch, Pericles, 3) are popular leaders
not of a differerent only, but of a worse stamp and spirit

than was Pericles. So too in the Septuagint other gods

than the true are invariably éTepot B¢oi, (Deut. v. 7; Judg.

x. 13; Ezek. xli . 18; and often); compare Aristophanes

(Ran. 889): €tepor ydp elow otow eliyopou Bedis. A bar-
barous tongue is €Tépa. Y A@ooa (Isai. xxviil. 11), the phrase
being linked with (pavhiopog xethéwy.

We may bring this distinction practically to bear on
the interpretation of the N. T. There is only one way in
which the fine distinction between €Tepov and d\\o, and
the point which St. Paul makes as he sets the one over
against the othe at Gal. i. 6, 7, can be reproduced for the
English reader. ‘I marvel,” says the Apostle, ‘that ye
are so soon removed from them that called you into the
grace of Christ unto another (étepov) Gospel, which is not
another’ ({\\o). Dean Alford for the first ‘other’ has sub-
stituted ‘different’; for indeed that is what St. Paul intends
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to express, namely, his wonder that they should have so
soon accepted a Gospel different in character and kind
from that which they had already received which there-
fore had no right to be called another Gospel, to assume
this name, being in fact no Gospel at all; since there
could not be two Gospels, varying the one from the other.
Cocceius: ‘Vos transferimini ad aliud Evangelium quod
aliud nec est, nec esse potest.’

There are other passages in the N.T. where the student
may profitably exercise himself with the enquiry why one
of these words is used in preference to the other, or rather
why both are used, the one alternating with, or giving
partial place to, the other. Such are I Cor. xii. 8-10;

2 Cor. x1. 4; Acts 1v. 12.

Xcvi. Totéw, TpAoTw.

THERE is a long discussion in Rost any Palm's Lexicon,

s. v. Tpd.oow, on the distinction between these words; and
the references there given sufficiently attest that this dis-
tinction has long and often occupied he attention of

scholars; this occupation indeed dating as far back as

Prodicus (see Plato, Charmides, 162 d). It is there rightly
observed that mot€iv brings out more the object and end

of an act, tpdooetv the means by which this object is
attained, as, for instance, hindrances moved out of the

way, and the like; and also that the idea of continuity

and repetition of action is inherent in Tpdo oeww= ‘agere’

or ‘gerere,” ‘handeln,” ‘to practise’; but not necessarily

in motéiv="facere,” ‘machen,” which may very well be the
doing once and for all; the producing and bringing forth
something which being produced has an independent
existence of its own; as mo1€iv Ta1diov, of a woman, To1€iv
kopmovs, of a tree; in the same way, mot€iv eiprjvmy, to make
peace, while npdooelv elpfiuyny is no more than to negotiate
with the view to peace (see Pott, Etyl . Forsch. vol. iii.
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p. 408); that attaining what this is only aiming to attain.
IMpd TTe1v and mo1€iv are in this sense often joined together
by Demosthenes, and with no tautology; thus of certain
hostile designs which Philip entertained he assures the
Athenians 8T1 tpd&et TadTa Koi Toroet (Orat. xix. 373), he
will busy himself with the bringing about of these things,
and he will effect them.' (cf. Xenophon, Cyrop. ii. 2. 30;
Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. vi. 5): mpdooev, in the words of a
recent German scholar, ist die geschaftige, mot€iv die
schaffende Thatigkeit.

How far can we trace the recognition of any such dis-
tinction in the Greek of the N. T.? There are two or
three passages where it is difficult not to recognize an
intention of the kind. It is hard, for example, to suppose
that the change of words at John iii. 20, 21 is accidental;
above all when the same reappears at v. 29. In both
places it is the (padNa mpdooewv, which is set, in the first
instance, over against the To1€iv Trjv dAjBetav, in the second
against the To1€iv Td dya@d, just as at Rom. vii. 19 we have
Tot€iv dyaB6v and tpdo e kakéy. It would of course be
idle to assert that the mot€iv relates only to good things,
for we have mot€iv dvopiov (Matt. xiii. 41), dpopTiov
(2 Cor. v. 21), Td kakd (Rom. iii. 8); not less idle to affirm
that tpdooewv is restricted to ill things; for, to go no
farther than the N. T., we have tpdooev dyaBdév (Rom.
ix. 11). Still it is not to be denied that very often where
the words assume an ethical tinge, the inclination makes

! These are some o their words : Auch Kruger und Franke (Demo-
sthenes, Olynth. 15 unterscheiden tpdooewv als die geschaftige, moiéiv
als die schaffende Thatigkeit. Zulanglicher wird es indess sein, diesen
Unterschied dahin fest ustellen, dass bei mot€iv mehr die Vorstellung von
dem Product der Thakgkeit, bei tpdooetv mehr die von dem Hinarbeiten
auf ein Ziel mit Beseitiguag entgegentretender Hindernisse, von den
Mitteln und Wegen vorherrschend ist, wodurch dasselbe erreicht wird.
Damit verbindet sich die Vorstellung einer wenigstens relativen Con-
tinuitat, wie aufgewadter Anstrengung. It may be added that in
npdooewv the action is always more or less conscious of itself, so that, as
was observed long ago, this could not be predicated of animals (Ethic.
Eudem, vi. 2. 2); while the moi€iv is more free and spontaneous.



§ XCVI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 363

itself felt to use mot€iv in a good and Tpdooev in an evil
sense; the latter tendency appearing in a more marked

way in the uses of Tpd &g, which, occuring six times in

the N. T. (namely at Matt. xvi. 27; Luke xxiii. 51; Acts

xix. 18; Rom. viii. 13; xii. 4; Col. iii. 9), has in all these
places except the first an evil signification, very much

like our ‘practices’; cf. Polybius, iv. 8. 3 (npdEetg, dndTat,
émiBouvhai); v. 96. 4.

Bengel, at John iii. 20, gives the proper explanation of
this change of words: ‘mpdoowy. Malitia est irrequieta;
est quiddam operosius quam veritas. Hinc verbis diversis
notantur, uti cap. v. 29." There may be a busy activity
in the working of evil, yet not the less it is true that ‘the
wicked worketh a deceitful work,” and has nothing to
show for all his toil at the end, no fruit that remains.

Then too evil is manifold, good is one; they are épya Tfig
o apkOg (Gal. v. 22), for these works are any, not merely
contradicting good, but often contradicting one another;
but it is kapmog ToU nvevpaTog (Gal. v. 19), for there is
an inner consent between all the parts if good, a ‘con-
senslus virtutum,” as Cicero calls it, knitting them into a
perfect and harmonious whole, and inv ting us to con-
template them as one. Those are of human art and de-
vice, this of Divine nature. Thus Jerome (in loco): ‘In
came opera posuit [Paulus], et fructus in spiritu; quia

vitia in semetipsa finiuntur et pereunt, virtutes frugibus
pullulant et redundant.' Here is enough to justify and
explain the fact that the inspired reporter of our Lord's
words has on these two occasions (John iii. 21, 22) ex-
changed the (pada mpdooety for the Toi€iv dAABetaw, TO1EY
10 d'yaBd, the practising of evil for the doing of good. Let
me add in conclusion a few excellent words of Bishop
Andrewes: "There are two kinds of doers: 1. mommTad,
and 2. mpakTikoi, which the Latin likewise expresseth in
1. ‘agere,” and 2. ‘facere.” ‘Agere,” as in music, where,
when we have done singing or playing, nothing remaineth
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‘facere,’ as in building, where, after we have done, there is
a thing permanent. And moinTadt, factores,” they are St.
James' doers. But we have both the words in the English
tongue: actors, as a play; factors, as in merchandise.

When the play is one, all the actors do vanish: but

of the factors' doing, there is a gain, a real thing re-
maining." On the distinction between npd&1g and épyov
see Wyttenbach's note on Plutarch's Moralia, vol. vi. p. 601.

§ xcvi. Bwpog, BuoaoTrplov.

THERE was occasion to note, in dealing with the words
nponTebw and pavTevopar (§ vi.), the accuracy with which
in several instances the lines of demarcation between the
sacred and profane between the true religion and the

false, are maintainer in the words which, reserved for the
one, are not permitted to be used for the other, each
retaining its proper and peculiar term. We have another
example of this same precision here, in the fact of the
constant use in the N. T. of BuotaoT)prov, occurring as it
does more than twenty times, for the altar of the true

God, while, on the one occasion when a heathen altar
needs to be named (Acts xvii. 23), Bwuog is substituted in
its stead.

But, indeed, there was but a following here of the good
example which the Septuagint Translators had shown, the
maintenance of a distinction which these had drawn. So
resolute were they to mark the difference between the altars
of the true God and those on which abominable things
were offered, that there is every reason to suppose they
invented the word BuoiaoTvjprov for the purpose of main-
taining this distinction; being indeed herein more nice
than the inspired Hebrew Scriptures themselves; for these,
while they have a word which they use for heathen altars,
and never for the altars of the true God, namely 2. (Isai.
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xv. 2; Amos vii. 9), make no scruple in using 121 now
for the one (Lev. 1. 9), and now for the ether (Isai. xvii.

8). Ineed hardly observe that Buoiao Triprov, properly
the neuter of BuotaoTrip1og, as iNaoTriptov (Exod. xxv. 17;
Heb. ix. 5) of iAa.o THjp1og, nowhere occurs in classical
Greek; and it is this coining of it on the part of the
Septuagint Translators which Philo must have had in

mind when he implied that Moses invented the word (De
Vit. Mos. 1ii. 10). With all this the Greek of the 0. T.

does not invariably observe this distinction. I cannot

indeed accept Num. xxiii. 1, 2 as instances of a failure

so to do; for what altars could be more truly heathen

than those which Balaam reared? Still there are three
occasions, one in Second Maccabees (xiii. 8), and two in
Ecclesiasticus (1. 12, 14), where Bwvadg designates an altar
of the true God; these two Books however, it must be
remembered, hellenize very much. So too there are occa-
sions on which Buo oo Tprov is used to designate an idol
altar; for example, Judg. 1i. 2; vi. 25; 2 Kin. xvi. 10.

Still these are rarest exceptions, and sometimess the antago-
nism between the words comes out with the most marked
emphasis. It does so, for example, at 2 Macc. x. 2, 3; but
more remarkably still at 1 Macc. 1. 59, where the historian
recounts how the servants of Antiochus offered sacrifices

to Olympian Jove on an altar which had been built over

the altar of the God of Israel (Buo1dovTeg éni TOV Bwudv,
0g v éni Tod BuoiaoTnpiov). Our Translators are here
put to their shifts, and are obliged to render Bwpdg

‘idol altar,” and Buo oo Triprov ‘altar.” We may compare
Josephus, Antt. xii. 5. 4, where relating these same events
he says, énotkodoprioag kol TW BvoiaoTnpiw Bwuéy, cvag én
avToU KaTéodake. Still more notable, as marking how
strong the feeling on this matter was, the fact of the

refusal of the Septuagint Translators to give the title of
BuoiaoTriprov (Josh. xxii.) to the altar which the Trans-
jordanic tribes had reared—being as it was a piece of
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will-worship upon their parts, and no altar reared ac-
cording to the will, or by the express command, of God.
Throughout the chapter this altar is Bwuog (ver. 10, 11,
16, 19, 23, 26, 34), the legitimate divinely ordained altar
BuoiaoTrplov (ver. 19, 28, 29), and this while the Hebrew
text knows no such distinction, but indiscriminately em-
ploys T2 for both.

I mentioned just now an embarrassment, in which on
one occasion our Translators found themselves. In the
Latin there is no such difficulty; for at a very early day
the Church adopted ‘altare’ to designate her altar, and
assigned ‘ara’ exclusively to heathen uses. Thus see the
Vulgate at Judg. vi. 28; 1 Macc. 1. 59; 2 Macc. x. 2, 3;
Acts xvii. 23. Cyprian in like manner expresses his
wonder at the profane boldness of one of the ‘turificati,”—
those, that is, who in time of persecution had consented
to save their lives by burning incense before a heathen
idol,—that he should afterwards have dared, without
obtaining first the Church's absolution, to continue his
ministry—'quasi post aras diaboli accedere ad altare Dei
fas sit' (Ep. 63). In profane Latin ‘ara’ is the genus,
‘altare’ the specific kind of altar on which the victims
were offered (Virgil, Ecl. v. 65, 66; cf. Tacitus, Annal.
xvi. 31, and Orelli thereupon). The distinction between
Bwudg and Buoioo Triprov, first established in the Septua-
gint, and recognized in the N. T., was afterwards main-
tained in ecclesiastical Greek; for the Church has still
her Buoia aivéoews (Heb. xiii. 5), and that which is at
once her Buoia dvapvrioews and dvdpvnoig Buoiag, and
therefore her BuoiaoTriprov still. We have clear testimony
to this in the following passage of Chrysostom (in i Cor.
Hom. 24), in which Christ is supposed to be speaking
WoTe el affpoTog En1BLpES, un TOV TOV e1dWAwY Bwpov T@
TOV dAN6ywv hévw, AANA TO BUT10.0THPLOV TO ENOV TQ
én@ oiviooe aipatt (compare Mede, Works, 1672, p. 391;
Augusti, Christl. Archaol. vol. 1. p. 412; and Smith,
Dictionary of Christian Antiquities, s. v. 'Altar").
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§ xcviii. Nads, €Bvos, 8Auos, x Nos.

Aadg, a word of rarest use in Attic prose, but occurring
between one and two thousand times in the Septuagint,

is almost always there a title reserved for the elect

people, the Israel of God. Still there are exceptions.

The Philistines are a Aa6g (Gen. xxvi. 11), the Egyptians
(Exod. ix. 16), and the Moabites (Ruth 1. 15); to others

too the name is not refused. Then, too, occasionally in the
plural o1 Aa.oi are= Ta €Bvn); as for example at Neh. i. 8;

xi. 30, 31; Ps. xcvi. 6; Hos. x. 10; Mic. vi. 16. Or again

we find Aa.oi joined with €Bvm as a sore of exhaustive
enumeration to comprehend the whole race of mankind;

thus Ps. cvii. 4; Wisd. of Sol. iii. 8; Rev. v. 9; vii. 9;

x. 11; x1. 9; xi1i1. 7; xiv. 6; xvii. 15. It is true indeed

that in all these, passages from the Book of Revelation the
exhaustive enumeration is fourfold; and to Aa.oi and é8vm
are added (pvhai and y\@ooau, on one occasion purad,
making way for Bagi\€ig (x. 11) and on another for (purai
(xvii. 15). We may contrast with this a distributive use of
Aaég and €0vm, but Aaég here in the singular, as at Luke

i1. 32; Acts xxvi. 17, 23, where also, being used together,
they between them take in the whole of mankind, but

where Na.dg, is claimed for and restricted to the chosen
people, while go, includes all mankind outside of the
covenant (Deut. xxxii. 43; Isai. Ixv. I, 2; 2 Sam. vii. 23;

Acts xv. 14). And this is the general law of the words'

use, every other being exceptional; Aa.dg the chosen people,
€0vn, or sometimes more fully T& é8vm Tou kéopov (Luke
xii. 30), or Tg yfs (Ezra viii. 89); but always in the

plural and with the article, the residue of mankind (o1

KA TAAOITO1 TV AVBpuWnwy, Acts xv. 17). A the same time
€0vog in the singular has no such limitation; it is a name
which, given to the Jews by others, is not intended to

convey any slight, thus 16 €8vog T@v "Tovdaiwv (Acts x. 22);
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they freely take it as in no way a dishonorable title to
themselves, 10 €0vog u@v (Luke vii. 5; cf. xxiii. 2; John
xi. 18), 10 €6vog TodTO (Acts xxiv. 3; cf. Exod. xxxiii. 13;
Dent. iv. 6; Wis.. of Sol. xvii. 2); nay sometimes and
with certain additions it is for them a title of highest
honour; they are €8vog &y1ov (Exod. xix. 6; cf. I Pet. ii.
9); €0vog ék péoov é8v@v (Clement of Rome, I Cor. § 29).
If indeed the word is connected with é8og, and contem-
plates a body of people living according to one custom
and rule, none could deserve the title better or so well as
a nation which ordered their lives according to a more
distinctive and rigidly defined custom and rule of their
own than probably any other nation that ever lived.
Afjnog occurs only in St. Luke, and in him, as might be
expected, only in the Acts, that is, after his narrative has
left behind it the limitations of the Jewish Church, and
has entered on an begun to move in the ampler spaces,
and among the more varied conditions of the heathen
world. The following are the four occasions of its use,
xii. 22; xvil. 5; ix. 30, 33; they all exemplify well that
fine and accuratd use of technical terms, that choice of
the fittest among them, which we so often observe in
St. Luke, and which is so characteristic a mark of the
highly educated man. The Greek 81jpog is the Latin
‘populus,” which Cicero (De Re Publ. 25; cf. Augustine,
De Civ. Dei, ii. 2 1) thus defines: ‘Populus autem non
omnis hominum coetus quoquo modo congregatus, sed
coetus multitudinis juris consensu et utilitatis communione
sociatus;’ ‘die Gemeinde,’ the free commonalty (Plutarch,
Mul. Virt. 15, in fine), and these very often contemplated
as assembled an in actual exercise of their rights as
citizens. This idea indeed so dominates the word that
T@ 3Muw) is equivalent to, ‘in a popular assembly.” It is
invariably thus sed by St. Luke. If we want the exact
opposite to dTfuog it is Kx)\og, the disorganized, or rather
the unorganized, multitude (Luke ix. 38; Matt. xxi. §;
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Acts xiv. 14); this word in classic Greek having often a
certain tinge of contempt, as designating those who share
neither in the duties nor privileges of he free citizens;

sues contempt, however, does not lie of necessity in the
word (Rev. vii. 9; Acts i. [5), and there is no hint of it in
Scripture, where a man is held worth) of honour even
though the only TohiTevpa in which he may claim a share
is that which is eternal in the heavens (Phil. iii. 70).

§ xcix. BamTionos, BAnTiona.

THESE are exclusively ecclesiastical terms, as are Bomt-
T10 TS, and BanTioTriprov; none of them appearing in the
Sertuagint, nor in classical Greek, but only in the N. T.,

or in writings dependent on this. They are all in lineal
descent from BanTiLev, a later form of BdmTelv, and to be
found, though rarely, in classical Gree thus twice in

Plato (Euthyd. 277 d; Symp. 176 b), where BeBanTiopnévog
signifies well washed with wine; the ‘uvidus’ of Horace
(Carm. ii. 19. 1 8); and often in later writers, as in Plutarch
(De Superst. 3; Galba, 21), in Lucian (Bacch. 7), and in
others.

Before proceeding further, a word or two may fitly
find place here on the relation between ords of the same
family, but divided from one another by their several ter-
ations in pa and pog, as kfipvypo and KNPLYROS, dlwypa
and diwypds, dfypa and dnynds, with others innumerable.
It seldom happens that both forms are found in the N. T.;
that in pa being of the most frequent occurrence; thus
this has dratyaopa (Heb. i. 3), but not dravyoaouds;
oéBaopa (Acts xvii. 23), but not ceBaonis ; Bdérvyna
(Matt. xxiv. 5), but not B8 vypds; pfiyna (Luke vi. 49),
but not prypés; mepikdBappa. (I Cor. iv. 13), but not mept-
kKaBapuos. Sometimes, but more rarely, it offers us the
termination of pog; thus apraypnds (Ph 1. ii. 6), but not
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dpraypa; draptiopds (Luke xiv. 28), but not andpTiopa;
kaTapTionds (Ephes. iv. 12), but not kaTdpTiopna; Aytaopés
(Rom. vi. 19), but not ayiaopa. It will happen, but only

in rare instances, that both forms occur in the N. T.; thus
pioopa (2 Pet. ii. 20) and proopog (2 Pet. ii. 10); and

these with which we have at present to deal, BdnTiona

and BanTionog. There is occasionally, but not in the

N. T., a third form; thus besides oéBaopa and oeBaoudg
there is céBaoig; besides dndpTiopa and dnapTionds there
is dndpTio1g; besides mhedvaopua and theovaopédg there is
nhebvaos; besides dpraypa and drnapTiopds, there is dprao;
and so too besides BdnTiopa and BanTiopnds we have Ban-
T101g in Josephus (A4ntt. xviii. 5. 2) and others. There is

no difficulty in severally assigning to each of these forms

the meaning which properly belongs to it; and this, even

while we must own that in actual use the words are very

far from abiding true to their proper significance, those

with the active termination in pog continually drifting

into a passive signification, as is the case with TAeova.opog,
Baoaviopés, and in the N. T. with aytaopds and others;
while the converse, if not quite so common, is yet of fre-

quent occurrence; cf. Tholuck, Disp. Christ. de loco Pauli

Ep. ad Phil. 11. 6-9 1848, p. 18. Thus, to take the words

which now concern us the most nearly, BdnTi01g is the

act of baptism contemplated in the doing, a baptizing;
BamTiondg the same act contemplated not only as doing,

but as done, a baptism; while BdnTiona is not any more

the act, but the abiding fact resulting therefrom, baptism;

the first embodying the transitive, the second the in-

transitive, notion of the verb; while the third expresses

the result of the transitive notion of the same—this last
therefore, as is evident, being the fittest word to designate

the institution of baptism in the Church, as an abstract

idea, or rather as a ever-existing fact, and not the same

in its several concre e realizations. See on these passives

in pa the exhaustive essay on TAfipwpa in Lightfoot, On

the Colossians, pp. 323-339.
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How far is this the usage of the N. T.? It can only

be said to be approximately so; seeing that BanTiopdg
has not there, as I am convinced, arrived at the dignity

of setting forth Christian baptism at all. By BanTiopdg in
the usage of the N. T. We must understand any ceremonial
washing or lustration, such as either has been ordained of
God (Heb. ix. 10), or invented by men (Mark vii. 4, 8);
but in neither case as possessing any central significance:
while by BdnTiona we understand baptism our Christian
sense of the word (Rom. vi. 4; 1 Pet. iii. 1; Ephes. 1v. 5);
yet not so strictly as to exclude the baptism of John (Luke
vil. 29; Acts x. 37; xix. 3). This distinction is in the

main preserved by the Greek ecclesiastical writers. Jose-
phus indeed calls the baptism of John BanTionos (4ntt.
xviii. 5. 2); but Augusti (Christi. Archdol. vol. ii. p. 313) is
strangely in error, affirming as he does of the Greek
Fathers that they habitually employ the same for Christian
Baptism. So far from this, it would be difficult to adduce
a single example of this from Chrysostom, or from any
one of the great Cappadocian Father. In the Latin

Church it is true that ‘baptismus’ and ‘baptisma’ are

both employed to designate Christian baptism; by Ter-
tullian one perhaps as frequently as the other; while
‘baptismus' quite predominates in Augustine; but it is
altogether otherwise in ecclesiastical Greek, which remains
faithful to the distinctions which the N T. observes.

These distinctions are there so constantly maintained,
that all explanations of Heb. vi. 2 (BanTiop®v d1dayg),
which rest on the assumption that Christian baptism is
intended here, break down before this fact; not to urge
the plural BarTiou@y, which, had the sne baptism of the
Church been intended, would be inexpl cable. If, indeed,
we take the BamTiopot, of this place in its widest sense, as
including all baptisms whatever with which the Christian
had anything to do, either in the ay of rejecting or
making them his own, we can underst nd a 'doctrine of
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baptisms,’ such a should teach the young convert the
definitive abolition of the Jewish ceremonial lustrations,

the merely preparatory and provisional character of the
baptism of John, and the eternal validity of the baptism

of Christ. We can understand too how these all should

be gathered up under the one name of BanTionoti, being

that they were all washings; and this without in the least
allowing that an other save BdnTio o was the proper

title of that AouTpov maktyyeveoiag which is the exclusive
privilege of the Church of Christ.

§ c. oK6TOS, YVédos, (odos, dy\is.

OF okd6Tog it needs hardly to speak. It is the largest and

most inclusive word of this group; being of very frequent
occurrence in the N. T., both in this its Attic form, as

also in that of okoTia, which belongs to the common dia-

lect. It is the exact opposite to p@g; thus in the pro-

foundly pathetic words of Ajax in Euripides, 1) * okéTog éuov
(dog: compare Plato, Rep. 518 a; Job xxii. 11; Luke xii.

3; Acts xxvi.

T'vodog, which is rightly regarded as a later Doric form
of véog, occurs nly once in the N. T., namely at Heb.
xii. 18, and there in connection with 6¢og; in which same
connection it is fund elsewhere (Deut. iv. 11; Exod. x.

22; Zeph. 16). There was evidently a feeling on the

part of our early translators, that an element of tempest
was included in the word, the renderings of it by them being
these: ‘mist’ (Wiclif and Tyndale); ‘storm’ (Cranmer);
‘blackness’ (Geneva and Authorized Version); 'whirl-
wind' (Rheims, as ‘turbo’ in the Vulgate). Our ordi-

nary lexicons indicate very faintly, or not at all, that such
a force is to be found in yvéog; but it is very distinctly
recognized by Pott (Etyma. Forsch. vol. 5, p. 346), who
gives, as explanatory equivalents, ‘finsterniss,” ‘dunkel,’
‘wirbelwind,” and who with the best modern scholars sees
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in védasg, védos, yrvodog and £6dog, a group of words
having much in common, perhaps no more than different
shapes of what was once a single word. It is joined, too,
in the Septuagint, where it is of frequent use, with vedéxn
(Joel i1. 2; Ps. xcvi. 2; Exod. xxxiv. 12), and with
Bvel\a (Dent. iv. 11; v. 22).

Z.6(dog, which occurs three times in the N. T. (2 Pet. ii.
4, 17; Jude 6), or four times, if we make room for it at
Heb. xii. 18, as it seems we should, is not found in the
Septuagint; once, however, namely at Ps. x. 2, in the
version of Symmachus. The £d(pog may be contemplated as
a kind of emanation of okéTog; thus 0 {6(hog ToU oKOoTOV
(Exod. x. 22; Jude 13); and signifies in its first meaning
the twilight gloom which broods over the regions of the
setting sun, and constitutes so strong a contrast to the
life and light of that Orient where the sun may be said to
be daily new-born. ’Hepéetg, or the cloudy, is in Homer the
standing epithet with which Lo 6, when used in this
sense, is linked. But it means more than this. There is
a darkness darker still, that, namely, of the sunless under-
world, the ‘nigra Tartara’ of Virgil (4En. vi. 134); the
‘opaca Tartara ' of Ovid (Met. x. 20); the kveddaia TopTd-
pov Bd.ON of AEschylus (Prom. Vinct. 1029). This, too,
it further means, namely that sunless world itself, though
indeed this less often than the gloom which wraps it
(Homer, Hymn. ad Cer., 338; Euripides, Hippolytus, 1434
cf. Job x. 21, 22). Tt is out of the {d¢pog that Ahriman in
the Egyptian mythology is born, as is Ormuzd out of the
light (Plutarch, De Osir. et Is. 46). It will at once be per-
ceived with what fitness the word in the N. T. is employed,
being ever used to signify the darkness of that shadowy
land where light is not, but only darkness visible.

’Ax)\ﬁg occurs only once in the N. T., namely at Acts
xii1. 11; never in the Septuagint, although once in the ver-
six). of Symmachus (Job iii. 5). It is by Galen defined as
something more dense than 6uix)\n, less dense than védog.



374 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § CIL.

In the single place of its N. T. use it attests the accuracy in
the selection of words, and not least of medical words, which
‘the beloved physician’ so often displays. For him it ex-
presses the mist of darkness, dy A\Us kai okéTos, which fell
on the sorcerer Elymas, being the outward and visible sign
of the inward spiritual darkness which should be his portion
for a while in punishment for his resistance to the truth.
It is by ‘mist’ that all the translations of our English
Hexapla render it, with the exception of the Rheims, which
has ‘dimness'; while it is rendered well by ‘caligo’ in
the Vulgate. St. Luke's use of the word in the Acts is
divided by nearly a thousand years from its employment
by Homer; but the meaning has remained absolutely the
same; for indeed it is words with an ethical significance,
and not those which express the phenomena of the out-
ward world, that change with the changing years. Thus
there is in the Odyssey a fine use of the verb dx)\ﬁelv (xii.
406), the poet describing there the responsive darkness
which comes over the sea as it is overshadowed by a dark
cloud (cf. ‘inhorruit unda tenebris": Virgil, AEn. iii. 195).
’Ax)\ﬁg, too, is employed by Homer to express the mist
which clouds the eyes of the dying (//. xvi. 344), or that
in which the gods, for one cause or another, may envelope
their favourites.

§ ci. BERMAog, KO1VOS.

THE image which BéBmhog, derived from Bfj\og, a thresh-
old, suggests, is flat of a spot trodden and trampled on,

lying open to the casual foot of every intruder or careless
passer-by;—and thus, in words of Thucydides, a y wpiov
BéBnhov (iv. 97). Exactly opposite to this is the d8uTov, a
spot, that is, fenced and reserved for sacred uses, as such

not lightly to be approached, but in the language of the
Canticle, ‘a garden enclosed, a spring shut up, a fountain
sealed’ (Cant. iv. 1 2). It is possible indeed that the ‘profane-



§ CI. SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 375

ness’ which is predicated of person or thing to whom this
title is applied, may be rather negatively the absence of any
higher consecration than positively the active presence of
aught savouring of unholy or profane. Thus it is often joined
with dpdnTog (as by Plutarch, De Def. Orac. 16), and signi-
fying no more than one uninitiated, the dvopyiaoTos, and, as
such, arcendus a sacris; compare Plato, Symp. 218 b, where
it is joined with dypoikog. In like manner dpTot BéRmAot
(1 Sam. xxi. 4) are simply unconsecrated common loaves,
as contrasted with the shew-bread which the high priest
declares to be holy. Not otherwise the Latin ‘profanes’
means no more than that which is left outside the Téuevog,
that which is ‘pro fano,” and thus wanting the consecra-
tion which the Téuevog, or sanctuary, has obtained. We,
too, in English mean no more, when we distinguish be-
tween 'sacred' and 'profane' history, setting the one
over against the other. We do not imply thereby any
profaneness, positive and properly so called, in the latter,
but only that it is not what the former is, a history having
in the first place to do with the kingdom of God, and the
course of that kingdom. So too it fared at first with
BéBMAog. It was only in later use that it came to be set
over against dy1og (Ezek. xxii. 6) and 80105, to be joined
with dvéoiog, (1 Tim, i. 9), with ypadidng (iv. 7), with
&vopos (Ezek. ii. 25), that propai x €ipeg (2 Macc. v. i6)
could within a few lines be changed for BEBnAot, as an
adequate equivalent.

But in what relations, it may be asked, do BéBnog and
Ko1v0g stand to one another? Before bringing the latter
into such questionable company it may be observed that we
have many pleasant and honourable uses ko1v6g and its
derivatives, kowvwvia and Ko1wwvikog, in the N. T.; thus
Jude 3; 2 Cor, xi11, 13; I Tim. vi. 18; while in heathen
Greek Socrates is by Dio Chrysostom happily charac-
terized as ko1vog Kol AdvBpwnog, giving himself, that is,
no airs, and in nothing withdrawing himself from friendly
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and familiar intercourse with his fellow-men; the word
being capable of finding a yet higher application to Him,
of whom some complained that He ate with publicans and
sinners (Matt. ix. 10, 11). He, too, in this sense, and in
the noblest aspect of the word, was ko1v6g. This, however,
only by the way. The employment with which we have
here to do of ko1vdg and ko1vow in sacred things, and as equi-
valent to BEBmAog and BeBnAdw, is exclusively Jewish Hel-
lenistic. One might claim for it to be restricted to the
N. T. alone, if it were not for two exceptional examples
(I Macc. 1. 47, 62). Comparing Acts xxi. 28 and xxiv. 6,
we have curious implicit evidence that such an employ-
ment of KO1vdg was, at the time when the Acts were written,
unfamiliar, probably unknown, to the heathen. The
Jewish adversaries of St. Paul, when addressing their
Israelitish fellow-countrymen, make their charge against
him, kekoivwke TOV dy1ov Témov (Acts xxi. 28); but when they
are bringing against him the same accusation, not now to
their Jewish fellow-countrymen, but to Felix, a heathen,
they change their word, and the charge runs, éneipace
BaBni@oat 70 iepov, (Acts xxiv. 6); the other language
would have been here out of keeping, might very likely
have been unintelligible.

Very noticeable is the manner in which ko1vdg in the
N. T. more and more encroaches on the province of mean-
ing which, first belonging exclusively to BEBm\og, the two
came afterwards to divide between them, but with the re-
sult that ko1vdg gradually assumed to itself the larger
share, and was use the most often (Matt. vii. 2; Acts Xx.
14; Rom. xiv. 14 bis; Heb. x. 29). How this came to pass,
how BéBmAog had, since the Septuagint was written, been
gradually pushed from its place, is not difficult to see. Kot-
v0g, which stepped into its room, more commended itself to
Jewish ears, as bringing out by contrast the ékAoy"j of the
Jewish people as a A\a.og mep1ovT1og, having no fellowship
with alight which was unclean. The less that there neces-
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sarily lay in kowog of defilement, the more strongly the
separation of Israel was brought out, hat would endure

no fellowship with things which had any commonness
about them. The ceremonially unclean was in fact more
and more breaking down the barrier which divided it from
that which was morally unclean; an doing away with

any distinction between them.

§ cii. néy Bog, tévog, k6ToS.

M6y Bog only occurs three times in the N. T., and al-
ways in closest sequence to k0mos, (2 Co . xi. 27; I Thess.
i1. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 8). There can scarcely be a doubt of
its near connection with pdyg, this last, a Curtius suggests,
bung a dative plural, péyots, which has let fall a letter,
and subsided into an adverb. The word, which does not
occur in Homer nor in Plato, is the homely everyday word
for that labour which, in one shape or another, is the
lot under the sun of all of the sinful children of Adam.
It has been suggested by some that the infinitely laborious
character of labour, the more or less of distress which is
inextricably bound up with it, and can of be escaped, is
hardly brought out in péy 8og with the same emphasis as it
is in the other words which are here grouped with it, and
especially in movog, and that a point if difference may
here be found between them; but this is hardly the case.
Phrases like the moAvpoyBog ” Apng of Euripides (Phaen.
791), and they may be multiplied to any extent, do not
bear out this view.

Out of the four occasions on which movog occurs in the
N. T., three are found in the Apocalyise (xvi. 10, 11;
xxi. 4), and one in Colossians (iv. 13); for tévog must
there stand beyond all serious question, however there
may be no fewer than four other readings, t660g, k6T0S,
¢nhos, o’nyuﬁv, which are competitors fo the place that
it occupies by a right better than them all. TIévog is



378 SYNONYMS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. § CIL

labour such as does not stop short of demanding the

whole strength of man; and this exerted to the utter-

most, if he is to accomplish the task which is before him
Thus in Homer war is constantly regarded as the mévog,

not of mortal warriors only, but immortal, of Ares him-

self; Tévog dvdp@v, as Theognis (985) calls it; being joined
with 8fip1g, (ZI. xvii. 158) and with Té\epog (xvii. 718).
ITovou is the standing word by which the labours of Her-
cules are expresse; ndy 6ot too they are sometimes, but

not nearly so often, called (Sophocles, Trach. 1080, 1150).
IT6vos in Plato is joined with dywv €0y aTos (Phaedr.

247 b), with véoog (244 d), with kivduvog (2 Alcib. 142 b),
with Enpuia (Rep. 65 b), in the LXX. with mAnyn (1 Kin.
xv. 23), with (Jer. vi. 7), with 680vm (2 Chr. ix.

28). The cruel boy dage of the children of Israel in Egypt

is their movog (Exod. ii. 11). It is nothing wonderful

that, signifying this, mévog should be expressly named as
having no place in the Heavenly City (Rev. xxi. 4).

Ko6mog is of much more frequent recurrence. It is
found some twenty times in the N. T., being not so much
the actual exertion which a man makes, as the lassitude
or weariness (see Pott, Etym. Forsch. vol. v. p. 80) which
follows on this straining of all his powers to the utmost.

It is well worth our while to note the frequent use which
is made of k0mog and of the verb komi@, for the desig-
nating what are or ought to be the labours of the Chris-
tian ministry, containing as they do a word of warning
for all that are in it engaged (John iv. 38; Acts xx. 35
Col. 1. 29; 2 Cor vi. 5; 1 Thess. iii. 5, and often).

It may be said in conclusion that ‘labour,” ‘toil’ (or
perhaps ‘travail’) and ‘weariness,’ are the three words
which in English best reproduce the several Greek words,
néy Bos, mévos, kémog, with which we here have to do.
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ciii. {pwpos, duepnTtog, AvéYKANTOS, AVETIANTTOS

WORDS expressing severally absence of blemish, and absence
of blame, are very easily confounded, and the distinction
between them lost sight of; not to say that those which
bear one of these meanings easily acquire and make the
other their own. Take in proof the first in this group of
words—of which all have to do with the Christian life, and
what its character should be. We have in the rendering

of this a singular illustration of a shortcoming on the part
of bur Translators of 1611, which has been often noted, the
failure I mean upon their parts to render one Greek word by
a fixed correspondent word in the English. It is quite true
that this feat cannot always, or nearly always, be done; but
what constraining motive was there for six variations such
as these which are the lot of dpwpog on the six occasions
of its occurrence? At Ephes. 1. 4 it appears as ‘without
blame'; at Col. i. 22., as unblameable; at Ephes. v. 27

as ‘without blemish’; at Heb. ix. 14, as ‘without spot’;

at Jude xxiv. as ‘faultless’; at Rev. x1. 15 as ‘without
fault.” Of these the first and second have failed to seize
the exact force of the word. No such charge can be
brought against the other four; one may be happier than
another, but all are sufficiently correct. Inaccurate it
certainly is to render duwpog ‘without blame,” or “un-
blameable,” seeing that p@pog in later Hellenistic Greek
has travelled from the signifying of blame to the signifying
of that which is the subject of blame, blot, that is, or

spat, or blemish. “Apwpog, a rare word in classical Greek,
but found in Herodotus (ii. 177), and in AEschylus (Persae,
185), in this way became the technical word to designate
the absence of anything amiss in a sacrifice, of anything
which would render it unworthy to be offered (Exod. xxix.
2; Num. vi. 14; Ezek. xliii. 22; Philo, De Vict. 2); or
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the sacrificing priest unworthy to offer it (1 Macc. 1v.
42).

When joined with domihog, for the designation of this
faultlessness, as it is joined at 1 Pet. i. 19, dpwpog, would
indicate the absence of internal blemish, &o'mi\og that of
external spot. Already in the Septuagint it has been
transferred to the region of ethics, being of constant use
there to set forth the holy walking of the faithful (Ps.
cxviil. (cxix. E. V.) [; Prov. xi. 5), and even applied as
a title of honour to God Himself (Ps. xvii. 33). We find
it joined with do10g (Wisd. x. 15), and in the N. T. with
dvéykinTog (Col i. 22), and with &y1og (Ephes. i. 4; v.

27), and we may regard it as affirming a complete absence
of all fault or lemish on the part of that whereof it is
predicated.

But if dpwpog, is thus the ‘unblemished,” dueppnrog is
the ‘unblamed.” There is a difference between the two
statements. Christ was dpwpog in that there was in Him
no spot or blemish, and He could say "Which of you
convinceth Me of sin?" but in strictness of speech He
was not dpepnTtog nor is this epithet ever given to Him
in the N. T., seeing that He endured the contradiction of
sinners against himself, who slandered his footsteps and
laid to his charge things that He knew not. Nor, how-
ever they may strive after this, can the saints of God lay
to their account that they will certainly attain it, and that
fault, just or unjust, will not be found with them. The
dpwpog may be duepntog (for see Luke i. 6; Phil. ii. 15),
but he does not always prove so (I Pet. ii. 12, 15). At
the same time there is a constant tendency to regard the
‘inculpatus’ as s Iso the ‘inculpabilis,’ so that in actual
usage there is a ontinual breaking down of the distinct
and several use of these words. The 0. T. uses of dpepntog,
as Job xi. 4, sufficiently prove this.

" AvéykinTog which, like dveniznmrTog, is in the N. T.
exclusively a word of St. Paul's, occurring five times in
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his Epistles, and nowhere else, is render 'unreprovable'
(Col. 1. 22), 'blameless' (1 Cor. 1. 8), I Tim. iii. 10; Tit. 1.

6, 7). It is justly explained by Chrysostom as implying

not acquittal merely, but absence so much as of a charge
or accusation brought against him of whom it is affirmed.
It moves, like dpwpog, not in the subjective world of the
thoughts and estimates of men, but in the objective world
of facts. It is an epithet by Plutarch (De Cap. ex In.

Util. 5) accurately joined with dho18épmTog. In a passage
cited above, namely I Tim. ii1. 10, there is a manifest
allusion to a custom which still survives in our Ordinations,
at the opening of which the ordaining Bishop demands of
the faithful present whether they know any notable crime
or charge for the which those who have been presented

to him for Holy Orders ought not to be ordained; he
demands, in other words, whether they me dvéyk)\n‘rm, that
is, not merely unaccusable, but unaccused; not merely

free from any just charge, for that question is reserved, if
need be, for later investigation, but free from any charge

at all—the intention of this citation being, that if any
present had such charge to bring, the ordination should

not go forward until this had been duly sifted (I Tim.

iii. 10.

’AveniznnTog, of somewhat rare use in classical Greek,
occurring once in Thucydides (v. 17) and once in Plato
(Phileb. 43 ¢), never in the Septuagint or the Apocrypha,
is found in company with kd@apog (Lucian, Piscat. i. 8),
with dvéykanTog (Id. ib. 46), with Té\etog (Plutarch, Sept.
Sap. Conv. 9), with dd1dBrnTog (Id. Pericles, cf. De Lib.
Ed. 7), 1s in our Version twice rendered ‘blameless’

(I Tim. iii. 2; v. 7), but once ‘irreprovable’ (vi. 14);
these three being the only occasions on which it is found
in the N. T. ‘Irreprehensible,” a word not occurring in
our Authorized Version, but as old as it and older; and
on one of the above occasions, namely, at [ Tim. iii. 2,
employed by the Rhemish, which had gotten it from the



382 SYNONYMS OF THE ATEW TESTAMENT. § CIV.

‘irreprehensibilis’ of the Vulgate, would be a nearer
translation, resting as it does on the same image as the

Greek; that, namely, of affording nothing which an ad-
versary could take hold of, on which he might ground

a charge: um mapéywv kaTnyopiag ddoppnv, as the Scho-
liast on Thucydides has it. At the same time ‘unrepre-
hended,’ if such a word might pass, would be a nearer
rendering still.

§ civ. Bpadig, vWiBpos, dpyos.

IN a careful article which treats of these words, Schmidt
expresses in German the ultimate conclusions about them
whereat he has arrived; which it may be worth while to
repeat, as some instruction may be gotten from them.
Bpadig, he states, would best be represented in German
by ‘langsam,” with Ty Us, or else with Wkdg (Homer, Odys.
viii. 329), or with dyyivouvs for its antithesis; v«iBpog by
‘trage,” with 0&vg for its proper opposite; while he morally
identifies dpy6s with the German ‘faul,” or with ‘untha-
tig,” and finds in évepyég the proper antithesis of this.

Let us examine these words a little closer.

Bpadug differs from the words with which it is here
brought into comparison, that no moral fault or blame is
necessarily involved in it; so far indeed from this, that
of the three occasions on which it is used in the N. T.,
two are in honour; for to be ‘slow’ to evil things, to rash
speaking, or to anger (Jam. 1. 19, bis), is a grace, and not
the contrary. Elsewhere too Bpa8vg is honourably used,
as when Isocrates (1. 34) advises, to be ‘slow’ in planning
and swift in performing. Neither is it in dispraise of the
Spartans that Thucydides ascribes slowness of action
(Bpa.dUTn<S) to the Spartans and swiftness to the Athenians.
He is in this doing no more than weighing in equal
scales, these against those, the more striking and more
excellent qualities of each (viii. 96).
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Of vuiBpog, which is only found twice, in the N. T., and
both times in the Epistle to the Hebrews (v. 11; vi. 12),
the etymology is uncertain; that from vm and W6¢iv,
which found favour once, failing to do so now. We
meet the word in good Attic Greek; thus in Plato (7he-
aetet. 144 b); the form vwO|g being the favourite in the
classical periods of the language, and vWBpog not coming
into common use till the times of the ko1v1) 31d\ekTOS.
It occurs but once in the Septuagint (Prov. xxii. 29),
vwBpokdpd10g also once (Prov. xii. 8); twice in the Apo-
crypha, at Ecclus. xi. 13, and again at iv. 34, where
vWiBpog and Topelpévog év Toig épyorg stand in instructive
juxtaposition.

There 1s a deeper, more inborn sluggishness implied in
vuWBpog, and this bound up as it were in the very life,
than in either of the other words of this group. The
Bpadvg of to-day might become the Wkvg of to-morrow;
the dpyog might grow to évepyds; but the very constitu-
tion of the vW)Bpog unfits him for activities of the mind or
spirit; he is vWBpog év Tdig énivotaig (Polybius, iv. 8. 5).
The word is joined by Dionysius of Halicarnassus with
dvaiodnrog, dkivnrog, and drnaBrig; by, Hippocrates, cited
by Schmidt, with Bapig; by Plutarch (De Orac. Def.)
with SuokivnTog, this last epithet expressing clearly what
in others just named is only suggested, namely, a certain
awkwardness and unwieldliness of gait and demeanour, re-
presenting to the outward world a slowness and inaptitude
for activities of the mind which is within. On its second
appearance, Heb. vi. 12, the Vulgate happily renders it
by ‘segnis’; ‘sluggish,” in place of the ‘slothful,” which
now stands in our Version, would be an improvement.
Delitzsch, upon Heb. v. 11, sums up the force of vuWiBpog;:
Schwer in Bewegung zu setzen, schwerfallig, trage, stumpf,
matt, lassig; while Pollux makes vu)Bpeta a synonym of
apupuTNg. Itis in its earlier form a standing epithet for
the ass (Homer, /1. ii. 559).
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"Apy6s (=depyds), used of persons (2 Pet. i. 8; Tit: i.

12) and of thing. (Matt. xii. 36; xx. 3, 6), is joined in
the first of these places with dkapmog. It is there ren-
dered ‘barren,” a not very happy rendering, for which
‘idle’ might be substituted with advantage, seeing that
‘barren and unfruitful,” as we read it now, constitute
a tautology which it would be well to get rid of. It is
joined by Plato dpehrig (Rep. 421 d) and to e1hég (Legg.
x. 903), by Plutarch, as already had been done by St.
Peter, to dkaprog (Poplic. 8); the verb dpy€iv by De-
mosthenes to oy ohd{erv and anopé€iv. It is set over against
évepyds by Xenophon (Cyrop. iii. 2. 19), against épydTig
by Sophocles (Phi. 1. 97).

‘Slow’ (or ‘tardy’), ‘sluggish,’ and ‘idle’ would
severally represent the words of this group.

§ cv. dnuiovpyds, TexViTNS.

‘BUILDER and maker’ cannot be regarded as a very satis-
factory rendering of the Tey viTng kaii dnpiovpyés of Heb. xi.
10; ‘maker’ saying little more than ‘builder’ had said
already. The words, as we have them, were brought into
the text by Tyndale, and have kept their place in all the
Protestant translations since, while ‘craftyman and maker’
are in Wiclif, ‘artificer and builder’ in the Rheims. De-
litzsch traces this distinction between them, namely that
God, regarded as TeyviTng, is contemplated as laying out
the scheme and ground plan, if we might so speak, of the
Heavenly City. He is 3npiouvpyds, as embodying in actual
form and shape the divine idea or thought of his mind.

This distribution of meaning to the several words, which

is very much that of the Vulgate (‘artifex et conditor’),

and in modern times of Meyer (Bauktunstler and Werk-
meister), has its advantage, namely, that what is first,

so far as a first and last exist in the order of the work
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of God, 1s named first, the divine intention before the
divine realisation of the same; but it labours under this
serious defect, namely, that it assigns to Tex ViTng a mean-
ing of which it is difficult, if not impossible, to find any
example. Assuredly it is no unworthy conception of God
to conceive of Him as the drawer of the ground-plan of
the Heavenly City; while the Epistle to the Hebrews, with
its relations to Philo, and through him to Plato, is

exactly where we might expect to meet it; but Tey viTng
in no other passage of its occurrence in the N. T. (they

are three, Acts xix. 24, 38; Rev. xviii. 22), nor yet in

the thirteen of the Septuagint and Apocrypha, gives the
slightest countenance to the ascription to it of such a
meaning; the same being as little traceable in the Greek
which lies outside of and beyond the sacred writings.
While therefore I believe that dnpiovpyds and TeyviTng
may and ought to be distinguished, I am unable to accept
this distinction.

But first let something be said concerning each of these
words. Anuiovpyds is one of those grand and for rhetori-
cal purposes finely selected words, which constitute so
remarkable and unique a feature of the Epistle to the
Hebrews; and, in the matter of style, difference it so
much from the other Epistles. Beside its single occur-
rence there (Heb. xi. 10), it is to be found once in the
Apocrypha (2 Macc. iv. 1); in the Septuagint not at all.

Its proper meaning, as it bears on its front, is ‘one

whose works stand forth to the public gaze’ (‘cujus

opificia publice prostant”). But this of the public cha-

racter of the works has dropt out of the word; and

'maker' or ‘author’—this on more or less of a grand
scale—is all which remains to it. It is a very favourite

word with Plato, and. of very various employment by

him. Thus rhetoric is the dnpiovpyds of persuasion (Gorg.
453 a); the sun, by its presence or absence, is the dnui-
ovpy6s of day or night (7im. 40 a); God is the Snuiovpydg
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of mortal men (compare Josephus, Antt. 7. 1). There

is no hint in Holy Scripture of the adoption of the word
into the theosophic or philosophic speculations of the
age, nor any presentiment of the prominent part which it
should play in coming struggles, close at hand as were
some of these.

But if God, as He obtains the name of 8nuiovpyds, is
recognized as Maker of all things, TaTrp kai To1TNg, as He
is called by Plutarch (De Fac. in Orbe Lun. 13), TaTrp Kol
3dnuiovpyds by Clement of Rome, Tey vitng, which is often
found in connexion with it (thus Lucian, Hipp. 8; Philo,
Allea. Leg. iii. 32), brings further out what we may ven-
ture to call the artistic side of creation, that which justifies
Cicero in speaking of God as ‘artifex mundi,” He mould-
ing and fashioning, in many and marvellous ways, the
materials which by a prior act of his will, prior, that
is, in our concept on of it, He has called into existence.

If dnuiovpyds more brings out the power of the divine
Creator, Te viTng expresses rather his manifold wisdom,

the infinite variety and beauty of the works of his hand;

‘how manifold are thy works; in wisdom hast Thou made
them all!" All the beauty of God's world owns Him for

its author, ToD kAANOUS Yeveo1dpy Mg, as a writer in the
Apocrypha, whose further words I shall presently quote,
names Him. Bleak therefore (on Heb. xi. 10) is, as |

cannot doubt, nearer the mark when he says, Durch

Tey viTng wird hier gleichfalls der Schopfer bezeichnet,

aber mit Beziehun auf das Kunstlerische in der Berei-

tung des Werkes; and he quotes Wisdom xiii. I: otiTe

T0ig épyots mpooy GvTes énéyvwoav Tov Teyvitny. There is
a certain inconvenience in taking the words, not as they

occur in the Epistle itself, but in a reverse order, dnuiovpyds
first and Texvi‘rng afterwards; this, however, is not so

great as in retaining the order as we find it, and allowing

it to dominate our interpretation, as it appears to me that
Delitzsch has done.
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§ cvi. AOTE0g, WPOi0g, KANGS.

Ao Téiog occurs twice in the N. T. (Acts vii. 20, and Heb.
xi. 23), and on both occasions it is an epithet applied to
Moses; having been drawn from Exod. ii. 2, where the
Septuagint uses this word as an equivalent to the Hebrew
210; compare Philo, De Vita, Mos. i. 3. The T® Be®,
which at Acts vii. 20 is added to doT€iog has not a little
perplexed interpreters, as is evident from the various
renderings which the expression has found. I will enu-
merate a few: ‘gratus Deo’ (Vulg.); ‘loved of God’
(Wiclif); ‘a proper child in the sight of God’ (Tyndale);
‘acceptable unto God’ (Cranmer, Geneva, and Rheims);
‘exceeding fair’ (Authorized Version); this last ren-
dering, which makes the T@ Be® a heightening of the
high quality of the thing which is thus extolled, being
probably the nearest to the truth; see for a like idiom
Jonah iii. 3: TONg peydAn T@ Be®. At Heb. xi. 23, ‘a
proper child’ is the rendering of all our English Versions,
nor would it be easy to improve upon it; though "proper,’
so used, is a little out of date.

The &o v which lies in doTéiog, and which constitutes
its base, tells us at once what is the point from which it
starts, and explains the successive changes through which
it passes. He first of all is doT€iog who has been born
and bred, or at all events reared, in the city; who in this
way is ‘urban.” But the ‘urban’ may be assumed also
to be ‘urbane’; so testifying to the gracious civilizing
influences of the life among men, and converse with men,
which he has enjoyed; and thus doT€iog obtains a certain
ethical tinge, which is real, though it may not be very
profound; he who is such being implicitly contrasted with
the o’L'ypo“lkog, the churl, the boor, the villein. Thus in an in-
structive passage in Xenophon (Cyrop. ii. 2. 12) the doTéiot
are described as also evy dptTes, obliging, that is, and
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gracious, according to the humbler uses of that word.
It is next assumed that the higher culture which he
that is bred in cities enjoys, will display itself in the very
aspect that he wears, which will be fashioned and moulded
under humanizing influences; and thus the doT€iog may
be assumed as fair to look on and comely, a suggestion of
beauty, not indeed generally of a high character, finding
its way very distinctly into the word; thus Plutarch, De
Soc. Gen. 584 c, contrasts the doT€iog and the aiaxpog, or
positively ugly; and thus too Judith is doTéia (Judith
ix. 23) =to the evmpéowmnog applied to Sarah (Gen. xii. 11).

‘Qpaiog is a word of constant recurrence in the Septu-
agint, representing there a large variety of Hebrew words.
In the N. T. it appears only four times (Matt. xxiii. 27;
Acts iii. 2, 10; Rom. x. 15). The steps by which it ob-
tains the meaning of beautiful, such as in all these pas-
sages it possesses, are few and not difficult to trace. All
which in this world it lives submitted to the laws of growth
and decay, has its 'hour' or Wpa, the period, that is, when
it makes fairest show of whatever of grace or beauty it
may own. This Wpa., being thus the turning point of its
existence, the time when it is at its loveliest and best, yields
wpaiog with the sense first of timely; thus wpoiog BdvaTog
in Xenophon, a timely because honourable death; and then
of beautiful (in voller Entwicklung oder Blute stehend,
Schmidt).

It will be seen that doTéiog and Wpaiog arrive at one

and the same goal; so that ‘fair,” or ‘proper,” or ‘beau-
tiful,” might be the rendering of either or of both; but
that they arrive at it by paths wholly different, reposing as
they do on wholly different images. One belongs to art, the
other to nature. In doT€iog the notions of neatness, sym-
metry, elegance, an so finally more or less of beauty, are
bound up. It is indeed generally something small which
doTéiog implies, even when it is something proposed for our
admiration. Thus Aristotle, while he admits that small
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persons (o1 pikpoi) may be doTéiot and odppeTpor, dapper
and well shaped, refuses them the title of kahoi. ‘Qpdiog
is different. There speaks out in it the sense that for all
things which belong to this passing world, the grace of the
fashion of them perishes, but that they have their ‘hour,’
however brief, the season of their highest perfection.

The higher moral aspects and used of ka\dg are most
interesting to note, above all, the perfect freedom with
which it moves alike in the world of beauty and in that
of goodness, claiming both for its own; but of this we
are not here to speak. It is only as designating physical
aspects of beauty that it could be brought into comparison
with Wpaiog here. Kaldg, affirmed to be of the same
descent as the German ‘heil,” as our own ‘whole’ (Curtius,
Grundzuge, 130), as we first know it, expresses beauty, and
beauty contemplated from a point of view especially dear
to the Greek mind, namely as the harmonious complete-
ness, the balance, proportion, and measure of all the parts
one with another of that to which his epithet is given.
Basil the Great (Hom. in Ps. xliv.) brings this out excel-
lently well as he draws the line between it and wpaiog
(Hom. in, Ps. xliv): To wpaiov, he says, ToD kahod Sradéper
371 T0 pév wpdiov Aéyetar T0 CupmenAMPwWRéVOY eig TOV émi-
THSE10V KALPOV TTPOS TNV OIKElAY OKUYY® WS WPaiog 0 KOPTOS
THg dumélov, 6 TNV oikeiaw TéYv eig Teheiwoy eavTod d1d
THig ToD éToug Wpag AmoraBuWV, Kol émiTHSe10g eig ATON QLo 1Y
KOOV 3¢é €0T1 TO €V TH CUVBETEl TV PEN@V eVdppRooTov,
énavBodoav adTwW THY ydpw éyov. Compare Plato, Tim.
365; Rep. x. 601 b, and Stalibaum's note.
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[This concluding article contains contributions toward the illustration of
some other synouyms, for a fuller dealing with which I have not
found place in this volume.]

1. éxmig, mioTig,--Augustine (Enchirid. 8): ‘Est Hague
fides et malarum rerum et bonarum: quia et bona cre-
duntur et mala; et hoc fide bona, non mala. Est etiam
fides et praeteritarum rerum, et praesentium, et futurarum.
Credimus enim Christum mortuum; quod jam praeteriit
credimus sedere ad dexteram Patris; quod nunc est: cre-
dimus venturum ad judicandum; quod futurum est. Item
fides et suarum rerum est et alienarum. Nam et se quisque
credit aliquando esse coepisse, nec fuisse utique sempi-
ternum; et alios, atque alia; nec solum de aliis hominibus
multa, quae ad religionem pertinent, verum etiam de
angelis credimus. Spes autem non nisi bonarum rerum est,
nec nisi futurarum, et ad eum pertinentium qui earum
spem gerere perhibetur. Quae cum ita sint, propter has
caussas distinguend erit fides ab spe, sicut vocabulo, ita
et rationabili differentia. Nam quod adtinet ad non videre
sive quae creduntur, sive quae sperantur, fidei speique com-
mune est." Compare Bishop O'Brien, Nature and Effects
of Faith, p. 304.

2. mpeoBUTNG, Yépwv.—Augustine (Enarr. in Ps. Ixx.
18): ‘Senecta et senium discernuntur a Graecis. Gravitas
enim post juventute aliud nomen habet apud Graecos, et
post ipsam gravitate veniens ultima aetas aliud nomen
habet; nam mpeoBUTNg dicitur gravis, et yépwv senex.
Quia autem in Latina lingua duorum istorum nominum
distinctio deficit, de senectute ambo sunt positae, senecta
et senium. Scitis autem esse duas aetates." Cf. Quaest. in
Gen. 1. 70.
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3. ppéap, Tmyn.—Augustine (in Joh. Evang. Tract. 15):
‘Omnis puteus [(ppéap], fons [rtny1i]; non omnis fons
puteus. Ubi enim aqua de terra manat et usui praecbetur
haurientibus, fons dicitur; sed si in promptu et superficie
sit, fons tantum dicitur si autem in alto et profundo sit,
ita puteus vocatur, ut fontis nomen iron amittat.’

4. oyiopa, aipeoig.—Augustine (Con. Creston. Don. ii.
7): ‘Schisma est recens congregationis ex aliqua sen-
tentiarum diversitate dissensio; haeresis autem schisma
inveteratum.” Cf. Jerome (in Ep. ad Tit. iii. 10): ‘Inter
haeresim et schisma hoc esse arbitrantur, quod haeresis
perversum dogma habeat; schisma propter episcopalem
dissensionem ab Ecclesia separetur; quod quidem in prin-
cipio aliqua, ex parte intelligi queat. Caeterum nullum
schisma non sibi aliquam confingit haeresim, ut recte ab
ecclesia recessisse videatur." And very admirably Nevin
(Antichrist, or the Spirit of Sectarianism): "Heresy and
schism are not indeed the same, but yet they constitute
merely the different manifestations of one and the same
disease. Heresy is theoretic schism; schism is practical
heresy. They continually run into one another, and mu-
tually complete each other. Every heresy is in principle
schismatic; every schism is in its innermost constitution
heretical.'

5. pakpoBupia, TpadTNs.—Theophylact (in Gal. v. 22):
nokpoBupia mpadTnTOS €V ToUTW SoKeél mapd TH ypadf dta-
(hépetv, T TOV pév pakpéBupov Tordv Svuta ev ppovioet, un
0&éws AANA 07X ONT) €miTIBéVAL TV TPOT KOV ALV KiKVT TQ
nTaiovTt TOV 8¢ mpdov ddiévatl TavTdnaoty Siknv T@
nTaiovTl” TOV 8¢ Tpdov ddiévatl TavTdTooy.

6. dvauvnois, LTOPYNo1S.—Ammonius: Avduvnoig dTay
é\O1 elg pYUNY TOV TapPeA86VTWY* Vépvnoig 8¢ §Tav v’
€Tépov eig ToDTO Tpoary Of [2 Tim. i. 5; 2 Pet. i. 13; iii. 1].
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7. ©6pog, TéNog, Grotius: * (pépor, tributa sunt quae ex
agris solvebantur, at que in ipsis speciebus fere pendebantur,
id est 1in tritico, ordeo, vino et similibus. Vectigalia vero
sunt quae Graece dicuntur TéAm, quae a publicanis conduce-
bantur et exigebantur, cum tributa a suceptoribus vel ab
apparitoribus praesidum ac praefectorum exigi solerent.'

8. Tbmog, AN Yopopevov.—Rivetus (Praef. ad Ps. xIv.):
‘Typus est cum factum aliquod a Vetere Testamento ac-
cersitur, idque extenditur praesignificasse atque adumbrasse
aliquid gestum vel gerendum in Novo Testamento; allegoria
vero cum aliquid sive ex Vetere sive ex Novo Testamento
exponitur atque accommodatur novo sensu ad spiritualem
doctrinam, sive vitae institutionem.'

9. No1dopéw, Braopmuéw.—Calvin (Comm. in N. T.;
1 Cor. iv. 12): ‘Notandum est discrimen inter haec duo
participia, Ao13opovUpevotr kai BAao pnuoduevol. Quoniam Aot-
Sopta est asperior dicacitas, quae non tantum perstringit
hominem, sed aoriter etiam mordet, famamque aperta con-
tumelia sugillat, non dubium est quih Nodopetv sit male-
dicto tanquam aculeo vulnerare hominem; proinde reddidi
maledictis lacessiti. BAaopnuia est apertius probrum, quum
quispiam graviter et atrociter proscinditur.’

10. d(peirer, 8éi.—Bengel (Gnomon, 1 Cor. xi. 10)
‘oreiler, notat obligationem, &€i, necessitatem; illud morale
est, hoc quasi physicum; ut in vernacula, wir sollen and
mussen.’

11. mpaiis, Noby105.—Bengel (/b. I Pet. iii. 4): ‘Man-
suetus [rpaiis], qui non turbat: tranquillus [Noby10s], qui
turbas aliorum, superiorum, inferiorum, aequalium, fert
placide. . . . Adde mansuetus in affectibus: tranquillus in
verbis, vultu, actu.’
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12. TeBepehwpévog, dpaiog.—Bengel (Ib. Col. i. 23):
‘TeBepehtowpévor, affixi fundamento; €8par ou, stabiles, firmi
intus. Illud metaphoricum est, hoc magis proprium:
illud importat majorem respectum ad fundamentum quo
sustentantur fideles; sed é8poﬁm, stabiles, dicit internum
robur, quod fideles ipsi habent; quemamodem aedificium
primo quidem fundamento recte solid que inniti, deinde

vero sua etiam mole probe cohaerere et firmiter consistere
debet.'

13. BumTds, vekpdg-- Olshausen (Opusc. Theoll. p. 195):
‘VekpOg vocatur subjectum, in quo sejunctio corporis et
animae facta est: 8vnTdg, in quo fieri potest.’

9 ’ . . .
14. éxeog, oikTippnég.—Fritzsche (in Rom. ix. 15): ‘Plus

N . . . e 9 ’ b .
significari vocabulis 0 01kT1ppoOS et 0ikTeipetv quam verbis
[ 4 9 ~
0 €\eog et eNe€iv recte veteres doctores vulgo statuunt.
Illis enim cum T\ aog, INdopat, et ihdokopat, his cum of et
> . e v . .
01KTOg cognatio est. O é\eog aegritudinem benevole ex
miseria alterius haustam denotat, et commune vocabulum
est ibi collocandum, ubi misericordiae notio in genere

. e 9 / . . . .

enuntianda est; 0 otkTipuog aegritudinem ex alterius mi-
seria susceptam, quae fletum tibi et ejulatum excitet, h. e.
magnam ex alterius miseria aegritudinem, miserationem
declarat.'

15. yn1Bup1o Mg, KaTardhog.—Fritzsche (in Rom. i. 30):

“Y1BvproTad sunt susurrones, h. e. clandestini delatores,

qui ut inviso homini noceant quae ei probro sint crimina

tanquam in aurem alicui insusurrant. Contra KATAAANO1

omnes i1 vocantur, qui quae alicujus famae obsint narrant,

sermonibus celebrant, divulgant maloque rumore aliquem

differunt, sive id. malo animo faciant, ut noceant, sive

temere neque nisi garriendi libidine abrepti. Qui utrum-

que vocabulum ita discriminant, ut 1@vproTdg clandestinos
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calumniatores, kaTaAd\ovs calumniatores qui propalam
criminentur explicent, arctioribus quam par est limitibus

VOC. KATONAAOS circumscribunt, quum id vocabulum calum-
niatorem nocendi cupidum sua vi non declaret.'

16. &y pnoTos, dypeios.—Tittmann: ‘Omnino in voce &-
X PMO TOS non ines tantum notio negativa quam vocant (00
yxpropov), sed adjecta ut plerumque contraria Tod Tovnpod,
quod non tantum nihil prodest, sed etiam damnum affert,
molestum et da nosum est. Apud Xenophontem, Hiero,
i. 27, yapog c’ixpno‘rog non est inutilis, sed molestissimus, et
in OEconom. viii. Sed in voce cixpeiog per se nulla inest
nota reprehensionis, tantum denotatrem aut hominem quo
non opus est, quo supersedere possumus, unnothig, unent-
behrlich [Thucydides, i. 84; ii. 6], quae ipsa tamen raro
sine vituperation dicuntur.'

17. vopikés, vopodi3dokaros, ypappatevs.—Meyer (in
Matt. xxii. 85): ‘vopkdg, ein Rechtskundiger, éniotipwy
T@V vopwv (Photius, Lexicon; Plutarch, Sull. 36); ein
Mosaischer Jurist; vopodi8dokalog bezeichnet einen sol-
chen als Lehrer; ypappotels ist ein weiterer Begriff als
vouikog; Schriftkundiger, dessen Beruf das Studium and
die Auslegung der heiligen Schrift ist.'
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