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ADVERTISEMENT TO THE FOURTH EDITION.

THE revision of this volume for the 3rd and 4th editions

has introduced no important change in the Text and
Notes. A few alterations in reading will be found, espe-
cially in chap. i. 1, the newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus
having in some cases altered the balance of critical judg-
ment. The Translation however has been corrected, and
its Notes have been carefully verified and revised. The
whole in short is bfought up to the standard I finally
adopted in the 3rd edition of the Pastoral Epistles, to
.which all the parts of my Commentary are now conformed.

In this Epistle the Codex Ephremi contains only from
ch. 2. 18 to ch. 4. 16. The reading of the Codex Sinai-
ticus is given, wherever my text differs from Tischendorf’s

seventh edition or the Textus Receptus.

Brisror,
November, 1867,



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

ITYHE second edition of the present Epistle is in all respects

similar to the second edition of the Epistle to the Gala-
tians which appeared a few months since, and is brought up,
I sincerely hope, fully to the same standard.

It is perhaps right to say that little has been substantlally
altered, and that the reader of the first edition will scarcely
find more than half a dozen passages where the opinions
formerly maintained are either retracted or modified ; still
the. additions are great, and the number of notes that have
been recast or rewritten by no means inconsiderable. By
this means space has been obtained for the introduction of
new matter ; weaker arguments in contested passages have
been made to give place to what might seem to put in a
clearer light the stronger argument; logical and grammatical
observations have been more grouped, and the links of
thought that connect clause with clause or sentence with
sentence more studiously exhibited. In this last respect the
additions will be found great, and will I trust, by the blessing
of God, be of no little use to the reader in properly pursuing
the train of sublime thought that runs through this tran-
scendent Epistle. This alas! is the point most commonly
neglected in our ordinary study of Scripture: we trust to ge-
neral impressions and carry away general ideas, but the exact
sequence of thought in the mind of the inspired writer is
what I fear is only too frequently overlooked. Tt is useless
to disguise that this close analysis of the sacred text is very
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difficult ; that it requires a calm judgment and a disciplined
mind, no less than a loving and teachable heart; that it is
not a power we can acquire in a week or in a month: yet
if Scripture be, what I for one believe it to be, the writing
of men inspired by the third Person of the adorable Trinity,
then we may well think that no labour in this direction can be
too severe, no exercise of thought too close or persistent. Let
it also be not forgotten that no intelligent reader can now
faitly say that he is without proper assistance, that the well ¢s
deep and he has nothing to draw with.

Setting aside all mention of the general 1mprovement in
the Commentaries of the day, and supposing the tacit objector
to be either unable or unwilling to face the labour of reading
the great Patristic expositors, let him still remember that the
science of grammar is now so much advanced’, that syntax
and logic are now so well and so happily combined, that no
one who is really in earnest, and to whom God has given a
fair measure of ability, can for a moment justly plead that an
accurate knowledge of the Greek of the New Testament is
beyond his grasp, and a power of analysing the connexion of
its weighty sentences not abundantly ministered to him. I
studiously limit myself to saying the Greek of the New Testa-
ment: individual industry, however steadily exercised, may
sometimes fail in making a student a good general Greek
scholar ; he may have no natural power of appreciating those
felicities of expression, no ready ability for discriminating be-
tween those subtle uses of particles, which mark the best age
of Attic Greek ; but the language of the New Testament, its
plain, hearty, truly simple, but truly Greek diction is I am
confident above the reach of no one who will soundly study
the general rules of thought and language, as they are now
put before us by the grammarians of our own time. And this
I say, partly to encourage the humbler reader who might

! I may here remark that the Greek  parts, and so felicitous in its combina-
Grammar of Dr Donaldson, noticed tion of logic with grammar, as to form
in the Preface to the Galatians, has  a most important contribution to the
now reached a second and enlarged accurate study of the Greek lau-
edition, and is so complete in all its  guage. [185¢]
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have thought such acquirements decidedly out of his reach,
partly for the sake of augmenting the kind and considerate
company of students who have given these Commentaries a
hearing, and have borne patiently with the constant notice
and repetition of grammatical details. I venture thus to dwell
upon this topic—a topic in part alluded to in the preface to
the first edition—as four years of hard study since that was
written, and, what is more valuable for testing opinions, one
year of responsible teaching, have convinced me that a really
accurate knowledge of the language of the Greek Testament
may be acquired far more easily than might at first have
been imagined ; and have further confirmed me in the belief
that it is by these accurate investigations of the language of
the Inspired Volume, that we are enabled really to penetrate
into its deeper mysteries, and thence to learn to appreciate
the more convincing certainty of our highest hopes, and the
more assured reality of our truest consolations.

But to return to the present volume. The student will
find a great, and I trust a welcome addition, in the constant
citations from nine Ancient Versions, viz. the Old Latin, the
two Syriac Versions, the Vulgate, the Coptic, the Gothic, the
two Ethiopic Versions, and the Armenian®. All these have
been carefully studied, their opinions maturely considered,
and their views of debated passages exhibited in brief and
unpretending, but (if labour may be allowed to make me
hopeful) in correct and trustworthy enumerations.

Considerable additions have been made in the way of
short critical notes, especially in those cases in which the Tex-
tus Receptus differs from the reading which I have thought it
right to follow. Here Ihave received some welcome assistance
from the last, the so-called seventh edition of Dr Tischendorf’s
New Testament, though I regret to say I am still obliged to

1T may take this opportunity of meniace Grammatica (Berl. 1841) of
noticing, for the benefit of those who J. H. Petermann. It is furnished
may be disposed to study this interest-  with a good chrestomathy and a use-
ing and not very difficult language, ful glossary, and has the great advan-
that I have derived much useful ag-  tage of being perapicuous and brief,
sistance from the Brevis Lingue Ar-
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reiterate the opinion which I have formerly expressed, that
at any rate in the citations from the Ancient Versions
Tischendorf is not always to be depended on. His own
preface, though marked by great assumption of tone, will
indeed itself confirm this; as he has by his own admissions
depended nearly entirely on Leusden and Schaaf for the
Peshito-Syriac; on the incorrect edition of Wilkins for the
Coptic Version of the Epistles, to the complete neglect of the
more recent edition of Botticher; on a collator for Platt’s
Ethiopic; and for the Armenian on the edition of Dr
Scholz whose general inaccuracies he has unsparingly de-
nounced. The subjective criticisms mixed up in the notes
cannot be called either very useful or very satisfactory,
and will serve teshow how hard it is to find in one and
the same person the patient and laborious paleographer
and the sound and sagaeious critic. Still we owe much to
Dr Tischendorf, and it is probable shall have to owe much
more; his unwearied labours command our highest respect,
and may only the more make us regret that they are not set
off by a greater Christian courtesy in his general tone, and
by more forbearance towards those who: feel it their duty to
differ from him. .

The last addition to the present edition which it is here
necessary to specify is perhaps the most important, syste-
matic reference to the sermons and treatises of our best
English Divines. This, it will be remembered, appeared to.
some extent in the first edition, and has always formed a
feature of thése Commentaries; still I am now enabled to
give to the reader the results of a wider reading, and to
entertain the hope that he will find but few really valuable
illustrations from our best Divines overlooked in the present
volume. All I have done however is only in the way of
reference. I much regret that neither space, nor the general
character of the Commentary, enable me to make long quota-
tions: still I will repeat what I have said elsewhere, that
as the references have been made with great care and
éopsideration, I venture to think that the reader who will
take the trouble of consulting the writers in the places
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referred to will find himself abundantly rewarded for his
iabour. I have alreadyreceived many kind recognitions of the
service which this class of references has rendered to students
in Theology; and I now continue them with renewed interest,
feeling day by day more assured that in these latter times
it is to our own great Divines of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries that we must go for our Theology; and that
it is from them alone that we can provide ourselves with pre-
servatives against the unsound, vaunting, and humanitarian
theosophy, that is such a melancholy and yet such a popular
characteristic of our own times.

Nothing now remains for me, except to notice briefly the
works of fellow-labourers that have appeared since the pub-
lication of the first edition.

A new edition has vecently appeared by Harless, but is,
as the author himself apprizes. us, too little changed to need
any further notice than what has already appeared in the
original Preface to this work. A very useful edition for the
general reader has also appeared in America, from the pen
of the estimable Dr Turner, but is too different in its prin-
ciples of interpretation to have been of much use to me in
a critical and grammatical Commentary such as the present.
To two. Commentaries however which have appeared in this
country during the interval I have alluded to I have paid
very great attention. The first is the Third Volume of my
friend Dean Alford’s Commentary; the second is the Third
Part of Canon Wordsworth’s Comumentary; works which. both
deserve and have received the high approbation of all bibli-
cal students: the former for its able and attractive exegesis,
the latter for its valuable citations from Patristic and English
Divinity; and both for their accurate scholarship, and sound
and intelligent critieism.

I now commend myself to the kind judgment of my
readers; and with the hope that some time in the course
of the following year, if God be pleased to give me health
and strength, I may be enabled to complete another portion
of my laborious undertaking, I here bring to its close a work
that has claimed my incessant attention for some months.
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May the blessing of God rest on this reappearance of a
lowly tribute to His Honour and Glory, may its errors and
shortcomings be forgiven, and its broken and partial glimpses
of Divine Truth be permitted to excite in others a deeper
reverence for the Eternal Word, and a more earnest longing
for the full and perfect Day. '

CAMBRIDGE,
August, 1859.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

THE following pages form the second part of a Comment-
ary on St Paul’s Epistles, founded on the same prin-
ciples and constructed on the same plan as that on the
Epistle to the Galatians. .

As T explained somewhat at length in the preface to that
Epistle the general principles, critical, grammatical, and exe-
getical, upon which this Commentary has been attempted, I
will now only make a few special observations on this present
portion of the work, and record my obligations to those ex-
positors who have more particularly devoted themselves to
this Epistle.

With regard to the present Commentary, I must remind
the reader, that as in style, matter, and logical connexion,
this sublime Epistle differs considerably from that to the
Galatians, so the Commentary must necessarily in many
respects reflect these differences and distinetions. Several
points of grammatical interest which particularly character-
ized the former Epistle are scarcely perceptible in the pre-
sent ; while difficulties which made themselves but shghtly
felt in the vivid, argumentative, expostulatory language of
the Epistle to the Galatians, are here, amidst the earnest
hortatory comments, the deeper doctrinal expositions, and
the more profound enarrations of the primal counsels of God,
ever maintaining a distinct and visible prominence. In the
Epistle to the Galatians, for example, the explanation of the
uses of the cases did not commonly involve many points of
interest: in this Epistle, the cases, especially the genitive,
present almost every phase and form of difficulty ; the uses
are most various, the combinations most subtle and signi-
ficant. In the Epistle to the Galatians again, the particles,
causal, illative, or adversative, which connected the clauses
were constantly claiming the reader’s attention, while the
subordination or co-ordination of the clauses themselves and
the inter-dependence of the different members and factors of
the sentence were generally simple and perspicuous. In the
present Epistle these difficulties are exactly reversed, the use
of the particles is more simple, while the intertexture of
sentences and the connexion of clauses, especially in the
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earlier portions of the Epistle, try the powers and principles
of grammatical and logical analysis to the very uttermost.

In the first chapter more particularly, when we are per-
mitted as it were to gaze upon the evolution of the arche-
typal dispensation of God, amidst those linked and blended
clauses that, like the enwreathed smoke of some sweet-
smelling sacrifice, mount and mount upwards to the very
heaven of heavens, in that group of sentences of rarest har-
mony and more than mortal eloquence, these difficulties are
s0 great and so deep, that the most exact language and the
most diseriminating analysis seem, as they truly are, too poor
and too weak to convey the force or connexion of expressions
so august, and thoughts so unspeakably profound.

It is in this part that I have been deeply conscious that
the system of exposition which I have adopted has passed
through its sorest and severest trial; and though I have
laboured with anxious and unremitting industry, though I
have spared neither toil nor time, but with fear and trem-
bling, and not without many prayers, have devoted every
power to the endeavour to develop the outward meaning and
connexion of this stupendous revelation, I yet feel from my
very heart how feeble that effort has. been, how inexpressive
my words, how powerless. my grasp, how imperfect my de-
lineation.

Still, in other portions of this Epistle, I trust I am not
presumptuous in saying that I have been more cheered and
hopeful, and that I have felt increased confidence in the
system of exposition I was enabled to pursue in the Com-
mentary on the preceding Epistle. I have thus (especially
after the kind netices my former work has received) studiously
maintained in the present notes the same critical and gram-
matical characteristics which marked the former Commentary.
The only differences that I am aware of will be found in the
still greater attention I have paid to the Greek Expositors, a
slight decrease in the references to some modern Commen-
tators in whom I havefelt a diminishing confidence, and in the
larger number of references to our best English Divines which
the nature of this profound Epistle has seemed to require,
I deeply regret that the limits which I have prescribed to
myself in this Commentary have prevented my embodying the
substance of these references in the notes, as I well know
the disinclination to pause and consult other authors which
every reader, save the most earnest and truth-seeking, is
certain to feel. Yet this I will say, that I think the student
will not often regret the trouble he may have to take in
reading those few portions of our great Knglish Divines to
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which I have directed his attention, and which, for his sake,
I could wish had been more numerous. Such as they are,
they are.the results of my own private reading and observation.

In the grammatical portion of the Commentary I must
entreat the reader to bear with me, if, for the sake of brevity,
and I might even say perspicuity, I bave been forced to avail
myself of the current forms of expression adopted by modern
grammatical writers. They will all be found elucidated in the
treatises to which I have referred, and of these every one, to
the best of my belief, is well known and accessible, and will
probably occupy a place in the library of mest scholars.

I must now briefly notice the authors to whom, in addition
to those mentioned in the preface to the Galatians, I am
indebted in the present Epistle,

Of the Patristic Commentators I have derived great benefit
from some exceedingly valuable annotations of Origen, which
are to found in Cramer’s Catence, and which have hitherto
scarcely received any mnotice from recent expositors, though
they most eminently deserve it.

Of modern Commentators on this Epistle, I am deeply
indebted to the admirable exposition of Harless, which, for
accurate scholarship, learning, candour, and ability, may be
pronounced one of the best, 1f not the very best Commentary
that has ever yet appeared on any single portion of Holy
Scripture.

The exposition of this Epistle by Dr Stier under the title
of Die Gemeinde in Christo Jesu, is very complete and compre-
hensive, but so depressingly voluminous as to weary out the
patience of the most devoted reader. When I mention that
1t extends to upwards of 1050 closely printed pages, and that
some single verses (e.g. ch. i. 23, il. 15) are commented on
to the extent of nearly thirty pages, 1 may be excused if 1
express my regret that a writer so earnest, so reverential, and
so favourably known to the world as Dr Rudolph Stier, should
not have endeavoured to have confined his Commentary to
somewhat more moderate dimensions. The chief fault T ven-
ture to find with Dr Stier's system of interpretation is his
constant and (in this work) characteristic endeavour to blend
together two or more explanations, and, in his earnest and
most praiseworthy attempt to exhibit the many deeper mean-
ings which a passage may involve, to unite what is often dissi-
milar and inharmonious. Still his Commentary is the produc-
tion of a learned and devout mind, and no reader will consult
it in vain. A review of it may be found in the seventy-ninth
volume of Reuter’s Repertorium.

The third special Commentary I desire to mention is the
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full and laborious work of Professor Fadie. I have derived
from it little directly, as it is to a great degree confessedly a
compilation from existing materials, and these I have in
all cases thought it my duty to examine and to use for my-
self; still T have never failed to give professor Eadie’s de-
cisions my best consideration, and have in many cases felt
myself edified by the devoutness, and not unfrequently the
eloquence of his expositions. I trust however the learned
author will excuse me when I say that I do not think the
grammatical portion of the Commentary is by any means so
well executed as the exegetical, and that I cannot but regard
this otherwise able work as to a certain degree an example
of the truth of an opinion which I ventured to express in the
preface to the Galatians, viz. that theological as well as gram-
matical learning is now so much extended, that it is hard to
find a commentator who is able satisfactorily to undertake, at
one and the same time, a critical, grammatical, exegetical, and
dogmatical exposition of any portion of the New Testament.
In his cumulative representation of the opinions of other
Commentators, as my notes will occasionally testify, Professor
Eadie is also not always exact: with these abatements how-
ever, which candour compels me to make, I can heartily and
conscientiously recommend this Commentary as both judicious
and comprehensive, and as a great and important addition to
the exegetical labours of this country.

I need hardly add that the last edition of the accurate,
perspicuous, and learned Commentary of Dr Meyer has been
most carefully consulted throughout, and I must again, as in
the preface to the Galatians, avow my great obligations to
the acumen and scholarship of the learned editor. In many
doctrinal questions I differ widely from Dr Meyer, but as a
critical and grammatical expositor he deserves the respect of
all thoughtful readers,

T have now only to commit my work to the reader with
the humble prayer to Almighty God, through Jesus Christ,
that it may receive a blessing from above ; and, though feebly
and imperfectly, may still be permitted to minister somewhat
to the more accurate knowledge of His blessed word, and to
the clearer perception of the outward forms and expressions
of His everlasting Truth.

CamerIDGE,
June, 1855.



INTRODUCTION.

THE sublime Epistle to the Ephesians was written by St Paul
during his first captivity at Rome (Acts xxviil. 16), and stands
second or more probably third in the third of the four groups into
which the Epistles of St Paul may be conveniently divided. The
Ep. to the Colossians (Meyer, Einleit. p. 18, Wieseler, Chronol.
p. 4508q.), and also that to Philemon, appear to have immediately
preceded, while that to the Philippians seems to have succeeded
after an interval of perhaps a year, when the Apostle’s confine-
ment assumed a harsher character, and his prospects seemed in
some measure more cheerless (Phil. i. 20).

It was thus written about the year A.p. 62, and was conveyed
to the Church of Ephesus by Tychicus (Eph. vi. 21), either while
on his way to deliver the Epistles addressed respectively to the
Colossians and to Philemon, or, as has been thought more proba-
ble (Meyer, Einleit. p. 17), on his return after having performed
that duty.

The belief that the Epistle was addressed to the Christians of the
important city of Ephesus is not open to very serious doubt, The
critical arguments (see note on ch. i. 1), and the nearly unanimous
consent of the early Church (Iren. Heer. v. 2. 3; Clem. Alex.
Strom. 1v. 8, Vol. 1. p. 592, ed. Potter; Orig. Cels. 111. 20, Vol. 1. p.
458, ed. Bened.) are generally in favour of such a destination. Still
as the critical arguments have to some extent been modified by the
evidence of the Codex Sinaiticus,and as the omission of greetings and
personal notices in an Epistle sent from the founder of the Church
_of Ephesus (Acts xix. 1 5q., comp. xviii. 19) to converts with whom
he had dwelt nearly three years (Acts xx. 31) is certainly striking
and noticeable, we may now the more confidently adopt the opinion
of Usher (4dnnal. ann. 4068) aud of several recent expositors, that
this Epistle, if addressed primarily to the Christians at Ephesus,
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was still designed for circulation in all the churches near to
or dependent on that city, and was thus left studiously general
in form, and free from distinctive notices. Individual greetings
and other messages of affection might well have been entrusted
to a bearer who was specially commissioned to inform the receiv-
ers of the Epistle upon all points connected with the personal state
of the Apostle (ch. vi. 21).

The Epistle does not appear to have been called forth by any
particular eircumstances, nor to have involved any warning against
the peculiarities of Jewish or Eastern Philosophy, but was de-
signed to set forth the origin and development of the Church of
Christ, and to display to the Christian dweller under the shadow of
the great temple of Diana the unity and beauty of that transcend-
ently more glorious spiritual temple (ch. ii. 20) of which Christ
Himself was the chief corner stone, and the saints portions of the
superstructure, That it should also contain many thoughts nearly
identical with those expressed in the Epistle to the Colossians is
readily accounted for by the fact that both were written nearly at
the same time, and both addressed to Churches which wevre suffi
ciently near to each other to have had many things in common,
especially in the relations of social and domestic life.

The genuineness and authenticity admit of no reasonable doubt.
The testimonies of the Early Church are unusually strong and per-
sistent (see reff. above, and add Tertull. de Preescr. ch. xxxvi; [Hip-
pol.] Contra Her. p. 193 [284]), and have never been called in
question till comparatively recent times. The objectionsare purely
of a subjective character, being mainly founded on imaginary
weaknesses in style or equally imaginary references to early Gnos-
ticism, and have been so fairly and fully confuted that they can no
longer be considered to deserve any serious attention: see esp.
Meyer, Einleit. p. 19 sq., Davidson, Introd. Vol. 1. p. 352 sq .
Alford, Prolegom. p. 8.

The arguments in favour of the Epistle having been written
at Cwmsarea will be found in Meyer, Finleit. § 2, but are far from
convineing.
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Apostolic address
and salutation.

1. dwdorodos X. *L] ¢ an Apostle
of Christ Jesus? gen. not of ablation
(the source from which his commission
proceeded ; comp. Stier ¢n loc.), but
simply of possession, in reference to
the Master whose servant and minis-
ter he was; see Acts xxvil. 23, o0 elui;
Rom. i. 1, dofros ’I. X.: and comp.
notes on Col. i. 1. The distinction
between these forms of the gen. (which
Eadie appears not to have fully felt)
is often faintly marked (compare
Scheuerl. Synt. § 16, 17); still Har-
less seems quite correct in saying that
the idea of authorisation does not
depend simply on the gen., but on
the modal clauses, as xar émiraydy,
1 Tim. i. 1, which are commonly at-
tached : comp. Gal. i. 1, where the
nature of the relations between the
Apostle and his converts suggests
language of unusual precision.  The
order Xp. 'Ins. rests on BDE; al
(Lackm., Tisch.): Rec. gives’Ins. Xp.
with AFGKLN; all mss.; al.

Sua Oehipartos Beotv] ‘by the will of
God; modal clause appended to the
preceding words, not so much to en-
hance his apostolic authority (comp.
Alf), as in that thankful remem-
brance of God’s power and grace
which any allusion to his ministerial
office was sure to awaken in the Apo-
stle’s heart: comp. 1 Cor. xv. 10,
Gal. i. 15. These and the preceding

EPEXEIOYX.

AYAOZ andororos Xpworor “Iy- I.

aob dia Behfuaros Ocot Tols dylows

words occur in the same order and
connexion in 2z Cor. i. 1, Col. i 1,
2 Tim. i. 1; comp. 1 Cor. i. 1. Though
it is not possible to doubt that the Apo-
stle, in addressing different Churches
or individuals, designedly adopted the
same or different modes of salutation,
still it is not in all cases easy to trace
from external considerations the rea-
sons for the choice; comp. notes on
Col. i. 1. Riickert, who has slightly
touched on the subject (on Gal. i. 1),
refers the Apostle’s present specifica-
tion of his authority, 8:4 der. O., to
the encyclical character of the Epistle.
As this character, though probable
(see crit. mote), is merely hypothe-
tical, it will be safer, and perhaps
more natural, to adopt the more gene-
ral explanation above alluded to; see
Meyer on 1 Cor. i. 1.

Tois dylois] ¢ o the Saints.” Christians
are appy. called &yior in the N.T. in
three senses: {a) generally, as mem-
bers of a visible and local community
devoted to God’s service (Acts ix. 32,
xxvi. 10, Rom. xv. 25), and, as such,
united in a common outward profes-
sion of faith (r Cor. i. 2; see Chrys.
on Rom. i, 7); (b) more specifically, as
members of a spiritual community
(Col. iii. 12, 1 Pet. ii. 9); and (¢) as’
also in many cases having personal
and individual sanctity; comp. ver.
4, see Fell in loc. The context will

B



2 ITPOE E®EZIOYZ.
Tois odow [év "Eqéoy | kai morois év Xpiorg Inood.

1. [& 'Eg¢éry] In consequence of the omission of these words in the newly
discovered X we are now perhaps at length justified in placingthem in brackets.
The facts of the case are as follows: I. As far ag our present collations can be
depended upon, all the MSS,, mss., and Vv. are unanimous in favour of the
insertion; except B, where the words are supplied on the margin by a second
hand (Tisch.), N, where the words are added by the fourth hand (Tischendorf’s
C), and 67, where they appear in the text, but with diacritical marks indica-
tive of suspicion. II. Basil, whom we have reasons for believing to have been
careful as a critic (see Georg. Syncell. Chron. p. 203, ed. Paris, 1651), certainly
did not find the words év Tols malawis 7Oy dvriypagpdv, Eunom.11. 19. Bp
Middleton supposes Basil only to appeal to the ancient Manuscripts as contain-
ing 7ols ofoiv & *E¢., not simply rois év 'E¢.: comp. Wiggers, Stud. u. Krit.
for 1841, p. 423; this opinion however has no diplomatic support of any kind,
and cannot fairly and logically be deduced from the words of Basil; see Meyer,
Einleit. p. 2, note. IIL. Tertullian (Mare. v. 11, 17) possibly was not aware of
their existence ; it is uncritical t6 say more. His words ¢veritas Eeclesiz’ do
not necessarily imply an absence of diplomatic evidence, nor can ‘interpolare’
(comp. Marc. 1v. 1, v. 21) be pressed. IV. Origen (Caten. Vol. 11. p. 102)
appears to have accepted the omission, as he comments on the peculiarity of
the expression rois dylots Tols olow, see Tisch. (ed. 7). The internal evidence,
such as absence of greetings and personal notices, is of more importance. Still
both combined do not as yet seem quite sufficient entirely to overthrow the
preponderance of external authority, and the appy. unanimous tradition of the
early Church, that this Ep. was addressed to the Ephesians (Iren. Her. v. 2, 3;
Clem. Al Strom. 1v. 8; Tertull. /. ¢.; Origen, Cels. 111. p. 458, ed. Ben.). We
therefore now place the words in brackets, but retain them in the text, feeling
it still possible that their omission in B and ¥ may be due to an early exercise
of criticism founded on supposed internal evidence, traces of which are found
in Theodoret, Preef. in Eph.: comp. Wieseler, Chronol. p. 442 sq. The different
theories and attempts to reconcile conflicting evidence will be found in Meyer,
Einleit. § 1; Wieseler, Chronol. p. 432 sq.; and Davidson, Introd. Vol. 1r.
P- 328 8q. Of the many hypotheses, that of Harless (Einleit. p. 57)—that the
Ep. was designed not only for the Ephesians, but for the Churches dependent
on Ephesus, or the Christians who had already been converted there—is perhaps
the most plausible,

involving these different ideas are
grouped round x\nrofs dylos: comp.

generally show which of these ideas
predominates. In salutations like the

present &yios appears to be used in
its most comprehensive sense, as in-
volving the idea of a visible (hence the
local predicate), and also (as the com-
plimentary clause xai wiworois é Xp. 'L
suggests) that of a spiritual and holy
community : see Col. i. 2, and esp.
1 Cor. i. 2, where defining clauses

Thorndike, Review, 1. 33, Vol 1. p.
656 (A.-C. L.), and Davenant on Col,
i morols év Xp.
"Ine.] “ faithful, sc. believing in Christ
Jesus” Iligrds stands here not in its
general and classical sense, ¢ qui fidem
preestat’ (Grot., Alf), but in its par-
ticular and theological sense, ‘qui fi-
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Inooi Xpiorob.

Blessed be God who pre-
destinated us to the

Edloynros 6 Oeos rai waTp TOU 3

adoption of sons, redeemed us by Christ’s blood, revealed to us
His eternal purpose of uniting all in Him, and commenced its
fulfilment by sealing with His Spirit both Jew and Gentile,

dem habet’ (comp. Syr.), a meaning
which it indisputably bears in several
passages in the N. T.; e. g. John xx.
27, 2 Cor. vi. 15, Gal. iii. 9, 1 Tim.
iv. 3 (not 1 Tim. i. 12; Eadie), Titus
i. 6, &c¢.; comp. Ecclus. i. 14, Psalm
ci. 6, and see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v.
Vol. 1L p. 741, tv Xpiore
implies union and fellowship with
Christ (see notes on Gal. ii. 17), qua-
lifying only the more restricted term
wiotbs, not dyios (Phil. i. 1) together
with mwrés (Harl, Meyer). The
clause is not however, on the one
hand, a mere epexegesis of dylois
(Beza), nor, on the other, a specifi-

cation of another and separate class -

(Stier); but completes the deseription
of the dyior, by the addition of a
second and more distinctive predica-
tion: see Meyer in loc. Iliords év
Xp. thus approximates in meaning
to mworebwr els Xp. (Gal. ii. 16), ex-
cept that the latter involves a closer
connexion of the verb and the prep.
(mior. els...Xp.), and points rather to
an act of the will, while the former
involves a closer connexion of the
prep. and the noun (wwr....& Xp.),
and marks a sfate and condition: see
Fritz, Mare. p. 173, and Eadie in loc.,
where the full force of the preposition
is eloquently expanded.

2. Xdpis Vpiv kal elpivn] ¢ Grace
to you and peace;’ scil. efy, not &rw
(Meyer, Holzh.), which, though not
untenable (Bernhardy, Synt. x1. 5, p.
392 ; comp. 2 Chron. ix. 8), is far less
suitable and even less usual than the
optative; see 1 Pet. i 2, 2 Pet. i. 2,
Jude 2; and comp. 2 John 3, where

however &rrat gives the wish the cha-
racter of a definite expectation. The
suggestion of Stier that xdpts and el-
piwn refer respectively to the dyeoc and
morol ‘does not seem tenable, as the
formula is so common without any
such antecedents (Rom. i. %, 1 Cor. i.
3, 2 Cor. i. 2, al.); still they must not
be diluted into mere equivalents of the
ordinary forms of salutation (Fritz.
Rom.i. 7, Vol. 1. p. 23). Xdpts ex-
presses God’s love toward man; el-
piwy the state of peace and blessed-
ness which results from it; elppreder
yap mwpds TOv Oedv & TiY edayyehuiy
demracduevos monTelay, Theod. on Rom.
i. 8; see notes on Glal.i. 3. It may be
observed that as this form is regularly
maintained in all St Paul’s Epp. to
Churches (Philem. 3 is no exception,
being addressed also 737 xar’ olkov éx-
«Ayole), while in 1 Tim. i 2, 2 Tim,
i, 2, Tit. i. 4 (Rec., Lachm.), the more
personal term #\eos is added, the latter
might seem the form addressed to
individuals, the former to communities ;
comp. too Rev. i. 4, 2 John 3, but
consider Jude 2, Gal. vi. 16, and ob-
serve that in Titus . ¢, xdpis xai elph-
vy is the reading best supported. St
James alone adopts the usual formula
xalpew: in 3 John 1, 2, the salutation
passes into a prayer. kal
Kuvplov] Secil. xal drd Kuplov, k7.
so expressly Syr., Arm., both of which
repeat the preposition. The Socinian
interpretation, kal (rarpds) Kup., is
grammatically admissible, but in a
high degree forced and improbable :
see esp, Tit. i. 4, and compare 1 Thess,
iil, 11, 2 Thess. ii. 16.

B2
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3. - Evhoynés] ¢ Blessed,’ scil. &orw
(2 Chron. ix. 8), or eiy (Job i. 21,
Psalm cxiii. 2): the verb is however
commonly omitted in this and similar
forms of doxology ; comp. 2 Cor. i. 3.
In this solemn ascription of praise
et\oynros (érawelofar kal favudiesfar
&tios, Theod.-Mops.), as its position
shows, has the principal emphasis, the
rule of Fritz. (Rom. ix. 5, Vol: 1. 274)
being appy. reasonable, viz. that edho-
4qrds or edhoynuévos will occupy the
first or some succeeding place in the
sentence, according as the emphasis
rests on the predicate (as it commonly
does) or on the substantive ; comp.
1 Kings x. 9, 2 Chron. L c. Job I c.
and esp. Psalm /. ¢. which are thus
more satisfactorily explained than by
a supposed limitation of position in
consequence of the inserted copula
(Alf. on Rom. ix. 5). It has
been remarked by Steiger on 1 Pet. i.
3 (comp. Harless), that in the N. T,
ethoynrds is only applied to God, edAo-
4muévos to man: it may be added that
in the LXX the latter is occasionally
applied to God, the former but seldom
to man, appy. only in Gen. xxvi. 29
(Alex.), Deut. vil. 14, 1 Sam. xv. 13,
xxv. 33. For a good analysis of the
present paragraph, in which the rela-
tions of the Church to the three
persons of the blessed Trinity are dis-
tinctly unfolded, see Alford in loc.
6 Oeds kal warip k.T.A] ‘God and
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.
It is doubtful whether in this formula
(which Riick. needlessly terms ¢pau-
linisch,” see 1 Pet. i. 3) the gen. de-
pends (a) on both (Theoph.), or (b)
only on the latter (Syr., Zth., Theod.-
M‘-’Ps- 1, Theodoret) of the two nomi-
natives. Chrys, leaves it undecided.
Grammatical considerations do mnot
asgist us; for, on the-one hand, the

position of the article before ©Oeds
rather than waryp (Olsh.) does mnot
invalidate the latter interpretation
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 3, p. 115 note),
nor the omission of e before xai (Har-
less) the former; the usual ¢ prepara-
tive’ force of re (Hartung, Partik.
Vol. 1. p. 98; Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11.
p- 736) being here obviously out of
place. To the former interpretation,
Oeds pdv is capkwhévres, warip 8¢ ws
Ocoll Aéyov, there can be no doctrinal
objections (see ver. 17, John xx. 1%,
and comp. Olsh. on Matth. xxi. 31, 32),
but from the considerations suggested
on Gal. 1. 4, as well as from the fact
that except in ver. 17 St Paul has not
elsewhere so designated the Father,
the latter construction seems decidedly
preferable. On the most suitable
translation, see notes on Gal. i. 4
(Transl.). é ebhoyqoas 7 pds)
‘who blessed us;’ ¢ antanaclasis; aliter
nobis benedixit Deus, aliter nos bene-
dicimus Illi,” Bengel. The aorist par-
ticiple (where the aoristic force is al-
ways least obscure; Bernhardy, Synt.
X. 9, p- 383) refers to the counsels of
the Father as graciously completed in
the Redemption, and is thus neither
used (a) for a pres. (Holzh.), an un-
tenable position, except in a sense and
under limitations (Scheuerl. Syntuz,
§ 32. 2, p. 337) which would here be
doctrinally unsuitable; nor (3) as
marking ‘a customary or repeated
act’ (Eadie), a meaning which the
aorist appears mever to bear in the
N.T.; see Winer, Gr. § 40. 5. 1, p.
248, The reference of #uds can
scarcely be doubtful: it cannot refer
to St Paul (Koppe),—for comp.
kdyd, ver. 15—but, as the inclusive
nature of the context (ver. 4, 11, 12)
distinetly implies, must be extended
to Christians generally. - No fixed rules
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can be laid down as to the reference
of the plural pronoun: this must al-
ways be determined by the context.
v wdoy edloyly mvevpariky)] ‘with
every blessing of the Spirit,;’ agency by
which the blessing was imparted, év
herebeing appy.instrumental (see notes
on 1 Thess, iv. 18),and perhaps not with-
out some parallelism to the Hebrew
3 %73 ; comp. the analogous construe-
tion, Tobit viil. 15, and James iii. g,
where however the instrumental sense
is much more distinct. The meaning
and force of mrevuariky is slightly
doubtful. Chrys. and Theod.-Mops.
find in it an antithesis to the blessings
of the Old Covenant (riw ’Tovdaikiy
&vrabfa alvlrrerar, ebhoyla udv yap 4v,
GAX ob wrvevpariky, Chrys.; comp.
Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 756);
so distinetly Syr., Alth., and, with
a detailed enumeration of the bless-
ings, Theod. in loc. It seems
however much more in accordance
both with the present context and with
the prevailing usage of the N.T. (see
Rom. i. 11, xdpioua mvevparikdy, and
1 Cor. xii, 1, 7dv wrevparikdv, com-
pared with ver. 11), torefer the epithet
directly to the Holy Spirit (Joel ii.
28sq., Acts ii. 17). Bengel has not
failed to notice the allusion to the
Trinity, which (as Stier has clearly
shown, Vol. 1. p. 5%) pervades the
whole of this sublime Epistle,

&y Tols ¢movpavios] ‘in the heavenly
[ 4 v

regions;’ LLLQ-I-Q [in ccelo] Syr.,
‘in ceelis,” Zth. The exact meaning
of these words is doubtful. Many of
the ancient and several modern ex-
positors explain 7& érovpdria as ‘hea-
venly blessings’ (érovpdvia ~ép 7d
5dpa. rabra, Theodoret), ‘heavenly
institutions’ (J. Johnson, Unbl. Sacr.
Vol 1. p. 198, A.-C.L.), and thus

as standing in ethical contrast to rd
érlyewa (Chrys.), see John iii. 12; but
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 40, where the same
words are in physical contrast. This’
is not grammatically untenable, and
would not require the omission of 7ofs
(Riick., Eadie, al.), as the article would
thus only correctly designate the class ;
see Middleton, Greek Art. 111 2. 2, p.
40, and comp. Winer, Gr. § 18. 3, p.
99. As however such a specification
of the sphere, and thence of the spi-
ritual character of the action, would
seem superfluous after the definite
words immediately preceding; as in
the four other passages in this Ep. (i
20, i, 6, iii. 10, and vi. 12, but contr.
Chrys.) the expression seems obviously
local; and lastly, as throughout St
Paul’s Epp. (even 2 Tim. iv. 18) émov-
pdwios has that local or physical force
which the preposition éml (Harless)
would also seem further to suggest, it
will be best, both on contextual and
lexical grounds, to retain that meaning
in the present case. 'Ev rols émovp.
must then here be referred as a local
predication to eddoy. wveun., defining
broadly and comprehensively the re-
gion and sphere where our true home
is (Phil. iii. 2z0), where our hope is
laid up (Col. i. 5), and whence the
blessings of the Spirit, the % Swped 7
érovpdvios (Heb. vi. 4), truly come:
see notes to Transl. &v
Xpuor@] Not for 8& Xpigrod (Chrys.,
Hamm.), but, as in ver. 1, ‘in Christ ;’
‘in quo uno spirituali et sanctifici
benedictione donamur,’ Beza. Thus
edhoyhoas contains the predication of
time (Donalds. G7. § 574 5q.), év . ed),
wveun. the predication of manner, more
exactly defined by the local predication
év 7ols émoup., while év Xp. is that
mystical predication which, as Stier
well observes, ‘is the very soul of this
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Epistle,” and involves all other con-
ceptions in itself. For a good example
of this species of analysis of clauses
and sentences, see Donalds. Craf. §
304. Steph. (not Rec.) omits év.

4. xabds] ‘even as, ‘sicut,’ Vulg.,
Clarom., Copt., al.; explanation and
expansion of the preceding edAoy7-
Gas k.7.\., the particle xafds, which
in most cases has a purely modal,
appearing here to have also a slightly
explanatory or even causal force (‘in-
asmuch as’), and to mark not only
the accordance, but the necessary
connexion of the edhoyle with the
éxhoy”: see Rom. i. 28, 1 Cor. i. 6,
and compare rxafére (used only by St
Luke), which has both a modal (Acts
ii. 45, iv. 35) and a causal (Acts ii.
24) meaning. The form kafas is not
found in the older Attic writers, or in
Lucian; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 426,
and notes on Gal, il 6.
ékaro ruds] ‘ He chose us out for
Himself,;’ ¢ elegit,’ Vulg., Clarom., al.,
but with some sacrifice of the fullest
meaning. Without entering into the
profound dogmatical questions con-
nected with the meaning of this verb
(only used by St Paul here and 1 Cor.
i. 27 bis, 28), it may be simply ob-
served that in éfeNéfaro three ideas
are suggested : (a) selection (not neces-
sarily of individuals, see Ebravd, Dogm.
§ 560) from, out of, others not chosen
(¢ 100 Kbouou, John xv. 19; contr.
Hofmann, Scheifth. Vol. 1. p. 198),
suggested by the plain meaning of the
word. (b) Simple unrestricted preter-
ition of the act (alike irrespective of
duration or relation ; Bernhardy, Syn-
tax, X. 8, p. 380, and esp. Fritz, de
4or. p. 17 8q.), conveyed by the tense,
and further heightened by the * time-
lessness’ (Olsh.) of the quasi-temporal

predication wpd raraBolfs; compare
2 Thess. ii. 13, elAaro dn’ dpxijs: God
i8 6 kaX@v (1 Thess. ii. 12) as well as 6
kaXéras (Gal. 1. 6), but not & éxhe-
vbuevos. (¢} Reflexive action (for
Himself ; compare Eph. v. 27, Rev.
xxi. 2), implied by the voice. While
the primary meaning of ék\éyesfos and
similar words is undoubtedly to be
looked for in their general and national
references inthe O. T. (Usteri, Lehrbegr.
L. 2. 2, p. 271; Knapp, Script. Var.
Arg. p. 556), the modal clauses with
which they are combined show the
deeper and more distinctive sense in
which they are used in the New Tes-
tament. On this profound subject,
and on the estates of man (the estate
of wrath, of reconciliation, and of
election), see esp, Jackson, Creed, x.
37. I1 8q., Vol. IX. p. 312 sq., and
comp, Hammond on God’s Grace, Vol.
1. p. 6678q. (Lond. 1674), and Lau-
rence, Bampt. Lect. for 1804.

& air@] Not for 8 adrod, scil. Sk 77s
els alrdr wiorews (Chrys,, Hamm.), nor
for eis adréy (comp. Ath.), nor yet
with an instrumental force (Arm.),
but, as Olsh. correctly and profoundly
explainsit, én Him ;’ in Christ, as the
head and representative of spiritual,
as Adam was the representative of
natural humanity; comp. 1 Cor. xv.
22. wpd xarafolis kbopov)
This expression, used three times in
the N.T. (John xvii. 24, 1 Pet. i. 20),
here serves to define the archetypal
character of the New Dispensation,
and the wide gulf that separated the
mpbleais wpd xpdvwy alwvlwy (2 Tim.
i, g) of God with respect to Christians,
from His temporal éxhoyy of the Jews;
see Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 522
(Bohn). elvar fpas
k. 7.\ ‘that we should be holy and
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blameless;* object contemplated by God
in His gracious ék\oy, the infin. being
that of intention; scil. &l rovry Wa
drytot Suev kal duwpor, Chrys.: comp.
2 Cor. xi. 2, Col. i. 22, and see Winer,
Gr. § 44. 1, p. 284, Donalds. Gr. § 6o7.
a, p. 598. dylovs xal
dpdpovs] ‘holy and blameless;’ posi-
tive and negative aspects of true Chris-
tian life. The meaning of duwpuos (d-
pepmros, kabapbs, dyexros, Hesych.)
is slightly doubtful; it may be ()
“inculpatus,” & dveminrror Blov Exwy
(Chrys.), in accordance with its deri-
vation (udpos, uéugopar); or (b) ‘im-
maculatus’ (Vulg., Clarom., Arm.;
comp, Syr., Goth.), with possible re-
ference to its application in the LXX
to vietims, Lev. 1. 10, xxii. 19; comp.
1 Mace. iv. 42, lepefs dudpovs, and see
Tittm. Synon. p. 29. The latter mean-
ing is strongly supported by 1 Pet. i.
19, dpuvol duwpmov kal dowilov, and
Heb. ix. 14: still, as there is here no
sacrificial allusion direct or indirect
(comp. ch. v. 2%), it seems best to retain
(a) the simple etymological meaning;
see Col. i. 22, dylovs kal duduovs kal
dveyk\irous, and comp. Wisd. x. 15,
Nadv ooy kal owépua Epeparrov. 1t
is more doubtful whether these epithets
point to a moral condition, <. e. to the
righteousness of sanctification (Chrys.,
Hamm.), or to the imputed righteous-
ness of Christ (Olsh.,, Mey.). The
former reference seems most conso-
nant both with St Paul's general
teaching (r Thess. iv. 7), and the
obvious inferences that may be drawn
from other passages in the N. T,
1 Pet. i. 16, Rev. xxii. 11 ; see Stier
on loc., and on the distinction between
sanctifying and justifying righteous-
ness, the excellent remarks of Hooker,
Serm. 11. 6, Vol. 1IL p. 611,

kaTevémov avrol] ‘before Him;® ¢id

est vere, sincere,” Beza ; aywotvw {n-
7€l 9p 6 Toh Oeol dpfatuds 6pd, Chrys.
The form adrod is here to be preferred,
ag the reference to the subject is ob-
viously remote and unemphatic ; comp.
Bremi, Jahrb. der Philol. 1X. p. 171
(Winer). The distinction however be-
tween the proper use of these two
forms cannot be rigorously defined ;
see ‘Buttm. Mid. Excurs. X. p. 140,
and Tisch. Prolegom. p. LVIIL

¢v dydmry may be joined with éfenéfaro:
more probably with d&y. xal dudpu.
(Vulg., Copt.); but appy. most pro-
bably with wpoopicas (Syr., Chrys.,
Theod.), as St Paul's object seems
here not so much to define the nature
of the required dytwotvy and dueupia
on the part of man, as to reveal the
transcendent principle of Love which
(if we may so speak) was the moving
principle of the wpoopiguds of God ; kal
wpoetdey nuds kal Fydmyoe, Theod.,
comp. Theod.-Mops. The arguments
derived from the collocation of the
words are not decisive, for & dydry
could as well be joined with ay. xal
du. here, a8 & dywwolvy with duép-
wrovs in I Thess. ili. 13; and again
could as easily precede emphasis gratid
wpooplaas here, as it does éppifwuévor,
ch. iii. 18. Lastly, it cannot be said
that the second modal clause xard
7w e0d. is thus superfluous (Meyer):
the two clauses point to two different
attributes ; év dydmy to the loving
Mercy, kard Tip €0d. to the sovereign
Power of God. For a good defence
of the second form of connexion see
Alford in loc.

§. mpoopioas fpds] ‘having fore-
ordained us;’ i.e. not ‘predestinans,’
Beng., but ‘quum predestinasset,’ Syr.-
Phil,, the participle being most natu-
rally regarded as temporal, not modal,
and its action as prior fo, not syn-
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chronous with (as in ver. g) that of
¢ehétaro: comp. Rom. viii. 29, 30, and
see Berhardy, Synt. 11 ¢, p. 383,
Donalds. Gr.§ 574 8q. With regard
to the prep. it would certainly seem
that mpd does not refer {o others
(Baumg.), nor appy. to existence be-
fore time (Eadie), but simply to the
realization of the event: the decree
existed before the object of it came
into outward manifestation ; eomp.
Tponhmukbras in ver. 12, and see Olsh.
‘on Rom. ix. 1. The digtinction be-
tween éxhoyd and mpoopiouds s thus
drawn by Scherzer (cited by Wolf);
‘differunt tantum ratione ordinativa
et objectiva,” the éx of the former
referring to the mass from whom the
selection was made, the wpd of the
latter to the pre-existence and prio-
rity of the decree. On TPOOPLO 1bS,
&e. see Petavius, Theol. Dogm. 1x. 1,
Vol. 1. p. 565 sq., and Laurence,
Bampt. Lect. vi11. p. 169 3q.

els violeolav] ‘for adoption,’ seil. a
adrob viol heyol[d] neba ral xpyuarifv-
pev, Theod.-Mops. ; viofesia however
not being merely sonship (Ust, Lehrb.
II 1. 2, p. 186) but as usual ‘adop-
tionem filiorum,” Vulg. ; see notes on
Gal. iv. 5, and Neander, Planting,
Vol. 1. p. 477 (Bohn).

s avrév] ‘unto Him;’ comp. Col.
i. 20, dmokarad\dfar T wdvra els
airév. As the exact meaning of these
words is slightly obscure, it will be
best to premise the following state-
ments. (@) Eis vlob. .. els abrdv
must be regarded as a single com-
pound clause expressive of the manner
and nature of the mpooptopds, 8 "In.
and els abr. being separate sub-clauses
further defining the prominent idea
els vioBeolav. (B) Adrdy (not adrdv)
is not to be referred to Christ (De
‘W), but, with the Greek expositors,

to God. (¢} Eis adrdv is fiot merely
equivalent to é& adr§ (Beza), or
§5, seil. IN5M2> (Holzh.); nor is the
favourite transl. of Meyer, “in refer:
ence to Him’ (comp. Riick.), though
grammatically tenable (Winer, Gr. §
49. 8, p. 354), by any means sufficient.
In these deeper theological passages
the prep, seems to bear its primary
(eis=évs, Donalds. Crat. § 170) and
most comprehensive sense of ‘fo and
into’ (see Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v.);
the idea of approach (7v els avriv
drdyovoar, Theoph.) being alse bleuded
with and heightened by that of -
ward wnton; comp. notes on Gal. iii.
27, ‘We may thus paraphrase,
‘God predestinated us to be adopted
as His sons; and that adoption came
to us through Christ, and was to lead
us unto, and unite us to God.” Stier
compares what he terms the bold ex-
pression in 2 Pet. 1. 4. kaTad
v edboklav, k.7.\.] ‘according to the
good pleasure of His will, ‘secun-
dum placitum (propositum, Vulg.)
voluntatis sue,” Clarom.; the prep.
kard as usual marking ‘rule, mea-
sure, accordance to,” Winer, Gr. § 49.
d, p. 357. The exact meaning of
evdokia iz here doubtful. The Greek
expositors (not Chrys.) refer it to the
benevolentia (% éx’ edepyeoly Bovhnats,
Heum.), the Vulg., Syr., Goth. (‘lei-
kainai’) al. to the voluntas liberrima
of God. The latter meaning rarely if
ever (not even in Ecclus. i. 27, xxxii.
5) occurs in the LXX ; in the N.T.
however, though there are decided
instances of the former meaning, e.g.
Luke ii. 14 (not ‘lmtitia,’ Fritz.),
Phil. i. 15 (3¢ €53, opp. to 5ta PpBéwov),
still there is no reason to doubt (Harl.)
that the latter occurs in Matth. xi.
26 (0éNnois kal dpéorewn, Theoph.),
Luke x. 21, and probably Phil. ii. 13.
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6. ¢év 7] So Tisch. (ed. 2, 7) with DE(F cm. )GKL; great majority of
mss, ; Clarom., Vulg,, Goth., Syr.-Phil.,, Arm;, al.; Bas.,, Chrys.,, Theod,, al.
and rightly ; for #s, though found in ABR; mss.; Syr., Ath.; Orig. (Cat.),
Chrys. (1), al. (Lachm., Mey., Alf.), and thus well supported, on internal
grounds, as a grammatical correction, seems very suspicious. The statement
“of Alf, that a ‘relative following a substantive is as often in a different
case a8 the same,’ certainly cannot be substantiated; see Winer, Gr. § 24. 1,

P 148,

Thus the context must decide. As
here and in ver. g eddoxia seems to
refer exclusively to the actor (wpoopi-
oas, yvwpleas,) not to the objects of the
action, it seems best with De Wette
(mis-cited by Eadie) to adopt the
latter meaning, though not in the
extreme sense, 70 cpodpdv GéNnua, as
advocated by Chrys. In this the ides
of goodness (1 dpiocrn xal rxaX\ioTy
7ol Beoli éxolaios 9ényais, Etym. M.)
is of course necessarily involved, but
it does not form the prominent idea.
For further details, see esp. Fritz.
on Rom. x. 1, Vol. IL. p. 369 sq., and
Wordsw. in foc.

6. s frawov xtN] ‘for the
praise of the glory of His grace,’
“in or rather ad, Clarom.; see Mad-
vig, Opusc. Acad. p. 167 sq.; comp.
Hand, Tursell. Vol. 111. p. 317]laudem
glorize gratie sum,” Vulg.; wa 4 74s
Xdpros avrod 80fa decxdF, Chrys. : di-
vine purpose of the mpooptouds, eis
here denoting the ¢finis primarius’
(Phil. i. 11), not ‘ consequens aliquid’
{Grot.), asin 1 Pet. i. 7. It isscarcely
necessary to say that neither is &ra:-
vos dofys for érawes &dofos (Grot.),
nor défa THs xdpiros for &dofes xdpis
(Beza) ; both of them weak and, espe-
cially bere, wholly inadmissible solu-
tions. As Chrys. appears rightly to
have felt, 86fysis a pure subst., and
serves to specify that peculiar guality
or attribute of the xdpis which forms
the subject of praise; comp. Winer,

Gr. § 34. 3, obs. p. 211. Thus
then of the three genitives, the first
is that ¢ of the object,” or more strictly
speaking, ‘of the point of view’
(Scheuerl, Synt. § 18, p. 129), while
the last two are united (Winer, Gr.
§ 30. 3. 1, p. 172), and form a com-
mon possessive genitive, Owing to
the defining gen., the article is not
indispensable; see Winer, Gr. § 19.
2. b, p. 113, and compare Madvig,
Synt, § 10. 2. v 4] ‘in qua,’
Vulg., Clarom., not ‘e qué,” Beza,
or ‘qui,’ Arm. (instrum. case); the
antecedent here much more naturally
marking the state in which, than the
means by which God showed us His
favour. ixoplrocer fp.] “ He
imparted His grace to us,’ ‘gratifica-
vit,” Vulg., Clarom., ‘largitus est,’
Ath. The exact meaning of xapiréw
is doubtful. From the analogy of
verbs in 6w, whether in reference to
what is material (e. g. xpvobw, d&c.) or
what is immaterial (e.g. favardw, dc.,
see Harless), xapiréw must mean
‘xdpire aliguem afficio.’ As however
xdpts is indeterminate, and may mean
either the subjective state of the indi-
vidual or the objective grace of God,
¢xopitwee may still bave two mean-
ings: (@) émepdorovs érolnse, Chrys.,
¢gratis sibi acceptos effecit,” Beza;
comp. a somewhat similar use in Eec-
clus, xviii. 17, Psalm xviii. 26 (Symam.),
and see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol, Ir
p. 1504; or (b) gratid amplexus est,
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Beng., sim. Syr., ‘gratiz, quam effu-
dit;” comp, Luke i. 28. Both the con-
text (comp. Alf.) and the prevailing
meaning of xdpis in St Paul's Epp.
seem distinctly in favour of the latter
meaning. On the use of the aor,,
comp. note on éfeNéfaro, ver. 4.

&v 7§ dyampéve] ‘in the Beloved ;°
see Matth. iii. 17, and comp. Col. i. 13.
’Ev is not here interchangeable with
8ud (comp. Chrys.), or equivalent to
propter (Gfot., Locke), but retains its
full primary meaning. Christ, as Olsh.
well observes, is regarded not only as
the mediator, but as the true repre-
. sentative of mankind.

7. & $] ‘tn whom;® further illus-
tration and expansion of the preceding
éxaplrwser. Here again év is neither
instrumental (Arm.), nor identical in
meaning with §ud (Vatabl.), Fritzsche
indeed (Opusc. p. 184) adduces this
passage as an instance of this identity,
and regards i Tob alu. avTod as a sort
of epexegesis of & ¢, ‘per quem, . ¢. eo
quod sanguinem effudit ;* but such an
explanation falls greatly short of the
true meaning. As usual, & has here
its primary and fullest theological
meaning: it implies more than union
with (Riick.,, Eadie); it points to
Christ as the living spkere of redemp-
tion, while &id x.7.\. refers to the
outward means of it; comp. Rom. iii.
24. As Olsh. profoundly observes:
‘ we have not redemption in His work
without His person, but in His person
with which His work forms a living
unity;’ see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p.
347 note. ¥xopev] ‘we are
having ;> present, and not without
emphasis; ‘we are ever needing, and
are ever having it,” Eadie. v
dmohéTpwow] *the (not our, Conyb.)
redemption ;” soil, the long promised,

and now known and realized redemp-
tion. The use of this word is thus
briefly but perspicuously elucidated
by Usteri in loc.: ‘Who is ran-
somed? Man, from the punishment
he deserved. What is the Adrpov
(Matth, xx. 28, Mark x. 45, 1 Tim.
ii. 6)% The blood of Christ. To whom
is it paid? To God. Who pays it?
Christ in the first place; though
strictly God who sent Him ; so, God
through Christ;’ Lehrb. 11. 1. 1, p. T07:
see collection of texts, Waterl. Doc-
trine of Euchk. 1v. 3, Vol. 1v. p. 513.
‘We must not however too much
limit the application of this important
word. As the art. renders it impos-
sible to explain it merely metonymice,
‘a redeemed state’ (comp. Corn. a
Lap.), so it presents to us the con-
ception of ‘redemption’ in its most
general and abstract sense, alike from
Satan, sin, and death: comp. Mid-
dleton, Greek Art. v. 1, p. 9o (ed.
Rose). 8ud Tod alparos avrod]
‘through His blood ;" closer definition
of the & @, by a notice of the ¢ causa
medians,” the blood of Christ, that
without which there could have been
10 deesis : comp. Heb. ix. 22, and see
the sound remarks of Alf. and Wordsw.
ink.l. v dderiv 1dv waparr.]
‘ the forgiveness of our transgressions;’
in apposition to the preceding droAd-
Tpwats, and a specification of its essen-
tial character. The distinction between
deaes (condonatio) and wdpeais (pree-
termissio, Rom. iii. 25) is noticed by
Trench, Synon. § 33; more briefly
but most acutely by Fritz. Rom. Vol.
L p. 199. Too much stress need not
here be laid on the distinction between
maportipare and auaprios, for com-
pare Col. i. 14. Still the former so
naturally point to sins on the side of
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commission, sinful acts, the latter to
sins as the result of a state, sinful
conditions, that it seems best (with
Beza) to preserve the distinction in
translation ; comp. notes on ch, il. 1,
where the distinction is more fully
discussed. 70 whodros s Xdp.
avrov] ¢the riches of His grace;’ cer-
tainly not per Hebraismum for ‘abun-
dans bonitas’ (Grot.), but with the
usual meaning of the possessive gen.,
the riches which appertain to, are the
property of His xépis. On the form
70 mhobros, here rightly retained by
Tisch., see Winer, Gr. § 9. 2. 2, p. 61,
It occurs again in Eph. iil. 8, 16
(strongly supported), Eph. ii. 7, Phil
iv. 19, Col i, 2%, ii. 2 (well), 2 Cor.
viii, 2 (doubtfully) ; comp. Tisch. Pro-
legom. p. 1v. Rec. has 7dv mhobron.
8. s dneplooevaev] ‘which he made
to abound ;’ ‘ufarassau ganohida’
[abundanter concessit], Goth., ‘abun-
dare fecit,” Aith. Though mepisoeiw
is used intransitively by St Paul no
less than twenty two times, yet as it
is certainly transitive in 2 Cor. iv, 15,
ix. 8, 1 Thess. iil. 12 (comp. Athen.
Deipn. 1. 16 [42], wepirredee Tés
dpas), and ag there i8 no satisfactory
instance in the N.T. of attraction
in the case of a verb joined with a dat.
(Fritzsche’s explanation of Rom. iv, 17
is more than doubtful, and in 1 Tim.
iv. 6, s [Lachm. ed. min.] is only
supported by A inopp. to CDFGKLN),
it seems better to adopt the latter
meaning with Theod. (juds mept-
K\Ofer) and the Vv. above cited,
than the intrans. with Syr., Vulg,
Arm., and appy. Chrys. @ loc. On
the apparent violations of the law of
attraction in the N.T., see Winer,
Gr. § 24. 1, P 148. iy wdoy
codle kal dpovica] ‘in all wisdom

and {ntelligence;’ sphere and element

in which the éreplorevoer is evinced
and realized, As there is some diffi-
culty in (1) the meaning, (2) reference,
and (3) connexion of these words, it
will be best to consider these points
separately. (1) Ildoa cogla can only
mean ‘all wisdom,” i.e. ‘every kind
of, all possible wisdom,’ not ‘summa
sapientia’ (Rosenm., Eadie); wds, as
Harless correctly observes, always
denoting exfension rather than inten-
sion, and thus often giving a con-
crete applivation to abstract mnouns;
comp. Col. iv. 12, and see Winer,
Gr. § 18. 4, p. 101. The exx. ad-
duced by Eadie (Matth, xxviii. 18,
Acts v. 15 [23], 1 Tim, i. 25) donotin
any way invalidate this principle. Zo-
pla and gpdynois are not synonymous
(Homb. ; comp. Plato, Symp. p. 202 A),
but may be thus distinguished : copia
(cognate with cd¢ys, sapio) demotes
¢ wisdom’ in its general sense, kowds
amdvror pdonow, Suid. (see 4 Mace.
i, 16); ¢pbrnoes is rather ‘intelli-
gentia,” ‘a right application of the
dpiw’ (16 dtwashar kakGs Bovhevrarhai
wepl TG alT@ dyabé kal cvudépovra,
Aristot.),—in a word, an attribute or
result of ocogla (% 8¢ copla drdpl
Tikrer ¢ppbynow, Prov. x. 23), thus
serving here (like dwoxdAvyis ver. 17,
aivesis Col. i, g) to define and limis
the reference of the more general and
comprehensive word. That copla is
theoretical, ¢pbyyos practical (Krebs;
comp. Aristot. Ethic. VL 5. 7, and
Cicero, Of. 1 2), is too bald a distinc-
tion ; for copla in its Christian appli-
cation necessarily wears a practical
aspect, and may in this respect be as
much contrasted with yv@ots (1 Cor.
viii, 1), a8 ¢pbryois with the more
nearly synonymous gdvesis (Col. 1, 9);
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see notes to Transl., Trench, Synon.
Part 11, § 25, and comp. Beok, Seelenl.
II. 19, p. OIL. (2) The reference is
to man, not God (Alf.), for though
@pbynais might be applied to God (see
Prov. iii. 19, Jer. x. 12, 1 Kings iii.
28), and év cog. kal Ppov. might, sym-
metrically with év dydry ver. 4, de-
note the principle in which God was
pleased to act, yet (a) wdoy seems
incompatible with such a reference ;
(b) the introduction of these attributes
in reference to God disturbs the per-
vading reference to the Divine ydpis;

(c) the analogy of Col. i. g, urged by .

Olsh., forcibly suggests the reference
to man.  (3) The connexion (left un-
decided by Lachm., Tisch.) must then
be that of the text. If the arguments
a, b, ¢ be not considered valid, é»
7oy k.7.\. must be joined with yrw-
pioas, as Theod. (uerd woANfs coplas
éyvapioer), Griesh., al. The reference
to God, if the ordinary punctuation
be retained (De Wette), is in the high-
est degree unsatisfactory.

9. yveploras] ¢ having made known,
or, more idiomatically, ‘in making
known ;* participle explanatory of the
preceding éreplorevaer...&v mdon sodig
xal ¢pov., esp. of the latter words, and
appy. denoting an act coincident, and
terminating synchronously with the
finite verb: see Bernhardy, Synt. X.
9, p- 383, Donalds. Gr. § 576; and
esp. Herm. Viger, No. 224, Stallbaum,
Plato, Pheedo, p.62D. The ‘ut notum
faceret’ of Vulg. (comp. Clarom.,
Goth.) is due to the reading yrwpicar
found in FG; 76; Hil, and some
Latin Ff, 76 puoripiov
:""")"] ‘the mystery of His will;’ not
liI::].bi:: loquendi genere’ for consi-

anim, Grot., but ‘the mys-
tory periaining to it 3" 700 eMiu, being

neither & gen. of apposition (16 dmwo~
kexpuppuévoy alitol Oéhqua kal dSphov
Tols wdat pvaThpior avTd kadv, Theod.-.
Mops.), nor a gen. subjecii (‘as it has
its origin in,” Eadie), but simply a gen.
objecti (‘ concerning His will,” Meyer)
marking that to which the mystery
was referred, and on which it turned:
see Kriiger, Sprachl, § 47. 7. 1, and
Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, p. 127. The
incarnation of Christ and the redemp-
tion He wrought for us, though an
actual revelation considered as a mat-
ter of fact, was a uvoripior consi-
dered with reference to the depths
of the divine will: see Theod.-Mops.
cited above, and comp. Olsh. in loc.
katd TV eudok. avT.] ‘according to His
good pleasure ;’ specification of the yvw-
picas as having taken place in strict
dependence both in time and manner
on the will of God; comp, ver. 5. To
refer this to what follows (‘to wit,
His intention according to His good
pleasure to gather,” Eadie) seems ob-
viously incorrect, involved, and out of
harmony with ver. 5: as kard x.7.A.
formed a modal clause to wpooploas
there, so it naturally qualifies yvwploas
here.

mpoélero] ¢ purposed ;> ¢ proposuit,’
Vulg., not ¢ praestituerat,” Beza. The
verb mwporifesfar only occurs in the
N.T. in two other passages, viz.
Rom. i 13 (ethical, as here), and
Rom, iii. 25 (quasi-local, ¢set forth?);
the force of the prep. in both cases
being local rather than temporal
(Elsner, 0bs. Vol 11, p. 20), and ana-
logous to the use of the prep. in
wpoaipeiobar (2 Cor. ix. 7) and mpoxei-
pifeobas (Actsiii. 20). It may indeed
be doubted whether any instance can
be found of wporifecfar in a purely
temporal sense: Polyb. Hist. VIIL 13.
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1, is not in point.
& adrd] ‘in Himself ;) not adr@ as
Tisch. (ed. 2, %), ‘in eo,” Vulg. Though
it is often difficult to decide between
the reflexive and non-reflexive pro-
noun (see Buttm. Mid. Excurs. X.
P- 140), yet as a general rule, where
the attention is principally directed to
the subject, the former is most natu-
ral ; where it is diverted by the im-
portance of the details, the latter.
Thus in ver. 5, viofesia is so distinctly
the important word that adrov is suf-
ficiently explicit; here the connexion
with mpoéfero is 80 immediate that the
reflexive form alone seems admissible.
10. €ls olkovoplav] ‘for, with a
view to, the dispensation ; els being
not for & (Vulg., Auth), or tem-
poral, ‘usque ad,’ Erasm. (a more
justifiable translation), but simply in-
dicative of the purpose, intention, of
the wpbfesis: comp. Winer, Gr. § 49.
a, P. 354. The meaning of
olkovoula has been much debated. It
occurs nine times in the N.T.; (a) in
the simple sense of stewardship, Luke
xvi. 2 sq., a meaning which Wieseler
(Chron. p. 448) maintains even in this
place ; (b) in reference to the apostolic
office, to the olkos Oeol, 1 Cor. ix. 17,
Col. i. 25, and (more remotely) 1 Tim.
i. 4; (¢) in reference to the Divine
government of the world, disposition,
dispensation, here, and ch. ii. 2, 9;
see exx, in Rost u. Palm, Zex. s. v.
Vol. 11. p. 417, and esp. Schweigh.
Lex. Polyb, 8. v. 'The special mean-
ings, “dispensatio gratiz,” ‘redemp-
tionis mysterium,’ scil. Christi édvav-
Opdmrnors (Suicer, Thesaur, s. V. ;
comp. Valesius, Euseb. Hist. 1. 1,
Petav. de Incarn. 11. 1, Vol 1v. p.
110), which were probably deduced
from the whole clause, cannot be ad-
mitted as explanations of the simple

word, The article is not required, as
the governing substantive is suffi-
ciently defined by the gen. which fol-
lows ; see Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. b, p.
113 8q. Tod WANPApaTos TOV
kawpdv] ‘of the fulness of the seasons;’
scil. that moment which completes,
and as it were fills up the ordained
katpol (time estimated in reference to
the epochs in the Divine government)
of the Gospel dispensation: compare
the somewhat similar expression, w\%-
puwots  huepdv, Dan. x. 3 (Theod.),
Ezek. v. 2, where however the com-
pletion is estimated relatively to the
act rather than to the exact moment
that made the remaining temporal
void full; see notes on @al. iv. 4. The
genitival relation of these words to
olxovouia is very obscure. It would
certainly seem that To0 mAqpdg. k.7 N,
cannot be (z) a gen. of the object
(Theod.-Mops.), for, as Meyer justly
observes, the mAfjpwua may be said
é\feiv (Gal, 1. ¢.), but not olkovopeiobai:
nor again (b) can it be an explanatory
gen. or gen. of identity (Harless ; comp.
Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82), for an
essentially temporal conception can
scarcely be used in explanation of an
ethical notion: it may however be
plausibly considered as (c) a gen. of
the characterizing quality (Scheuerl.
§ 16. 3, p. 115), which, especially in
local and temporal reference, admits
considerable latitude of application ;
comp. Jude 6, kplots peydhys Huépas,
and sce exx. in Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p.
168 sq., and in Hartung, Casus, p.
27. The difficult expression oixov. 700
mAnp. k.7 will thus seem to imply
not merely ‘the full-timed dispensa-
tion’ (Eadie), but more exactly ‘the
dispensation that was characterized by,
that was to be set forth in, the fulness
of time’ (‘propria plenitudini temp.,’
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10. & 7cls olpavols] Tisch. is perhaps right in maintaining this reading with
AFGK; appy. majority of mss.; Copt. ; Chrys., Theodoret (1), Theophyl., al.
(Rec., Griesh., Scholz, Harless, De W.); against éml Tols olpavois even with
BDELN ; about 40 mss.; Goth. ; Theodoret (1), Dam., (Ee., al. (Lackm., Rick.,
Meyer, Alf.): for, conceding that it may be grammatically correct (comp. exx.
Rost u. Palm, Lex. émi, 11. 1, Vol. 1. p. 1035), we must still say that the internal
objections, that érl is never joined in the N.T. with olpavds or olpavol, and
that é» odpar$ and €mi yfs (probably not without significance) are invariably
found in antithesis, are of very great weight : see Harless in loc.

Calov.) ; and must be referred not only
to the period of the coming of Christ
(ed. 1; Ust. Lehrd. 11. 1, p. 83; comp.
TNfpwpa TGy kapdy %) Tapoveia adrod
7v, Chrys.), but appy., as the more
extended ref. of the context seems to
suggest, the whole duration of the
Gospel dispensation (Alf): see Stier
in loc. (p. 96), and contrast Gal. iv.
4, where, as the context shows, the re-
ference is more restricted. The use
and meaning of the term is noticed
by Hall, Bampt. Lect. for 1797.

dvakepadardoacdar] ‘to  sum up
again together,’ ‘restaurare,’ Clarom.,
‘summatim recolligere,” Beza; mnot
dependent on mpoéfero, but an expla-
natory infinitive, defining the nature
and purpose of the mpéfesis: comp.
1 Thess. iv. 4, and see notes on Col.
i. 22. The article is not necessary:
see Winer, G7. § 44. 2. obs. p. 286;
notes on 1 Thess. iil. 3 ; and comp.
Madvig, Syntax, § 144. The
meaning of this word, connected as it
here is with the counsels of Omnipo-
tence, must be investigated with the
most anxious care. Viewed simply,
kepahmboar (ouwTouds ouayayel,
Hesych.) means ¢ summatim colligere,’
Thucyd. 111 67, VI. g1, VIIL. 53 ; dva-
keparadoacbar ‘swmmatim (sibi) re-
colligere ;* comp. suykepalatotiocfas (‘in
brevem summam contrahere’), Polyb.
Hist. 1L 3. 1, 1. 66. 11, de.; see
Schweigh. Lex. Polyb., and Raphel in

loc. But viewed in connexion with
the context, it gives rise to two import-
ant questions: (1) Is there any allu-
sion to Christ as the xegpaXs (Chrys.)?
In a writer so profound as St Paul
this is far from impossible. The deri-
vation of the word however (ke¢pdAacor
not xegpa)), St Paul’s use of it in its
common meaning in Rom. xiii. g, and
most of all the context, which points
to a union ‘¢n Christo,” not ‘sub
Christo’ (Beng.), to His atonement ra-
ther than His sovereignty (Col. ii. 10),
render it improbable. (2) What
is the force of drd? From Rom. I. c.
(see Fritz.) it has plausibly been con-
sidered latent; still, as even there
this is very doubtful (see Meyer in
loc.) it must not here be lightly passed
over. What then is this force? Ob-
viously not simple repetition; nor
again (from reasons above) summation
upwards, in reference to Christ as the
Head (cvvdequor dvwfer émwceipévov,
Chrys.), but re-union ve-collection, a
‘partium divalsarum conjunctio,” in
reference to a state of previous and
primal unity : so far then, but so fur
only, a ‘restoration’ (Syr., Vulg.) to
that state; comp. Beng. in loc., the
editor’s Destiny of the Creature, p.
162, and see an excellent discussion
on the word in Andrewes, Serm. XVL
Vol. 1. p. 263, 270 (A.-C. L.). The
force of the middle voice must also
appy. not be overlooked.
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7d wdvra may imply ‘all intelligent
beings’ {(comp. notes on Gal, iii. 22),
but, on account of the clauses which
follow, is best taken in its widest
sense, ‘all things and beings,” Meyer ;
comp. Andrewes, Serm. xvIi. Vol. I.
p- 269. 76 & Tols olpavols
k.7.\] ¢ the things in heaven and the
things wpon earth ; widest expression
of universality designed to show the
extent of the preceding 74 wdvra
(Andr.); comp. Col. i. 20, and see
notes in loc. Without entering into
the profound questions which have
been connected with these words, it
may be said that as on the one hand
all limiting interpretations—e.g. Jews
and Gentiles (Schoettg.), dyyéhovs xal
dvBpdsmovs (Chrys.), the world of spirits
and the race of men (Meyer),—are
opposed to the generalizing neuter
{Winer, Gr. § 2. 8, p. 160) and the
comprehensiveness of the expressions;
80, on the other hand, any reference
to the redemption or restoration of
those spirits (Crellius) for whom our
Lord Himself said 70 #0p 76 aldwiov
(Matth. xxv. 41) was prepared must
be pronounced fundamentally impos-
sible: comp. Bramhall, Castigations,
&e. Disc. 11. 'Vol. 1v. p. 354 (A.-C.L.),
Hofmann, Sehriftb. Vol. 1. p. 192,
and the editor’s Destiny of the Orea-
ture, p. 91 sq. The reading éxl 7. odp.
(Lachm., Alf.) is strongly supported.
Rec. reads 74 7¢ év with 8¢; al.

tv ad1¢] ‘in Him; not added merely
‘explicationis causd’ (Herm. Viger,123.
b. 5), but as re-asseverating with great
solemnity and emphasis (see Jelf, Gr.
§ 658) the only blessed sphere in which
this dvakxegp. can be regarded as opera-
tive, and apart from which, and with-
out which, its energies cannot be con-
ceived as acting: see Destiny of the
Oreature, p. 89, It forms also an easy

transition to the following relative.

1. & § kal ékhpd0.] “in whom
we were also chosen as His inheritance
kal obviously qualifying éxAnp., not
the unexpressed pronoun (Auth.), and
specifying the gracious carrying out
and realization of the divine rpbfests,
ver. 9. This ascensive force may some-
times be expressed by ‘really,” see
Hartung, Partik. xat, 2. 4, p. 132 8q.;
the exact shade of meaning however
will be hest defined by a consideration
of the exact tenor and facit compari-
sons of the context; see Klotz, Devar.
Vol. 11, p. 636. The exact
meaning of éx\npwd. is very doubtful.
Passing over the more obviously un-
tenable interpretations of Bretsch.,
‘Wahl, Koppe, and others, we find
four translations which deserve atten-
tion: (¢) Pass. for middle; ‘we have
obtained an inheritance,” Auth.,Conyb.;
comp. Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 204:
this however is not fairly substantiated
by the citations adduced, and is dis-
tinctly at variance with the significant
passives which prevail throughout this
profound paragraph in reference to
man; even wposekAypdfnoar, Acts
xvii, 4, is best taken passively; see
Winer, G7. § 39. 2, p. 234. () Simple
pass.; <sorfe wocati: sumus,’ Vulg.,
Syr., Goth.; comp. 1 Sam, xiv. 41,
and see exx. in Elsner, l.¢.; 4. e. ‘as
though by lot,” in allusion to the sove-
reign freedom of God's choice; xAfjpov
yevoudvoy Huds éfeNétaro, Chrys.: this
however is seriously at variance with
St Paul’s modes of thought and the
regular forms of expression (xahedv,
ék\éyecfar) which he uses on this
subject: see Harless and Meyer in
loc. (c) Passive, used like mioredonar,
paprupoduas (comp. dmwopoluar, Gal.
iv. 20, and see Winer, Gr. §39. 1,
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P- 233), with an implied accus., scil.
“in heereditatem adscitt sumus,’ Grot.
2, Harl, Meyer (‘were enfeoffed,’
Eadie), with allusion to Josh. xiv. 1
8q., and reference to the x\fjpos Tdv
dylwr, Col. i. 12. (d) Pass,, in a spe-
cial senge; ‘eramus facti hareditas
(Domini),” Beng.,, Hamm. [mis-cited
by De W.J, 4. e. hads &yxhnpos, Deat.
iv. 20, see ch. ix. 29, xxxii. 9. Be-
tween (¢} and (d) it is somewhat hard
to decide. While both present some
difficulties, (¢) in point of structure,
(d) in the special character of its
meaning, both harmonize well with
the context, the former in its allusion
to kAnpovoula, ver. 14, the latter with
reference to wepuwolnois, 6.  As how-
ever (c¢) is doubtful in point of usage,
and as the force of xal is well main-
tained by (d) in the gentle contrast
it suggests between the general éxho-
% and the more specially gracious
kNhpwois, this latter interpr. is cer-
tainly to be.preferred; ‘we were not
only chosen out, but chosen out as a
Aads Eyxhnpos:’ elmev éfeNéfaro Huds
drwrépw, évrabifd Pnow éxhnpdlyuey,
Chrys. The reading éxhjfnper,
though found in ADEFG; Clarom.,
Sang., Boern., al. (Lachm.), seems
almost certainly a sort of gloss for the
more difficult and appy. ill-understood
Exhnpdbnuer. v BovAiy Tod
8N adrov] ¢ the counsel of His will,
‘consilium voluntatis sue,” Vulg., Cla-
rom. ; assertion of the unconditioned
and sovereign will of God appropriate-
ly introduced after &kAnpdfnuer: dore
ok éredy "Tovdalor ob wpooeiyor, dik
TolTo T& E0yn ekdhesev, 00d¢ dvayka-
ofeis, Chrys. The expression Sou\j
OeNjuaros is not either pleonastic, or
expressive of ¢ consilium liberrimum’
(Beng.), but solemnly represents. the

Almighty Will as displaying itself in
action; @é\npua designating the will
generally, Sou\y the more special ex-
pression of it. The distinction of
Buttmann (Lexil. s. v. § 35, comp.
Tittm. Synon. p. 124 8q.) that ¢ Bov-
Aopac is confined to the inclination,
é0é\w to that kind of wish in which
there lies a purpose or design,’” does
not seem generally applicable to the
N. T. (see Matth. 1. 19, and comp.
1 Cor. iv. 5 with Eph. ii. 3), and pro-
bably not always to classical Greek:
see Pape, Lex. 8. v. Bovhopar, Vol. L.
p. 383; Donalds. Crat. § 463. For
further illustrations see notes on 1
Tim. v. 14.

12. s 10 evar k.t N] ‘that we
should be to the praise of His glory )’
final cause of the x\jpwois on the
part of God mentioned in the pre-
ceding verse, els 76 «.7.\. depending
on éx\np., and rods wpoyhmwik. forming
an opposition to fuds. To refer this
clause to wpoopiofévres, and to connect
elvar with wpoqimkéras (Harl.), is
highly involved and artificial; see
Meyer in loc. The reference of
the pronoun is somewhat doubtful.
Up to the present verse fjuels has de-
signated the community of believers,
Jews and Gentiles. It would seem
most natural to continue it in the
same sense; the meaning however
agsigned to éxhnp., that of mpoyhr.,
and most of all the opposition xal
vpets (Which De Wette does not inva-
lidate by ref. to ch. ii. 1, Col. i. 8),
seem convincingly to prove that fuels
refers especially to Jewish Christians,
vuets to Gentile Christians. Chrys.
has not expressed this, but the citation:
above (on éxAnp.) would seem to imply
distinctly that he felt it. It may
be observed that the ingertion of the
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art. tfis before 86fys, with A ; many
mss.; Chrys, al. (Rec.), is opposed to
all other uncial MSS. and rejected by
all recent editors. Tovs
wponhmik.] ‘we, I say, who have before
hoped ;’ bai faura venjandans (bi ante
sperantes], Goth.; the article with
the part. standing in distinet "and
emphatic apposition with #uds, and
defining more fully their spiritual at-
titude; comp. Winer, Gr. § 20. L ¢,
p.- 121, but observe that the transl
‘ quippe qui speravimus’ (Winer, Mey.,
al.) is inexact, as this would imply a
part. without, not as here with the
article; on these distinctions of pre-
dication, see esp. Donalds. Crat. § 304
8q., Gr. § 4928q. The prep. mpo has
received ‘many different explanations,
several of which (e. g. mplv 7 émiory 6
pé\\wyv aldv, Theoph.; ‘qui priores
speravimus,’ Beza; ‘already, prior to
the time of writing,” Eadie) appear to
have resulted rather from preconceived
opinions of the reference of 7uets, than
from a simple investigation of the
word. As mwpoopl{w in ver, 5 implies
an opwwuds before the object of it
appeared, 80 wpoeTi{w seems to imply
an exercise of é\mls before the object
of it, . e. Christ, appeared. The perf.
part., as usual, indicates that the ac-
tion which is described as past still con-
tinues, see exx. in Winer, G7. § 40. 4. 2,
P- 244. év Xpuo1d denotes
the object in whom the hope was
placed ; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 19, and see
notes on 1 Z%m. iv. 10, Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 22, Vol. 1. p. 222. The
preceding reference of the fore-hope in
the Messiah to the Jews (comp. Acts
xxviil, 20) is in no way incompatible
with the use of év Xptor¢ rather than
of els Xpworév (Holzh., Eadie): to have
hoped ¢n Christ was a higher character-
istic than to have directed hope towards

Christ, and designated them as more
worthy exponentsof the praiseof God’s
glory; comp. Stier in loc. p. 112, 114.

13. & ¢ kal dpeis x.7.N\] The
construction of this verse is somewhat
doubtful. A finite verb is commonly
supplied, either from éxAnpdbnpuer,
ver. 11, or mpoy\mwikbras. If from the
former (Harless), the éxAyp. would
now be limited to the Gentile Chris-
tians, though it formerly referred to
both them and Jewish Christians: the
regression too would seem unduly
great. If from the latter, mpophmi-
kare {not #Amr. Beza, Auth.) must be
supplied, which would imply what was
contrary to the fact. Others (Mey.,
Alf., al.) supply the verb subst., ‘in
whom ye are,” but thus introduce a
statement singularly frigid and out of
harmony with the linked and ever-
rising character of the context. It
can scarcely then be doubted that we
have here a form of the ‘oratio sus-
pensa’ (Beng.), according to which the
second év ¢ does not refer to a fresh
subject (Mey.), but is simply resump-
tive of the first. The full force and
meaning of this anacoluthon have
scarcely been sufficiently expanded.
Kal vuels [Huets, AKL and 8% primo ;
mss., but with no probability] directs
the attention to the contrast between
the pronouns; dxovoavres x.7.\. sug-
gests a further reference to those who
had hoped on less convincing evidence.
This might have been followed at once
by the finite verb éogpary. k. 7.\ : but
was so important a clause to follow at
once on drovsarres? Surely drod
must be expanded into something more
vital before it could be so blessed.
Kal meor. is thus intercalated with all
the ascensive force of xal (0¥ yap ué-
vov frobcare GANGL Kal émioreloare,
Theod.), and thus, far from becoming

C
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superfluous (Mey.), is truly a neces-
sary and vital member of the sentence.
So appy. Syr., Copt., Goth., Ath.,
which, though suppressing the xai, and
converting the participles into finite
verbs, retain substantially the correct
structure. ’Ev ¢§ may be joined
with msredoavres (Mark i. 15) as well
as éagppay. (Scholef.), but as moredew
& Ton is not used by St Paul, and as
& ¢ in ver. 11 i8 joined with the finite
verb (not the part.), it seems best to
preserve the same construction in this
somewhat parallel verse; see Riick,
and Harl. in loc. T8v Aéyov
s d\.] ¢ the word of the truth ;' comp.
notes on 1 Thess. i. 6: not the gen. of
apposition (Harless), but the gen. sub-
stantice: see Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p.
82, Hartung, Casus, p. 21. The
truth did not only form the subject
(Mey.), but was the very substance
and essence, The remark of Chrys. is
thus perfectly in point, rfs dAnfelas,
olkére Tov Tol ThwOU, 0VBE TV THs €lkb-
vos. See notes on Col. i. 5. 0
evay. k.1.\] ¢ the Gospel of your salva-
tion;’ mnot a gen. of apposition, nor
exactly, as above, a gen. of the sub-
stance, but rather a gen. of the
(spiritual) contents or subject-matier
(Bernhardy, Synt. I1I. 44, p. 161,
Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, p. 126), scil.
‘the Gospel (10 kfpvyua, Chrys.) which
turns upon, which reveals salvation ;’
thus forming one of that large class of
genitives of remoter reference (see exx.
in Winer, &r. § 30. 2. 8, p. 169 sq.),
and belonging appy. to the general
category of the genitive of relation;
see Donalds. Gr. § 453, p. 4758q. For
the substantives with which edayyéXior
is associated see esp. Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 8. Vol. 11. p. 81. A list may
be of use: 75 edayy. rfs Bacihelas,

Matt. iv. 23, ix. 35, xxiv. 14, Mark i.
14; ©Oeoll, Rom. i. 1, xv. 16, al.; Tod viov
avTod, Rom. i. 9; Xpiorol, Rom. xv.
19, Gal. i. 7, al.; 77s xdpiros 706 Oeol,
Acts xx. 24; 7fs 36&ys 700 Xp. 2 Cor.
iv. 4; 795 88&ns Tob paxaplov Oeof,
1 Tim. i 11; 745 elprfvys, Eph. vi.
15. T TEvTavTes is not present
(Eadie) and contemporaneous with éo-
¢pay. (Harl.), but antecedent; comp.
Acts xix. 2, and see Usteri, Lehrb. 11
2. 2, p. 267: the ordinary sequence,
as Meyer observes, is (a) Hearing;
(b) Faith, which of course implies pre-
venting grace ; (c) Baptism; (d) Com-
munication of the Holy Spirit: com-
pare together esp, Acts ii. 38, a, ¢, d;
viil. 6, 12, 17, @, b, ¢, d; xix. 5, 6,
¢, d; Acts x. 44, d, ¢, and perhaps ix.
17, are exceptional cases. On the
divine order or method mercifully used
by God in our salvation see the brief
but weighty remarks of Hammond,
Pract. Catech. 1. 4, p. 83 (A.-C. L.).

todpaylodnre] ‘were sealed;’ iy Be-
Balwew édétacfe, Theod.-Mops.: see
Suicer, Thes. s.v. Vol. II. p. 1197,
The seal of the Spirit is that blessed
hope and assurance which the Holy
Spirit imparts to our spirit §7¢ éouéy
Téxva, Ocol, Rom. viil. 16: see esp.
Bull, Dise. 111. p. 397 (Engl. Works,
Oxf. 1844). Any purely objective
meaning in ref. to heathen (Grot.) or
even to Jewish customs (Schoettg.
Hor. Hebr. Vol, 11. p. 508; comp.
Chrys.) seems here very doubtful: %
o¢payls is undoubtedly used by eccl.
writers simply for Baptism (Grabe,
Spicil. Vol. 1. p. 331 8q., comp. Rom.
iv. 11), but such a reference would
hardly be in harmony with the con-
text. 1 Ilvedp. Tis dray.] “the
Spiric of promise, LOT1 12009

4 4

x v
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[qui promissus erat] Syr., ‘quem
promisit,” Auth. The genitival rela-
tion has here again received different
explanations. The simple meaning
derived from the most general use
of the gen. as the case of ablation
(Donalds. Gr. § 451; the ‘whence-
case,” Hartung, Casus, p. 12) requires
but little modification. Té IIv. 77s
ém. is ‘the Spirit which came from,
i.e. was announced by, promise;’ &r¢
katd émayy. avTd é\dfouer, Chrys.,
or as Theoph. 1, still more literally,
87 éf émaryy. €560y, Soin effect Syr.,
The active sense, §r¢ BeBacol Tiw
émrayyeX. (Theoph. 2) is grammati-
cally doubtful, as there is no such
verbal basis in Ilvefua, compare
Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, p. 126; and
is exegetically unnecessary, as the
idea of BeBalwas lies in dogpaylabyre.
See Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 11. p. 1767,
and comp. notes on Gal. iil. 14.

T¢ dyle marks, with solemn emphasis,
Him by whom they were sealed, Him
whose essence was holiness, the per-
sonal Holy Spirit of God. For a
weighty and practical sermon on this
verse, see Usher, Serm. X11. Vol. x111.
p. 175 (ed. Elringt.), and for three
discourses of a more general character
Barrow, Serm. XIIr. xiv. xv. Vol. 1.
p. 1—59 (Oxf. 1830).

14. 6s] As the noun in the expla-
natory clause (8s...udv) gains a pro-
minence by being not only an eluci-
dation or amplification (ch. i. 23), but
a definition and specification of that in
the antecedent, the relative agrees
with it in gender: see esp. Winer,
Gr. § 24. 3, p. 150, Madvig, Synt.
§ 98. b. “Os need not therefore be
referred to Christ, nor indeed to the

personal nature of the Holy Spirit
(John xiv. 16), as 70 IIv. in its most
distinct personal sense is invariably
used with the neuter relative; com-
pare the collection of exx. in Bruder,
Concord, s.v. 8s, 1I. p. 619. The
reading 8, adopted by ZLachm. [with
ABFGL; 15 mss.; Athan. (2), al],
may be a grammatical gloss.

dppaBdv] ‘earnest,” Auth., Arm.: a
word used in the N. T. only here and
2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5; comp. ]'12:1;) Gen.
xxxviil. 17s8q. ; ‘arrhabo,” Plaut. Most.
I 1. 3, and Rud. Prol. 45. Itisa
term probably of Phcenician origin
(Gesen. Lex, s.v.), and denotes (1) a
portion of the purchase money, an
earnest of future payment, wpbdoua,
Hesych. ; % énl rals dvals mwaps TOV
@vovuévwr ibopévn TpokarTaBor, Etym.
M.: (2) pignus, Vulg., Clarom., ‘vadi,’
Goth. ; see esp. Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11.
p- 239- The word has here its pri-
mary meaning : the gifts and viofesia,
of which the Spirit assures us now,
are the earnest, the dmwapx¥h (Basil) of
the «Anpovoula (& 77 Pacilelg 700
Xp. kal Beod, ch. v. 5) hereafter; see
Rom. viii. 23, and comp. Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 22, Vol. IL p. 248. Christ
is termed somewhat similarly the dpp.
Tijs dukarooivys Hudv, Polye. Phil. cap.
8; Tiis dvacTdoews nudv, Constit. Apost.
v. 6: see Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v. Vol. I.
p- 512 €ls droliTpwoty
Tis wepur.] ¢ for the redemption of the

purchased  possession,’ 13.65&2\3
14
("]':“2 (_..S..]g [in redempt. eo-

rum qui vivunt, sc. servantur] Syr,, ¢in

redemptionem adquisitionis,” Vulg. ;

first of the two final clauses, expressive
c2
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axovoas Thv kal I ever give thanks,

and pray that you may

be enlightened to know the hope of His calling, the riches of His
inheritance, and the greatness of His power, which was especially
displayed in the Resurrection and supreme exaltation of Christ. .

of the divine purpose involved in the
éoppaylelyre k. 7.\ ; see below (2).
The explanations of these difficult
clauses are very varied. Passing over
those founded on questionable con-
structions, whether by participial solu-
tion (Koppe, Wahl), apposition (dmo-
Nrp. scil. wepurr., comp. Chrys., Theo-
phyl. 1), conjunction (dwoX. kal wepur.,
comp. Holzh.), or virtual interchange
(wepur. TiisdwoN. Beza ; Steph. Thesaur.
8.v. wepur.), we will notice (1) the pro-
bable meaningof the words, (2) the pro-
able connexion of the clause with the
sentence. (1) droNiTpwons,
a word always (e. g. ch. iv. 30, Rom.
viii. 23), and here especially, modified
by the context, appears to denote the
final and complete redemption (7
kabapd dmoX., Chrys.) from sufferings
and sins, from Satan and from death:
see Usterl, Lehrdb. 1L 1. 1, p. 106,
Neand. Planting, Vol. I p. 456, and
comp. Reuss, Théol. Cheét. 1v. 17,
Vol. . p. 183 8q., who however is
appy. unduly restrictive.

mepumolnos is much more obscure;
while its etymological form and syn-
tactic use (comp. 1 Thess. v. g, 2
Thess. ii. 14, Heb. x. 39) suggest an
active and abstract inferpretation
(Beng.), the genitival relation with
dwoAvrp. renders this in the present
case wholly untenable. The same
may be said of the concrete passive
explanation ‘hwmreditas acquisita’
(Calov.), even if that explanation be
lexically demonstrable. The most
ancient interpretation (Syr.), accord-
ing to which % mepir, =ol wepimwoin-
Bévres, scil. hads els wepim. 1 Pet. ii.
9 (comp, Tsaiah xliii. 21, and esp.
Mal. iii. 17), and is a Christian appli-
cation of the iRy N2ID, the Aads

wrepioboos (LXX) of the Old Testa-
ment, is on the whole the most satis-
factory. The objection that mwepim. is
never absolutely so used is of weight,
and is not to be diluted by a forced
reference to avrod (Mey.); still, while
the exx. adduced show such a mean-
ing to be possible, the context, and
esp. the genitival relation, render it
in a high degree probable. The dis-
cussions of the other interpretations
by Harless, and the comments of
Stier (p. 129) on dwoNdrp. will repay
perusal, (2) Connexion: els may
be joined with 8s éorw k. 7. . (Tisch.,
Riick.) in a temporal sense, ‘until’
(Auth.), but much more probably
belongs to éogpayiodyre. Eis dmol.
is thus a clause co-ordinate with els
Erawoy k. 7. \., the former expressing
the final clause in reference to man,
the latter in more especial and ulti-
mate reference to God.

15.  Auwd Tolto kdyd] ¢ On this ac-
count I also;’ ref. to the preceding
verses as a reason for thanks to God
for the spiritual state of the Ephe-
slans, with a prayer (ver. 17) for
their further enlightenment. The ex-
act reference of these words is doubt-
ful. Harless (after Chrys.) refers dia
Tobro to the whole paragraph ; as how-
ever the Ephesiang are first specially
addressed in ver. 13 (kal Upels), it
seems best, with Theoph., to con-
nect §a rofiro only with ver. 13, 14
‘on account of thus having heard,
believed, and having been sealed in
Christ.” Kdyo (‘1 also, I too,” not -
‘I indeed,’ Eadie) is thus faintly
corresponsive with xal duels, and hints
at the union in prayer and praise
which subsisted between.the Apostle
and his converts. De Wette refers
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kal to 8w 7obro, adducing Col. i. o,
but this example (comp. ver. 4 with
ver. ) certainly confirms the strict
union of particle and pronoun; see
notes in loc. Eadie and Bretschneider
cite Rom. iii. 7, 1 Cor. vii. 8, xi. I,
Gal. iv. 12, 1 Thess. iii. 5, al., but in
all these instances kal has its full and
proper comparative force: see Klotz,
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 635.

dkoveas] ‘having heard. All histo-
rical arguments (ws undérw Oeacd-
uevos adrols,—noticed, but rejected by
Theodoret) derived on the one hand
from pressing the meaning of the
verb (De W.), or on the other from
the improbable (see Winer, G7. § 40.
5. b. 1, p. 248, comp. notes on Gal. v.
24) frequentative force of the fense
(Eadie), must be pronounced extreme-
ly precarious. St Paul certainly uses
drobgavres in Col. i. 4 with refer-
ence to converts he had not seen;
but this alone would not have proved
it, and thus does not prevent our here
referring drotras to the progress the
Ephesians had made in the four or
five years since he had last seen them:
see Wieseler, Chronol., p. 445, Wig-
gers, Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 431 sq.
v kad’ Ypds wlorw] this is com-
monly regarded as a mere periphrasis
for 7y Juerépav w., or rather Tip .
Uudv, the possessive Uuérepos (comp.
#uér.) being used sparingly (only 4
times) in St Paul’s Epp. It must be
admitted that later writers appear to
use kard with acc. as equivalent to
possess. pronoun or gen. (see Bern-
hardy, Synt. V. 20. b, p. 241, Winer,
Gr. § 22. 7. obs. p. 139), still, as St
Paul uses % wlor. Sudv at least 16
times, and % ka’ Ug. 7. only once,
there would seem to be a distinction;
the latter (sara distributive) probably

denoting the faith of the community
viewed objectively, ¢the foith which s
among you,” the former the subjective
faith of individuals: see Harless and
Stier n loc., and comp. John wviii.
17, 76 vbuy 7¢ duerépy (addressed to
Pharisees), with Acts xviil. 15, vouol
700 kaf’ Juds (in reference to Jews in
Achaia), which seem to convey a
parallel distinction, and at any rate to
invert the supposition of Eadie, that
% kad’ Yu. m. denotes more distinctively
characteristic possession than the for-
mer. &v 79 Kuply 'Inc.] ‘in
the Lord Jesus ;> definition of the holy
sphere and object of the mlo7is, the
omission of the article giving a more
complete unity to the conception, as it
were ‘ Christ-centered faith,” ¢fidem
erga Dewm in Domino Jesu,” Beng. ; see
notes un Gal. iii. 26. It is instructive
to compare with this the subsequent
clause, ryv dydmyw 74» k.7.\., wWhere
the second article [but Zackm. omits
7iw &y. with ABN!; 17; al.] seems
inserted to convey two momenta of
thought, love generally, further defined
by that amplitude (od Tods émexwplovs
¢nat wévov, Chrys.) which is its true
Christian characteristic; see Fritz. Rom.
iil. 25, Vol I. p. 195. As a general
rule it may be observed, that when
the defining prepositional clause is so
incorporated with (e.g. ch. ii. 11),
appended to (Col. iv. %), or, as here,
structurally assimilated (wl{oTis or me-
orevw ép, comp. ch. iii. 13, Rom, vi.
4) with the subst. it defines as to
form only a single conception, the
article is correctly omitted ; see Har-
less in loc., and Winer, Gr. § 20. 2,
p. I23. els Tdvras Tovs
dylovs] ‘towards all the Saints;’ ob-
jects towards whom the love was di-
rected ; ‘omnes character Christianismi,’
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16.  prelay Spdv wowbuevos] So Tisch. with DSEKL(FG, Boern., transpose
Y@y and mowot.) great majority of mss.; Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., Syr. (both),
Copt., al. ; Chrys., Theod., Dam., al. (Rec., Griesh., De W. esil,, 4If., Wordsw.).
The omission of dudv is strongly supported by external evidence, viz. ABD!N
{not C, Eadie; this is one of its lacun®); about 1o mss.; Clarom., Goth.;
Hil. (Riick., Lachm., Mey., approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 1447, but is per-
haps slightly less probable; esp. as an omission of Juwy owing to the preceding
vuwy is more likely than an explanatory insertion, where the meaning is so
obvious, and as t Thess. i. 2 (where ABN! similarly omit duwv) is appy. an in-

structive parallel.

Bengel: comp. ch. vi. 18, Philem. 5.
On the meaning of dylovs, see notes on
ch. i. 1.

16. o¥ madopar eix.] ‘7 cease not
giving thanks” In this simple and
well-known formula the participle
points to a state supposed to be al-
ready in existence: see Winer, Gr.
§ 45. 4, p. 308 sq., Scheuverl. Synt.
§ 45. 5, p. 481.  In many verbs (e. g.
aloytvopar, Luke xvi. 3) this dis-
tinction between part., and inf. may
be made palpable; in others, as in the
present case, the verb is such asrarely
to admit any other idiomatic struc-
ture: see Herm. Viger, No. 218;
Donalds. Gr. § 591; and for a good
paper on the general distinetion be-
tween these uses of the participle and
of the infin.,, Weller, Bemerk. z. Gr.
Synt. Virép Y] on the use of
vwép (Rom. i. 8, &c.) and mepl (1 Cor.
i. 4, &c.) in this formula, see notes on
ch, vi. 19 and on Gal. i. 4.
prelay Spdv worodp.] ‘making men-
tion of you;’ limitation, or rather
specification of the further direction
of the ebxapiorria, comp. t Thess. i. 2,
Philem. 4, and see notes in locc.

&l @y wpog. pov] ‘in my prayers,
“in orationibus meis,” Vulg., Clarom.,
Goth. ; éml here being not simply and
crudely temporal, ‘at the time of my
prayers’ (Eadie), but retaining also
that shade of local reference of which

even the more distinctly temporal ex-
amples are not wholly divested: see
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 23. a, p. 246,
and especially notes on 1 Thess. i. 2.
The prep. thus serves to express the
concurrent circumstances and rela-
tions, in which and under which an
event took place; see Winer, Gr. § 47.
g p- 336.

17. Wa k.mA.] ‘that the God &ec. 3
subject of the prayer blended with
the purpose of making it. The exact
meaning of this particle both here
and in similar passages requires a
brief notice. The uses of Wa in the
N.T. appear to be three: (1) Final,
indicative of the end, purpose, or ob-
Jjeet of the action,—the primary and
principal meaning, and never to be
given up except on the most distinct
counter-arguments: (2) Sub-final,—oc-
casional force, especially after verbs of
entreaty (not of command), the subject
of the prayer being blended with, and
even in some cases obscuring the pur-
pose of making it; see esp. Winer,
Gr. § 44. 8, p. 299, and notes on Phil.
i. 9: (3) Kventual, or indicative of
result,—appy. in a few cases, and due
perhaps more to what is called ‘He-
brew teleology’ (i.e. the reverential
aspect under which the Jews regarded
Prophecy and its fulfilment) than
grammatical depravation ; .compare

Winer, Gr. § 53. 6, p. 406 8q. After
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maturely weighing the evidence ad-
duced by Winer and others, few
perhaps will hesitate to characterize
Fritzsche’s and Meyer’s strenuous
denial of (2) and (3) as perverse, and
the criticism of Eadie, who admitting
(3), denies (2) after verbs of entreaty,
as somewhat illogical. In the
present case, independent of the paral-
lelism afforded by numerous similar
passages (ch. iii. 16, Phil. i. g, Col.
i. 9, iv. 3, 1 Thess. iv, 1, 2 Thess. i
11), the presence of the opt. 8¢ after
the pres. (hoped for, dependent reali-
zation, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 622,
Bernhardy, Synt. x1. 11, p. 407) in-
clines us distinctly to this sub-final or
secondary telic use; comp. Winer,
§ 41. 1. obs. p. 260. On the late and
incorrect form §¢m for Soly, see Lo-
beck, Phryn. p. 345, and Sturz, de
Dial. Maced. p. 52. 6 Oeds Tod
Kuplov fip.] “ the God of our Lord ;" see
John xx. 17, Matth. xxvii. 46. ¢Deus
ejus est quia ex eo matus in Deum
est,) Hilar. de T'rin. 1v. 35, p. 96.
The somewhat contorted explanations
of this and the following clause cited
by Suicer (Thes. Vol. 1. p. 944) may
be dispensed with if this only be
observed, that ‘the word God was
never looked upon as a word of office
or dominion, but of nature and sub-
stance,” Waterland, Sec. Def., Qu. 1I.
Vol. 1. p. 399. The admirably per-
spicuous distinctions of the same
anthor, in Answer to Pref. Vol 11
P- 415, deserve perusal,

& momip Ths 8oEns] ‘the Father of
glory ;> comp. Psalm xxvji. 3, Acts
vil. 2, 1 Cor. ii. 8, Heb. ix. 5; gen.
of the characteristic quality : see
Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, Winer,
Gr. § 34. 2. b, p. 211. It is singular
that a mere adjectival resolution

(Riickert), or a poetical and less usual
meaning of warijp (sc. ‘auctor,” Job
xxxviii. 28, probably James i. 17, and
perhaps Heb. xii. g, but see context;
not 2 Cor. i. 3 [Eadie], see De W.,
and Mey.) should so generally have
been adopted instead of this simple
and grammatical explanation. The
use of waryjp was probably suggested
by the foregoing mention of our Lord,
while the qualifying gen. 36&ns serves
appropriately to carry on the reference
to the eternal glory of God which .per-
vades the whole of the first paragraph.
The reference then of §6fa to the
glorified humanity (Stier), or to the
divine nature of Christ (Athan., Greg.-
Naz., see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p.
944), is by no means necessary.
Ivedpo oodlas k.r.\] ¢ the Spirit of
wisdom and revelation;’ the charac-
terizing genitives denoting the special
forms and peculiar manifestations in
which the Apostle prayed for the
gift of the Spirit to his converts;
compare 2 Cor. iv. 13, 2 Tim. 1. 7,
see notes on Gal. vi. 1, and on the
omission of the article with Ilvedua,
notes on Gal. v. 5. The favourite
subjective and objective distinctions
of Harl,, viz. that cog. is the subjec-
tive state, dwoxdA. the objective me-
dium, are not necessary, nor even, &s
the order (state befors means, not vice
versd) suggests, logically satisfactory ;
copla is simply the gemeral gift of
illumination, dwokd\. the more spe-
cial gift of insight into the divine
mysteries: see further remarks in
notes on 2 Tim. i. 7.

v émyvdoe avrod] ‘in the full
knowledge of Him, ‘in agnitione [or
rather cognitione] ejus,” Vulg., Cla-
rom,; & not being for eis (Grot.,
Wolf), or &4 (Beza), but, as usual,
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marking the sphere or element in
which the action takes place; the
knowledge of God (not Christ, Calv.,
who is not referred to before ver. 20)
was to be the sphere, the circumam-
bient element in which they were to
receive wisdom and revelation ; comp.
2 Pet. i. 2, and see esp. Winer, G7. §
48. a, p. 345. 'Ev émeyv. thus belongs
to the whole preceding clause, not
specially to droxal., still less to what
Sollows (Chrys., Lackm., al.), both of
which connexions would interfere with
the parallelism of ver. 15 and 16;
mvedua k.7.\. corresponding to repwr.
k.7, and év émvyp. to els 75 eldé-
vat. The éml in érlyvwois
may be either additive (Eadie), in
ref. to the increments of knowledge
continually received, or more proba-
bly, simply intensive, scil. ¢cognitio
accurata et certa,” Bretschn., erkennt-
niss; comp. I Cor. xiii. 12, see Rost
u. Palm, Lex. s. v. éxi, iv. c. 5, and
Delitzsch, on Heb, x. 26.
18. medbwTiopévovs Tovs Sdbal-
povs k.. N.] ‘having the eyes of your
" heart enlightened.” Three constructions
" are here possible: (a) Accus. absolute,
Tepwricuévovs agreeing with dpfai-
povs, Peile, Eadie: (b) Accusatival
clause after 8¢n, xal being omitted to
give the clause an emphatically appo-
sitional aspect ; see Harless and Stier:
(¢) Lax construction of part.; mepwr.
referring to vuly, and Tovs dpfatuols
being accus. of limiting reference;
Winer, Gr. § 32. 5. 6, p. 205, Madvig,
Synt, § 31; comp. Hartung, Casus,
p. 62. Of these (a) is grammatically
doubtful, for though such accusatives
undoubtedly do exist, esp. in later
writers (see Wannowski’s elaborate
treatise de Construct. Abs. 1v. 5, p.
146 8q.), still they far more generally
admit of an explanation from the

context; see Winer, § 32. 7, p. 200,
comp. Bernh., Syat. ur 3o, p. 133.
Again (b) is somewhat doubtful gram-
matically, on account of the article (see
Beng.), and certainly exegetically un-
satisfactory, ‘enlightened eyes’rather
defining the effect of the Spirit than
forming any sort of apposition to it;
see Meyer in loc. In (c) the con-
nexion of the accusatives is less sim-
ple, but the other syntactic difficul-
ties are but slight, as a permutation of
cage, esp. in participial clauses, is not
uncommon in the N.T. (e.g. Actsxv.
22 ; Winer, Gr. § 63. 1. 1, p. 500), nor
without distinct parallel in classical
Greek: see exx. in Wannowski, 1v.
6, p. 169 8q., Jelf, Gr. § 7r1. This
then seems the most probable constr. :
mepwr. K.T.\. serves to define the
result of the gift of the Spirit (comp.
Phil. iii. 21 [not Rec.], 1 Thess. iii. 13 ;
Winer, Gr. § 66. 3, p. 549 sq.), and
owing to the subsequent inf. (els 70
eldévar) which expresses the purpose of
the illumination, not unnaturally lapses
into the accusative. Tods 60,
s kapBlas vp.] ‘the eyes of your
heart ;* a somewhat unusual and figu-

- rative expression, denoting the inward

intelligence of that portion of our im-
material nature (the yvx#) of which
the kapdla is the imaginary seat;
comp. dctw Thom. § 28, Tovs Ths Yu-
Xfjs dpfahuols, and see esp. Beck,
Seelenl. 111. 24. 3, p. 94 8q., and notes
on 1 T%m. i. 5. On the use and mean-
ing of ¢wrifew here, ‘to illuminate
with the brightness of inner light,’ see
esp. Harl. in loc., and contrast Eph.
iii. 9, where, as the context shows, the
illumination in somewhat less inward
and vital; comp. Beck, Seelenl. 11. 13.
2, p. 37. The reading of Rec., é¢8.
75s Owavolas vu. has only the support
of some cursive mss.; Theod., Ecum.,
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al. 7is] ‘what’ There appears
no reason to adopt in this verse either
a qualitative (‘cujusnam nature,’
‘Wahl, Harl.), or, what is appy. more
questionable, a quantitative (rorams,
wéoy, Holzh., Stier) translation; the
ordinary meaning ‘what’ (‘que...
8pes,” Vulg.) is fully sufficient, and in-
cludes all more special interpretations.
The articles with é\wis and m)lofros
only serve to point them out as well-
known and recognised, and as indi-
rectly alluded to throughout the pre-
ceding paragraph: comp. Bernhardy,
Synt. vi. 27, p. 324, Stallb. Plato, Cret.
43 ¢C. 1 \rrls k.7.\], “the hope
of His calling,” i.e. the hope which
the calling works in the heart;
xMjoews being the gen. of the cause
efficiens, Scheuerl. Synt. § 17, p. 125.
"EXrls is thus not objective, 1 éAms-
pevoy (Olsh., Eadie), a meaning scarcely
fully substantiated even in Col i 5
(comp. notes in loc.), and here cer-
tainly unnecessary, but as usual sub-
Jective; éwl molaus éwige xexNfueba
wap abrod, Theod. Like wlsres, it
is probably occasionally used in an
objective aspect (objectivirt’), as ¢ the
grounds, the state of hope,” but just as
wiores is not used in the N.T. for
‘religio Christiana’ (see on Gal. i. 23),
8o it is very doubtful whether éwis
ever fully amounts to ‘res separata,’
as asserted by Suicer, Thesaur. s.v.
Vol. 1. p. 1095. 7(s.6 Tholros
k.7.N.] ‘what the riches of the glory of
His inheritance;’ a moble accumula-
tion of possessive genitives, setting
forth the kAqpovouta on the side of its
glory, and that glory on the side of its
riches. All adjectival solutions, it
need scarcely be said, are wholly in-
admissible; see notes on ver. 6, and
Winer, Gr. § 30. 3. I, p- 171 8q.

The prefixed xal is omitted by Lachm.
with ABD'FGN!; 5¢; Clarom., San-
germ., Amiat., Goth., al., but perhaps
rightly retained by Tisch., Mey., al.,
with DS EKLNY¢; nearly all mss. ; Copt.,
Syr. (both), Vulg., al.; Orig. cat,
Chrys., Theod.; as the «al in the
third member (ver. 19) might have
s0 easily suggested an omission in the
second. &v rois dylos]
¢ among the saints;’ a semilocal clause
appended to 7is (doTw) & wholros
k.7.\., defining the sphere (the whole
community of the faithful, comp.
Acts xx. 32, xxvi. 18) in which the
whobros Ths §6£. THs k\yp. i8 peculiarly
found, felt, and realized: comp. Col.
i. 27, and see Meyer, k. I. Harless
connects év Tols dylois with xAnpov.
avrof, an interpretation exegetically
tenable (see Stier in loc. p. 161 89.),
but, on account of the omission of the
article, by no means so grammatically
admissible, even in Hellenistic Greek,
a8 the somewhat sweeping language of
Alf. in loc. would lead us to conclude.
For as the former clause contains a
defined and self-subsistent idea (not
merely x\npov. év x.r.\. Job xli. 15,
d&c., but «Anpov. adtob, sc. Oeol, a
very distinct expression), the latter
cannot easily be regarded as supple-
mental, and thus, as legitimately anar-
throus; see notes on ver. 15. If
however év 7ols dy. be immediately
connected with the unexpressed éori,
the omission of the article will be less
sengibly felt (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2.
b, p. 114), and the harmony in the
three clauses fully preserved: the first,
Orls k7N being stated generally;
the second, mholros k.7.\. more nearly
specialized by év Tols dvy., the sphere
in which it is found; the third, 7o
vwepBdMAoy K.T.N. by els rjuds, the
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living objects towards whom it is and
will be exercised.

19. kal vl 10 ywepB. k. N] ‘and
what the exceeding greatness of His
power i3’ specification of that by which
hope becomes quickened and realized ;
8on 7ils weplesTar kriiots dyabdv Tols
700 Oeol dyloes éml 700 pé\hovros
aldvos, Theod.-Mops. Chrys.,
Theoph., and (Ecum. refer this clause
simply to the present life. This is
doubtful, ag the foregoing expressions
érris and kAppovoula (ch. v. 5, comp. 1
Cor. vi. g, Gal. v. 21), and the reference
in the following verse, seem to point
primarily to the power of God which
shall Aereafter quicken us even as it
did Christ, and shall install us in our
inheritance as it enthroned Him on the
right hand of God. There is thus a
kind of climax,—the kope which the
calling awakens, —the exhaustless and
inexpressible glory (Chrys.) of that
inheritance to which hope is directed, —
the limitless power that shall bestow
it. Still the individualizing els Huds
seems to show that a secondary refer-
ence to the present quickening power
in the hearts of believers (ch. ii. 1, 5)
is by no means to be excluded.

s rjpds Tods mer.] ‘fo us-ward who
are believing;’ objects towards whom
the exceeding greatness of the power
is displayed: the els Auds not being
dependent on 7#s dwdu. adrod (Harl,,
citing 2 Cor. xiil. 4, where however
els Uuds is most probably to be joined
with {#Hoouev, see Mey. in loc.), but, as
in the preceding member, on 7 (érri) ;
and els having its regular and primary
sense of ethical direction, admirably
expressed by ‘¢o us-ward,” A. V. from
Tynd.; comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a. ¢. §,
p- 353 The second and third clauses,
7ls & mholros kv )\, and 7 Td vmepB.

x.7.\., are thus perfectly symmetrical,
the substantival sub-clauses forming a
parallelism to each other, and the pre-
positional sub-clause els #Huds being
structurally parallel to the preceding
év Tols drylos, while at the same time
it prepares us for the latent apposition
suggested by the év Xp. which follows;
see Stier ¢n loc., p. 155. Kot
v dvépyeav does not refer to all
three clauses (Harl), but, as the cor-
respondence of ideas and language
distinctly suggests, to that immediately
preceding ; not however especially to
mworedorras (Riick.), for such a con-
nexion, though doctrinally unexcep-
tionable (see Col. ii. 12), is exegetically
unsatisfactory from its interpolation of
an unlooked-for idea, viz. the origin
and antecedents of faith. The refer-
ence then is simply to the whole
clause, not however as an explana-
tion (Chrys.) or amplification (Calv.)
of this power, but, in accordance with
the full ethical force of xard (‘mea-
sure,” ¢ proportion,” Bernhardy, Synt.
v. 20. b, p. 239), a8 a definition of its
mode of operation (Eadie), a mighty
measure, a stupendous exemplar by
which its infinite powers towards the
believing, in its future, yea, and its
present manifestations, might be felt,
acknowledged, estimated, and rea-
lized; comp. Ignat. T'rall. g, where
however the duolwpa of the &yepous is
more alluded to than in the present
passage. As the meaning of xard
here falls short of ‘propter’ (comp.
Griesb. Opuscula, 11. 5), so it certainly
transcends that of mere similitude.

Tob kpdrovs Tis loxbos adrol] the
strength of His might, ‘robur poten-
tiee,” Alth., scil. the strength which
appertains to, is evinced by His foyvs:
neither a Hebraism (Holzh.), nor a
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mere cumulative form of expression
(Kiittn.), but a specification of the
outcoming and exhibition of that
power which is the divine attribute;
see ch. vi. 10, Dan. iv. 27. Each
word has thus its distinct and proper
force : foxus, as its derivation (loyw,
€xw) implies, refers rather to passive
inherent power, Mark xii. 30; xpdros
(KPA, KAP, cogn. with «dpa, comp,
Benfey, Wurzellew. Vol. 11 178) to
power evinced in action; see Luke i,
51, The striking force of the expres-
sions here used to specify this ‘emi-
nent act of God's omnipotency’ is
well illustrated by Pearson, on the
Creed, Art. v. Vol. 1. p. 222 (ed.
Burton).

20. fv jpynoe] ‘which He
wrought,’ scil. fv évépyeiav, which act
of omnipotence God, as the princi-
pal cause (see Pearson, Creed, Art. v.
Vol 1. p. 301, ed. Burt.), displayed
in Christ, and in Him in us (‘innuit
efficaciam Dei in credentibus,” Cocc.)
who share the humanity he vouch-
safed to take, and are spiritually risen
with our risen Lord; see Stier ¢n loc.
p. 172. The reading émijpyncev (AB;
Cyr., Procop.) is adopted by Lachm.,
Mey.; but appy. on insufficient evi-

dence. tv v Xpwrg] ‘in
Christy in Him as our spiritual

Head; é here being no mere ‘nota
dativi,” a construction now exploded
in the N.T. (see Winer, G». § 3I.
8, p. 195), but correctly indicating
the substratum of the action; see
notes on Gal. i. 24, It is scarcely
necessary to recapitulate the caution
of Theodoret and Theophyl., &fj\or 52
81t rabra wdvTa ws wepl dvfpdimoy
Téfewke (Theod.), 70 ydp dvacrar &v-
Opwrmos, el kal Oeg Fvwro (Theophyl.),

In this passage, Phil. ii. 6—11, and
Col. i. 14—19, ag Olsh. well observes,
we find the entire Christology of St
Paul, &yelpas adTév] ‘when He
raised Him,” Auth. or perhaps better
‘4n that He raised Him,” Arm.; con-
temporaneous act with émjpynaer, see
notes on yvwploas, ver. g.

kal ékdbaev] ‘and He set Him
change from the participial structure
to the finite verb, especially designed
to enhance the importance of the truth
conveyed by the participle; see exx.
in Winer, Gr. §63. 2. b, p. 505 sq.
The distinctive and emphatic mention
of the consequent and connected acts
heightens the conception of the al-
mighty évépyeir of God (Father, Son,
and Spirit: Pearson, on the Creed, Art,
v. Vol. 1. p. 302), displayed in the Re-
surrection of Christ from the dead.
On the session of Christ at the right
hand of God, see Knapp, Seript. Var.
Argum. Art. IL ; let these words of
Bp. Pearson’s however never be for-
gotten, ¢ He shall reign for ever and
ever, not only to the modificated eter-
nity of His mediatorship, but also to
the complete eternity of the duration
of His humanity, which for the future
is coeternal to His Divinity :" Art. VL.
Vol. 1. p. 335. ’Exdiger is found
in DEFGKL; most mss. ; Clarom.,
Boern., Goth., Copt., Syr.; Chrys.,
Theod. (Rec., Tisch.). But xabiocas
(Lackm.) has the strong support of
ABN; about 14 mss.; Aug., Vulg.;
Eus., Cyr.: adrdv is added by AN;
4 mss.; Eus., Procop. &v Tols
tmwovpaviows] “in the heavenly places;
‘,, EVQ. Qy [in ccelo] Syr., Goth.,
Aith,; see notes on ver. 3. -It is
scarcely possible to doubt that these
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words have here a local reference.
The distinetly local expressions, éxd-
Bigev, dv Betid,—the Seripture doc-
trine of Christ’s literal and local as-
cent (Mark xvi, 19, al.),—His regal
session in heaven in His glorified and
resplendent Body (Acts vii. 56, éorlra
éx detidv, al., see Phil iil. 20, 21),—
His future literal and local judiciary
descent (Actsi. 11, 8» Tpbwor éfed-
cagfe avTdy mopevbuevov),—all tend to
invalidate the vague and idealistic
‘status cwlestis’ urged by Harless in
loc. The choice of the more general
expression, év rois émovp., ‘in the hea-
venly regions’ (comp. ch. iv. 10), rather
than the more specific év Tols oUpavols
was perhaps suggested by the nature
of the details in ver. 21. The
reading ovpavols [ Lachm. (non marg.)
with B; al.] has weak external sup-
port, and seems an almost self-evident
gloss.

21, ymépdvw] ‘over above,” ¢ supra,’
Vulg.,, Clarom., °ufaro,” Goth.; not
‘longe supra,” Beza, and ‘far above,’
Auth., Alf., al.: specification of the
nature and extent of the exaltation.
The intensive force which Chrys. and
Theophyl. find in this word, fva 73
dxpbrarov tipos dyhdoy, and which has
recently been adopted by Stier and
Eadie, is very doubtful; as is also the
assertion (Eadie) that this prevails ‘in
the majority of passages’ in the LXX:
see Ezek. i. 26 (dlex.), viil. 2, x. 19,
xi. 22, xliii. 15, and even Deut. xxvi.
19, xxviil. 1. Such distinct instances
as Ezek. xliii. 15, and in the N.T,,
Heb. ix. 5, the similarly unemphatic
use of the antitheton dmoxdrw in John
i. 51, Luke viii. 16, and the tenden-
cies of Alexandrian and later Greek
to form duplicated compounds (see
Peyron, ad Pap, Taurin. Vol. L. p. 89),
make it highly probable that trepdrew,

both here and ch. iv. 10, implies little
more than simple local elevation. So
too Syr. and appy. all the ancient Vv.
wdans dpxis k.T.N] ‘all (every) rule
and authority and power and lord-
ship:’ no parenthesis, but a fuller ex-
planation of év Tois émovpavioss, see
‘Winer, Gr. § 64. 1. 2, p. 614 (ed. 5).
The context and the illustrations af-
forded by ch. iii. 10, Col. i. 16, and
1 Pet. iil. 22, seem to preclude any
mere generic reference to all forms of
power and dominion (Olsh.), or any
specific reference to the orders of the
Jewish hierarchy (Schoettg.), or the
grades of authority among men (see
ap. Pol. Syn.). The abstract words
(Suvduedy Twwy Svéuara Nuiv Gonua,
Chrys.) seem to be designations of the
orders of heavenly Intelligences, and
are used by St Paul in preference to
any concrete terms (&yyéhwy, dpxoy-
vé\wr k.7.\.) to express with the
greatest amplitude and comprehen-
siveness the sovereign power and
majesty of Christ; e 7¢ éorlv év
TG ovpard, wdrTwy dvdTepos yéyove,
Chrys., see Calv. in loc. As this
verse relates to Christ’s exaltation in
heaven rather than His victory over
the powers of hell (1 Cor. xv. 24,
comp. Rom. viii. 38), reference is pro-
bably made exclusively to good Angels
and Intelligences, 1 Tin. v.21. Any
attempt to define more closely (see
authors cited in Hagenbach, Hist. of
Doctr. § 131, Petavius, de Angelis, 11.
1, Vol. uL p. 101 8q,) is alike pre-
sumptuous and precarious: see the
excellent remarks of Bp. Hall, Tnvi-
sible World, Book 1. § 7. On the
nature of Angels, consult the able
treatise by Twesten, Dogmatik, Vol.
Il esp. § I. 4, the essay by Stuart,
Bibliotheca Sacra for 1843, pp. 88—
154, Ebrard, Dogmatik, § 228 sq.
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Vol. 1. p. 246, and the remarks of
Lange, Leb. Jes. Part 1. p. 41 8q.
kal wavrés Svéparos dvop.] ‘and, in @
word, every name named,” concluding
and comprehensive designation; xal
having here that species of adjunctive
force according to which a general
term is appended to foregoing details:
see Winer, Gr. § 53. 3, p. 388, notes
on Phil. iv. 12, Fritz. Matth. p. 786.
Ildy 8voua is mnot ‘every title of
honour’ (Grinf. Scholl. Hell.), a par-
ticular explanation to which évouas.
(which has always its simple meaning
in the N.T., even in Rom. xv. 20,
see Fritz.) is distinctly opposed,—nor
is it used in reference to Heavenly
Powers which are drarovbpacror
(Theophyl.),—nor even as a generic
representation of the foregoing abs.
tract mouns (Wahl, Harless), but
simply with reference to everything
in existence (‘ quicquid existit,” Beza),
personal or impersonal, ‘everything
bearing a name and admitting desig-
nation;” comp. Col, i. 16, where a
similar latitude is implied by the four
times repeated elre, and see notes in
loc. oV pévov k.1.\.] clause ap-
pended not to éxdfiser (Beza, Koppe),
but to wavrds dwéu. dvouas., to which
it gives a still further expansion,
both in respect of time and locality,
i.e. everything named whether now or
hereafter, in the present state of things
or the world to come; wavrds pyrol
xal dvopagTov, ov mbvor Tol évraifa
Svouadopbvoy, ANN& kal 7ol éxetfey
Swauévov  Pppdivac kal dvopacBivar,
GEcum. &v 16 aldv Todre] ‘in
this world,” scil. ¢ this present state of
things,’ ‘systemarerum,” Beng. With
regard to the meaning of aldw it may
be observed that in all passages where
it occurs a temporal notion is more

To this, in the
majority, an ethical idea is united, so
that 6 alaw olros, as Olsh. has observed,
is ¢ the temporary and terrestrial order
of things in which sin predominates’
(comp. Gesen. Lex, s.v. D:?'W, B), to
which aldw uéMwr (=Bachelo Oeol),
the holy state of things founded by
Christ, is the exact contrast; see his
Comment. on Matth. xii. 31, 32, and
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 500, 501
(Bohn). In a few passages like the
present a semi-local meaning seems
also superadded, causing alow to ap-
proach in meaning to xéopos, though
it still may be always distinguished
from it by the temporal and (com-
monly) ethical notions which ever
form its background; see notes on ch.
il 2.

22, kol wdyra Ymérafey k. T.\.]
“and put all things under His feet;
further specification of the majesty
of Christ,—not only the highest con-
ceivable exaltation (ver. 21), but the
most unbounded sovereignty. The
strong similarity of the language
scarcely leaves a doubt that here and
in Heb. ii. 8 there is a distinet allusion
to Psalm viii. 7, wdvra dwératas dmo-
kdrw Tdy woddy adrod, comp. Gen. i
28. Noris this due to any ‘ rabbinisch-
typischer Interpretationsweise’ (Mey.)
on the part of St Paul, but to a direct
reference under the guidance of the
Spirit to a passage in the O.T. which
in its primary application to man in-
volves asecondary and more profound
application to Christ. In the grant of
terrestrial sovereignty the Psalmist
saw and felt the antitypical mystery of
man’s future exaltation in Christ, yet
more fully than Tholuck and even
Hengstenberg in loc. appear to admit.
The reference thus is less to the

or less apparent,
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subjugation of foes, as in 1 Cor. xv, 27
(Hamm., Stier), than to the limitless
nature of Christ’s sovereignty, which
the words imd 7ols k.7. . (3 éoxdry
vrorayy, Chrys.) still more heighten
and enhance. On this and the
next verse see a sound sermon by
Beveridge, in which the three points,
Christ’s headship over all things, His
headship to the Church, and His rela-
tion to it as His body, are well dis-
cussed ; Serm. XxXx11. Vol. I p. 124
sq. (A.-C. L.). €Bwkev is nob
synonymous with {3, &nxer, o7y~
gev (Wolf, Holzh., and even Harl.),
either here or ch. iv. 11, but (as the
dat. éxsAnolg and the emphatic posi-
tion of alrdv seem to suggest) retains
its primary and proper sense. The
meaning then seems to be, ‘Though
He was so exalted and so glorified,
yet even Him did God, out of His
boundless mercy and beneficence, give
to the Church to be its head.’

kepakiy vmip wdvra] ¢ head over all
things.’ 'The exact construction and
immediate reference of these words
is not perfectly clear. ‘YTwép wdvra
evidently qualifies keg,, not however
as an immediate and adjectival epi-
thet (‘ summum caput,” Beza, Conyb.),
but as an accessory and quasi-parti-
cipial definition, <.¢. Urepéxovaar wdv-
Twy, mdvra being used in exactly the
same general sense as before, without
any limiting reference to 77 éxkA.
(Harl), or any implied contrast to
other subordinate heads, Apostles, Pro-
phets,” d¢, (Olsh.). The accus. keg.
may be regarded either as (@) a sim-
ple appositional accus. to the pre-
ceding airéy, a second kep. being
supplied (per brachylogiam) before
7§ ékkh,—¢He gave Him, Head
over all, (as Head) to his Church;’

comp. Jelf, Gr. § 893. c.; or (b) as
an accus. of further predication, serv-
ing to complete the notion of the verb,
and forming a species of tertiary pre-
dicate (Donalds. Gr. § 489); ¢ He gave
Him as Head over all,’ i.e. ‘in the
capacity of Head over all:’ comp.
Madvig, Synt. § 24. a, and see the
various exx. in Donalds. Gr. § 490.
Of these (a) was adopted in ed. 1 (so
also Stier, Mey.), and it coincides in
meaning with the ungrammatical order
(8dwkey avréy [Byra] Umép wdyTa Kep.
77 éxx\,) of Syr., Ath.*Platt, Chrys.,
al., but is, grammatically considered,
less simple than (b), and, considered
exegetically, but little different in
meaning: if God gives Christ to the
Church, and Christ at the same time
is Head over all things (tertiary pre-
dication), He becomes necessarily Head
to the Church. It seems best then,
with Syr.-Phil. (appy.), Vulg. (‘ca-
put supra omnem ecclesiz ’), Clarom.,
Arm., to adopt the latter view ; comp.
Alf, in loc.

23. fims] ‘whick indeed 7 not ex-
actly ‘ut quwm,” Meyer, but ‘que
quidem,’ the force of the indef, relative
being here rather explanatory than
causal, and serving to elucidate the
use and meaning of xegaly by the in-
troduction of the corresponding term
ocdua. On the uses of §o7is, see notes
on Gal. iv. 24. 76 odpa avTov]
¢ Hig body ;’ not in auy merely figura-
tive sense, but really and truly; the
Church is the veritable body of Christ
mystical (ch. iv. 12, 16, esp. v. 30), no
mere institution subject to Him as to a
keguly used in any ethical sense, but
united to Him as to a kxegpalh used
in its simple and literal sense ; tva vydp
K1 droloas kepakjy dpxdy Twe kai
éovolay wouloys, cwparikds Pycly
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Hudy éorl kegpahs), (Hcum., This great
and vital truth, and the nature of
our union with Christ which it in-
volves and implies, is well illustrated
in the beautiful treatise of Bp Hall,
Cherist Mystical, esp. ch. ViL

0 mwhjpopa k.TN]  the fulness,
&c.:’ apposition to the preceding
70 0dra airof, designed still more to
expand the full meaning of the pre-
ceding identification of the Church
with the Lord’s body, the general
truth conveyed being 70 wNipwua 7o
Xpuorob %) éxxhyola, Chrys. The spe-
cial meaning and reference of these
mysterious words has been greatly
contested. This however seems clear
(esp. after the Jong and careful note
of Fritz. Rom. xi. 12, Vol. 11, p. 469),
that m\jpwpa 8 here wused pas-
sively, and that of its two passive
meanings, (a) id quod impletum est,
and (b) id quo res impletur (ses notes
on @al. iv. 4), the former, sc. 70
rewrhnpwiévoy, though less common
(comp. Lucian, Ver. Hist. 11. 3%, 8do
wAnpwudrwy, ‘manned ships’), is here
alone applicable. The Church then
is 10 wemAnpwuévoy, not however in
the sense ‘plenum Christi agmen,’
‘hominum a Christo impletorum ca-
terva,” as Fritz. paraphrases; but in a
simple and almost local sense, ‘that
which is filled up by Christ,” ‘the re-
ceptacle’ (Eadie), as it were, of all the
gifts, graces, and blessings of Christ:
cowp. Philo, de Prem. et Pan. p. 920,
where the soul is called a m\fpwua
dperdy, and contrast the opposed xé-
voua, as used by the Gnostics to ex-
press the void world of sense: Baur,
Gmosis, p. 157, 462 (cited by Mey.).
To¥ T4 wdvra kTN] ‘of Him who
Jilleth all things with all things,” ¢qui
rerum universitatem omnibus rebus

[sibi] implet,” Fritz.; év being here
used in its instrumental sense (see
notes on 1 Thess. iv. 18), as serving to
specify that with which the filling
takes place (see ch. v. 18), and wdow
being used with an equal latitude to
T& wdvra (ver. 22) as implying not
only ‘all blessings’ (Eadie), but ‘all
things’ unrestrictedly; for by Christ
was the whole Universe made, and all
things therein: see Col i. 16, and
comp. in ref. generally to the terms
of the expression, Philo, Sacrif. Cain,
§ 18, Vol L p. 175 (ed. Mang.),
memAnpwkws mwdvra Stb wdvrwy, It
has been doubted whether mAnpofiofa
is (@) passive, as Vulg., Clarom.,
Chrys., al. ; or (b) middle, as Syr,
Copt., Goth., Arm., whether in a
purely active sense (Xen. Hell. vI. 2.
14, 35, see exx. in Rost u. Palm,
Lex. 8.v. Vol 11. p. 956), or perhaps,
as this unique use of the middle in
the N.T. suggests, in a specially re.
ciprocal sense ‘sibi implere.” Of these
the latter alone seems admissible, as
the idea of Christ receiving completion
in hie members (Est., comp. Harl)
implies restrictions little accordant
with the inclusive 74 wdvra. The
meaning then of the whole would
seem to be, that the Church is the
veritable mystical Body of Christ, yea
the recipient of the plenitudes of Him
who filleth all things, whether in hea-
ven or in earth, with all the things,
elements, and entities, of which theyare
composed. And this, as both the paral-
lelism of 79 sdua adrol and 79 wAAp.
x.7.\. and the absence of any hint of
a change of person seem distinctly to
suggest, must be referred, not to God
(Theod., Alf.), but to Christ; see esp.
ch. iv. 10. On the doctrine of
the omnipresence of Christ, an eternal
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truth of vital importance (Bull, Def.
Fid. Nic. § 4. 3. 1 8q., Waterland,
Sermons, viL 3, Vol 1L p. 164), to
which this verse seems to allude, see
notes on ch. iv. 10, Jackson, Creed,
Book XI. 3. 10 5q., and the calm and
conciliatory observations of Marten-
sen, Dogmatik, § 177 sq. Well and
clearly has it been said by Andrewes,
¢ Christ is both in Heaven and earth:
as Heis called the Head of His Church,
He is in Heaven, but in respect
of His body which is called Christ
He is on earth,” Serm. x11. Vol. v.
P- 407. The omission of rd
(Rec.) is opposed to all the MSS,
and to the majority of mss, and
adopted by none of the best recent
editors.

CuarrEr II. 1. Kal dpds] ‘And
you also,” ‘you too,” special address
and application of the foregoing to the
ccase of the readers; kal meither (a)
simply connecting the verse with what
precedes, sc. kal vmérakev...kal Ewxey
...kal uds ..\ (Lachm.), as ver. 23
is plainly a conclusion of the foregoing
clause; nor (b) serving to introduce a
special exemplification of the general
act of grace in ver. 23 (Peile), as the
force of the correlation between ve-
kpobs and gvve{wor. is thus seriously
impaired ; but rather (c) applying what
has been said to the Juds, to which
word it gives emphasis and promi-
nence. The Ephesians are reminded
how they also had experienced in their
moral death the energy of the same
quickening power which raised Christ
from physical death (ch. i. 20), the
ascensive force of xal being just percep-
tible in the implied parallelism between
the véepwois Yy in the case of
the Ephesians (see next note), and

4 ~ ” ) ~
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You too who were
dead in sin He hath
es
Your salvation is by grace not wor%cs.
the sékpwois swpareh on the part
of Christ; comp. Klotz, Devar. Vol.
11. p. 636. The connexion
has also its difficulties. According to
the wost simple view, ver. 1, after
having its structure interrupted by the
two relatival sentences, ver. 2, 3, is
renewed ‘in ver. 4 (not ver. g, Schott)
by means of §¢ resumptive (Herm.
Viger, No. 544), and there further
elucidated by the interpolated nomi-
native Oebs, expanded in application
by the more comprehensive #uds, and
concluded in ver. 5; see Theoph. in
loc. 8vras vekpois] *being
dead,’ sc. spiritually ; véxpwois ovx
7 cwparikh B éx Tob Addpm dpta-
pévn, GNNG B Yuxueh N €E Apdy
owiorapéry, Theophyl.;  compare
Bramhall, Castig. 1. 2, Vol. 1v.
233 (A.-C. L.). The proleptic refer-
ence to physical death, scil. ‘certo
morituri’ (Mey.), seems irreconcile-
able with the context. The mNodoios
v év é\éer, which seems to specify
God’s mercy in extending the exercise
of His resurrectionary power, would
thus lose much of its appropriateness,
and the particle xal (ver. 5) its proper
ascensive force, On this and the
two following verses, see a good prac-
tical sermon by Usher, Serm. 1v. Vol
XHIL p. 45 (ed. Elringt.).
Tofs wapamwrdpacw k.t \] by the
trespasses and sins which ye had com-
mitted,’ ‘delictis et peccatis vestris,’
Vulg., Goth.; not in delictis,” dec.
Arm. ; the dat. being appy. that of the
causa instrumentalis: see Hartung,
Casus, p. 79, Winer, Gr.§ 31.7, p. 194.
In the closely parallel passage Col. ii.
13, vexpols 8yras év Tols TAPATTWMA-
ow, the same general sentiment is ex-
pressed under slightly different rela-
tions: here sin is conceived as that
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which kills (Olsh.), there it is described
as the element or state in which the
vékpwois shows and reveals itself;
comp. notes ir loc. It is doubtful
whether the distinetion drawn by Tits-
mann (Synon. p. 45) between rapart.,
sins rashly (‘a nolente facere inju-
riam’), and dpapria:, sins desigmnedly
committed, can be fully substantiated ;
both equally referring to ‘peccata
actualia,” whether in thought, word,
or deed, and differing more in the

images (‘ missing,’ ¢ stumbling’) under

which they are presented to our con-
ceptions, than in the degree of inten-
tion ascribed to the perpetrator ; see
Fritz. Rom. v. 15, Vol. 1. p. 324,
comp. Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 1. 1. 2,
Vol. 1. p. 9t (Clark). Perhaps we
may say generally, that raparrduara;
as its derivation suggests, is the more
Uimited term, viz. particular and spe-
cial acts of sin; duaprioc [d wuépos,
uetpw, Buttm. Lexil. No. 15, note] the
more wnclusive and abstract, embracing
all forms, phases, and movements of
sin, whether entertained in thought
or consummated in act; see Trench,
Synon. Part 1L § 16, and comp. notes
on Col. ii. 13. Vpdv] Omitted
by Rec. but only on the authority
of KL ; most mss,; Chrys., Dam.,
Theoph,, (Ecum. The reading of A
i8 éavrdw.

2. & als] ‘in whick; not so. much
with ref. to the prevailing direction
(De Wette), as the sphere in which
they habitually moved. It does net
however seem necessary to press the
meaning of wepurarely (‘sphere in
which they trod,” Eadie), this being
one of those words in the N.T. which
are used with so strong a Hebraistic
colouring (see the list, Winer, Gr. § 3,

P. 31), that in several passages it de-
notes little more than ‘vivere:’ see
Fritz. Rom. xiii, 12, Vol. IIL. p. 141,
Suicer, Thesaur, s.v. Vol. II. p. 679.

kard Tov aldva k.T.N] ‘according
to the course of this world,’ Auth.,

o o 4 o 2 o o
o kol oilaatol\s [mun-
danitatem mundi mhujus] Syr.; the
ethical meaning of aldw here appy.
predominating ; see on ch. i, 21. In

such cases as the present the meaning
seems to approach that of ‘tendency,

‘ spirit, of the age’ (Olsh.), yet still

not without distinet trace of the regu-
lar temporal notion, which, even in
those passages where alov seems to
imply little more than our ‘world’
(comp. 2 Tim. iv. 10), may still be
felt in ;the idea of the (evil) course,
development, and progress (¢ ubi =tas
mala malam excipit’), that is tacitly
agsociated with the term; see Beng.
in loc., and comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét.
1v. 20, Vol. 1. p. 228. Any Gnostic
reference (Baur, Paulus, p. 433), as
St Paul’s frequent use of the word
satisfactorily proves, is completely out
of the question, xard ToV
dpxovra k. T.N] ‘according to the
prince of the power or empire of the
air, scil. the devil; climax to the
foregoing member, the contrast being
xard ©eby, ch. iv. 24. Without en-
tering into the various interpretations
these difficult words have received, we
will here only motice briefly, (1) the
simple meaning of the words; (2) their
grammatical connexion ; (3) their pro-
bable explanation. (1) The two
cardinal words are éfovsia and dip.
The former, like many words in -la
(Bernhardy, Syt L 2, p. 47), seems
to be used, not exactly for éfovsias,

D
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scil. as an abstract implying the con-
crete possessors of the éfovola (comp.
Dionys. Hal. VIII. 44), but as a collec-
tive designation of their empire and
sovereignty ; see esp. Lobeck, Phryn.
P. 469. 'A%p is used thrice by St Paul
besides this place, thrice in the rest
of the N. T.; () ‘the air’ simply and
generally, Acts xxii, 23, 1 Cor. ix. 26,
xiv. 9, and appy. Rev. ix. 2; (B) as
¢ the air,” prebably with strict physi-
cal reference, Rev. xvi. 17; (y) as
¢ the air or sky,’ appy. tacitly corre-
lative to v# (the seat of the wepiher-
wduevor), 1 Thess. iv. 17. We seem
then bound to reject all partial inter-
pretations, ¢.g. sxbros (Heinsius, Kiittn.
ap. Peile), wvebua (Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 1. p. 403), and to leave the con-
text to define the specific meaning
and application of the word.

(2) The gen. dépos is mot a gen. o0b-
jecti, ‘cul potestas est aeris,’ Beza;
nor qualitatis, scil. é&épios, doduaros
(so Chrys. appy., but not the Gk.
Fathers generally), but a gen. of
place, denoting their évaépiov datpiBiipy
((Bcum.), the seat of their spiritual
empire ; ody ws 7ol dépos degmblovra,
NN’ &s adrd éugihoxwpolvra, Theoph.:
compare Bernhardy, Synt. IIL 33. a,
P. 137. (3) The explanation
really turns on the latitude of mean-
ing assigned to difp. Without ven-
turing to deny that the word may
mysteriously intimate a near propin-
quity of the spirits of evil, it may
still be said that the limitation to the
physical atmosphere (Mey.) is as pre-
.carious in doctrine, as the reference
to some ideal ¢atmosphere belting a
death-world’ (Eadie), or to the ‘com-
mon parlance of mankind’ (Alf.), is
too vague and undefined. The natural
explanation seems to‘be this; that as
olpavds is used in a limited and par-

tial (Matth. vi. 26), as well as an un-
-circumscribed meaning, so conversely
-dafp, which is commonly confined to
‘the region -of the air or atmosphere,
may be extended to all that supra-
‘terrestrial but sub-celestial region (8
Ymovpdwios Témos, Chrys.) which seems
to be, if not the abode, yet the haunt
of evil spirits; see esp. Job i. 7 LXX,
éumrepirarioas Thy U ovpavby: comp.
Olsh. in loc., and Stuart, Bibl. Sacra
for 1843, p. 139; see also Hagenbach,
Stud. w. Krit. Vol. 1. p. 479. Quota-
‘tions out of Rabbinical writings and
Greek philosophers will be found in
Wetst. and Harl. in loc., but that St
Paul drew his conceptions from the
former (Mey.) or the latter (Wetst.)
we are slow imfleed to believe: see
the remarks on ‘Gal. iv. 24. )
rob mvedparos] ‘the spirit; scil. the
evil principle of action, more specially
-defined by the succeeding words. The
explanation of this gen. is not easy,
as exegesis appears to suggest one
construction, grammar another. The
most convenient assumption, an ano-
maly of case (gen. for accus. in appo-
sition to 7év dpx. k. 7.\, Helnichen,
‘Buseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 20, Vol. 11. p.
99), s so doubtful, that it seems best
with Winer (Gr. §67. 3, p. 558) to
regard the gen. as dependent on Tov
dpxovra, and in apposition with éfov-
olas: wvebpa not referring like éfovota
to the aggregate of individual mreduara
(wdvros évaeplov mvedparos, Theoph.;
comp. Eadie, Alf), a very doubtful
meaning, owing to the difference of
termination, but to the evil principle
which animated the empire, and ema-
nated from Satan the ruler of it,
There is confessedly an exegetical diffi-
culty in the expression 7w dpx....700
mveby.: this however may be removed,
either by supplying a similar but
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more appropriate substantive out of
Tov dpx., or (what is in effect the
same) by observing that 7o) wveduaros
has a species of objective meaning
reflected on it from the words with
which it is in apposition. There is
probably, as Harless and Meyer sug-
gest, a tacit antithesis in 700 mv. to
the Ivebpa 76 éx Tob Oeol: comp. 1
Cor. ii. 12. vy is commonly re-
ferred to the period since the redemp-
tion, the time of increased Satanic
energy and of hottest strife (De W.);
comp. Rev. xii. 12. This however is
more than the words seem intended
to convey. As woré, Vver. 2z, is again
repeated in ver. 3, we find the natu-
ral antithesis »iv...moré: the Apostle
specifying the present active existence
in one class, the children of disebe-
dience, of the same spirit which for-
merly wrought not only in his readers
but in all: sim. Hammond, and
Harless in loc.

Tols viols Tijs dmed.] ‘the sons of
disobedience; a Hebraistic circumlo-
cution nearly equivalent to ol &£ dme:-
Oeias (comp. Fritz. Rom. ii. 8, Vol. L.
p. 105), and serving to mark, more
vividly than the adjectival construc-
tion, the essential and innate disobe-
dience of the subjects, a disobedience
to which they belong as children to
a parent: comp. ch. v. 6, Col iii. 6,
1 Thess. v. 5 (notes), 2 Thess. ii. 3;
and see Winer, Gr. § 34. 3. b, note
2, p. 213, and Gurlitt, Stud. u. Krit.
1829, p. 728. 'Awelfewa, as in Col. iii.
6 (see critical note in loc.), is neither
< diffidentia’ (Vulg., Clarom., ¢ unga-
laubeinais,” Goth.; comp. Ath.), nor
dwdry (Chrys.), but *disobedience’

(12arenaan Ao 1) finobedien-
tiz;a] Syr.p, Arr;.), whether to the mes-
sage ‘of the Gospel or the mandates
of the conscience ;—sin in fact in its
amost enhanced form, the violation of
the dependence of the creature on the
Creator: see Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, L
1. 2, Vol. L. p. g1 (Clark).

3. & ols] ‘among whom,’ Auth.,
scil. Gy xkal adrol dvres, Riick.; not
év ols sc. mapartuacar (Syr., Jer.),
in which case ver. 2 would illustrate
the duapr., ver. 3 the mapawr. The
parallelism (év als...&v ols) is a spe-
cious argument for such a reference
(see Stier ¢n loc., p. 252) ; still gramma-
tical perspicuity, the studied change
to dveorpdgpnuer, and even more the
very general nature of the distinction
between mapamrrduare and Guapriat,
are seriously opposed to it: comp. 2
Cor. i. 12, where dreorp. is similarly
used with a double év, the first here
(semi-local) referring to the surround-
ing objects, 1 Tim. iii. 15 ; the second
(ethical) to the element in which they
moved, 2 Pet. ii. 18. xal
fpes wdvres] ‘eren we all;y Jews
and Gentiles, not Jews alone (Mey.).
As Yuets (ver. 1, 2) denotes the Gen-
tile world, so it might be argued Hueis
would seem naturally to refer to the
Jews. To this however the addition
of wdyres presents an insuperable ob-
jection, as being almost obviously
designed to preclude any such limita-
tion; and to expand to both classes
the reference (currdrrer ral éavrép,
Theod.): we all, both called and re-
claimed Jews and converted Gentiles,
were once members of that fearful

D2
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company, the viol 77s drefelas : comp.
Al in loc. 76 fehfjpara Tis
aaprds] ‘the (various) desires of the
flesh’ The plural is not elsewhere
found in the N.'T. (Aets xiil. 22 is.a
quotation), though not unusual in the
LXX; Psalm cxi, 2, 2 Chron. ix. 12,
Isaiah xliv, 28, lviii, 13, al. It here
probably denotes the various exhibi-
tions and manifestations of the will,
and is thus symmetrical with, but a
fuller expansion.of émifvplars. On the
true meaning of cdpf, ¢the life and
movement of man in the things.of the
world of sense,” see Miiller, Doctr. of
Sin, 1. 2, Vol. 1. p. 352 8q., and esp.
notes on Gal. v. 16. TGV
Buavoudy] ‘of the thoughts, scil. ‘of
the evil thoughts’ (comp. Siadoyiousl
wovnpol, Matth. xv. mg); the ethical
meaning however not being due to
the plural (‘die schwankenden wech-
selnden Meinungen,” Harl.), but, as
Mey. justly observes, to the context;
comp. T4 davofuara, Luke xi. 17. Tt
is added, not to strengthen the mean-
ing of adpt (Holzh.), but to include
both sources whence our evil desires
emanate, the worldly sensual tendency
of our life on the one hand, and the
spiritual sins of our thoughts and in-
tentions on the other : 8o Theod. in loc,,
except that he too much limits the
meaning of dpf. On the meaning of
dudvorae, as usually marking the mo-
tions of the thoughts and will on the
side of their outward manifestations,
see Beck, Seelenl. 11. 19, p. 58.

kai fpev] ‘and we were;” with great
definiteness as to the relation of time,
the change of construction from the
Present part. to the oratio directa
being intended to give emphasis to
the ‘weighty clause which follows (see
notes, ch. i. 20), and also to discon-
nect it from any possible relation to

the present; ‘we were children of
wrath by nature,—it was once our
state and condition, it is now so no
longer.” Téva Ppvoea Spyis]
¢ children by nature —of wrath. This
important clause can only be properly
investigated by noticing separately (1)
the simple meaning of the words; (2)
their grammatical connexion; (3) their
probable dogmatical application.

(1) We begin with (a) Tékva, which is
not simply identical with the Hebra-
istic viol in ver. 2, but, as Bengel felt,
is obviously move significant and sug-
gestive; see Steiger on 1 Pet. i 14.
The word arouses the attention; ¢ we
were Tékva,’—that bespeaks a near
and close relation ;—but of what? Of
God? No,—‘of wrath;’ its actual
and definite objects: see Stier ¢n loc.
P. 256, and comp. Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 1. p. 497. (b) ’Opyh has its pro-
per meaning, and denotes, not Tyuwpla
or kbhags itself (Suicer, Thesaur. s.v.
Vol. 11. p. 505), but the moving prin-
ciple of it, God’s holy hatred of sin,
which reveals itself in His punitive
justice ; comp. Rom. i 18. (c) The
meaning of ¢idse has been much con-
tested. The general distinction of
Waterland (Second Defence, Qu. xx1v.
Vol. 11. . p. 723) seems perfectly satis-
factory, that ¢ire in Scripture relates
to something inherent, innate, fixed,
and implanted from the first, and is
in opposition to something accessional,
superinduced, and accidental ; or, as
Harl. more briefly expresses it, ‘das
Gewordene im Gegensatz zum Ge-
machten:’ comp. Thorndike, Covenant
of Graee, 11. 10, Vol. 111, p. 170 (A. C.
L.). The more exact meaning must
be determined by the context: comp.
Gal. ii. 15, Rom. ii. 14, Gal. iv. 8,
where ¢Uoec means respectively, (a)
transmitted inborn nature; (8) inhe-
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rent nature; (y) essential nature. The
connexion must here guide us. (2)
Connexion. Pioeris to be joined with
Tékya, mot dpyfis (Holzh., Hofm,
Sckriftb. Vol. 1. p. 497), and defines
the aspect under which the predicate
shows itself (see Madvig, Synt. § 40);
the unusual order [with BKR: ADE
FGL reverse it but appy. by way of
emendation] appearing to have arisen
from a limitation of a judgment which
St Paul was about to express unlimit-
edly: the Jews were the covenant
people of God; Jews and Gentiles
(fueds). could not then equally and
unrestrictedly be called Tékva dpyfis:
see M.iiller, Doctr. of Sin, W. 2, Vol.
11. p. 306. (3) The doctrinal reference
turns on the meaning of ¢dser. This
the Jimiting connexion seems to show
must imply what is innate; for if it
implied ‘habitual or developed cha-
racter’ (¢.g. Alian, Var. Hist. 1X. 1,
@bver pihdpyupos: see exx. in Wetst,,
and comp. Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 116),
there would be little need of the limi-
tation, and little meaning in the as-
sumed contrast to ‘filii adoptione,’
Estius ap. Poli Syn. This is further
confirmed by the tense (see above) and
the argument ‘ex simili’ in &s xal ol
Mool (foav), for it must have been
some universal state to have applied
to all the rest of mankind. Still it
must fairly be said that the unem-
phatic position of ¢voer renders it
doubtful whether there is any special
contrast to xdpert, or any direct asser-
tion of the doctrine of Original Sin;
but that the clause contains an {n-
direct, and therefore even more con-
vincing assertion of that profound
truth, it seems impossible to deny.
The very long but instructive note of
Harless in loc. may be consulted with

profit.

4. 6 8 Oebs] ‘but God.’ Re-
sumption of ver. 1 after the two rela-
tival sentences, év als ver. 2, and é&
ols ver. 3; 98¢ being correctly used
rather than oly, as the resumption
also involves a contrast to the pre-
ceding verse. The declaration of the
&\eos of God forms an assuring and
consoling antithesis to the foregoing
statement that by nature all were
the subjects of His épys. On the use
of 8¢ after a parenthesis, see Klotz,
Devar. Vol. 11. p- 374, Hartung, Par-
tik. 8¢, 3.2, Vol. L. p. 173 the use of
‘autem’ in Latin is exaectly similar,
see esp. Hand, Tursell. 5. v. § g, Vol
I. p. 56g; Beza's correction of the
‘autem’ of the Vulg. to ‘sed’ is there-
fore not necessary.
wholowos &v k.T.N.] ‘being rick in
mercy,” scarcely ‘ut qui dives sit,’
Beza - (eomp. Madvig, Lat. Gramm.
§ 366. z), as the participial clause
does not here so much assign the
reason as characterize (in the form of
a secondary predicate of time, ‘being
as He is;’ comp. Donalds. Gr. § 442.
a) the general principle under which
the divine compassion was exhibited,
The more particular motive (De W.)
is' stated in the succeeding clause.
The expression mholoios év (ob) amAds
\erjuwr, Chrys.) occurs in James ii. 5,
and. points to the object or sphere in
whick the richness is apparent ; comp.
1 Cor. i. 8. On the distinction be-
tween &\eos and olkripués, the former
being more generic, the latter more
specific and stronger, see Fritz. Rom.
ix. 15, Vol II. p. 315. qv

Hydmnoev fpds] ‘wherewith He lowd
us;’ cognate accus., serving to add
force and emphasis to the meaning
of the verb; see exx. in Winer, Gr.
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§ 32. 2, p. 200, and in Donalds. Gr.
§ 466. The pronoun #pds obviously
includes both Jewish and Gentile
Christians, and is co-extensive with
the 2juels mdvres of ver. 3.

5. kaldvrastpds vekp.] ‘evern while
we were dead ;’ kal not being otiose
(comp. Syr., Ath.), nor the simple
copula (Mey.), nor a mere repetition of
xal from ver. 1, but qualifying dvras
(Syr.-Phil), and suggesting more for-
cibly than in ver. 1 (where it quali-
fies Yuds) the might of the quickening
power of God which extended even to
a state of moral death. Kai vexpois
x.7.\. would certainly seem a more:
natural order (Fritz. Conject. in N. T.,
p- 45; comp. Chrys. Tods vexpois. . .
TovTous éfworm.), but as St Paul seems
to wish to make their state of death,
its permanence and its endurance,
more felt than the mere fact of it, the
ascensive particle is joined with the
participle rather than with the pre-
dicate; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1
p- 638. cuvvetwomolnoey v¢
Xp.] ‘Hetogether quickened with Christ,
not ‘in Christ,” Copt., Arm., Vulg.,
perhaps following the reading suve(.
év ¢ Xp., B; 17, al. ; but with Christ,’

.L:;_\_l.SD SN Syr., al; &uwo-

rolnae :&KG?VOV Ka’l fuds, Chrys. The
previous statement of the spiritual
nature of their death, and the similar
(but, owing to the mention of baptism,
not wholly parallel) passage, Col. ii. 13,
seem to show that cuvel. has reference
to spiritual life, the life of grace. It
is thus not necessary to consider the
realization as future (Theod.), nor
even with Theoph. (Hufls Surdue: vy,
Her’ ENlyov 3¢ kal dvepyeig) to limit
the DPresent degree of it: the aorist
has its proper ang characteristic force ;

what God wrought in Christ He
wrought ‘ipso facto’ in all who are
united with Him. Meyer aptly cites
Fritz. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 206, ‘ponitur
aoristus de re, qua quamvis futura sit,
tamen pro peractd recte censeatur
.. .cum alid re jam factd continea-
tur.” It is then just possible that
ovvel. may include also a future and
physical reference (Rom. viil. 10, 11,
see notes ver. 6), but that its primary
reference is to an actually existent
and gpiritual state, it seems very diffi-
cult to deny. xdperl
éote ceraopévol] by grace ye have
been (and are) saved;’ see mnotes on
ver. 8. This emphatic mention of
grace {(grace, not works) is to make
the readers feel what their own hearts
might otherwise have caused them to
doubt,—the real and vital truth, that
they have present and actual fellow-
ship with Christ in the quickening,
yea and even in the resurrectionary
and glorifying power of God; see
esp. Origen (Cram. Caten.), and comp,
Bp. Hall, Christ Mystical, ch. v. 1,
ad init.

6. cwiyeper . . . ouvekdbioev])
‘He raised us with Him, He en-
throned us with Him.’ The simple
meaning of these verbs, and esp. of
the latter, seems to confine the refer-
ence to what is future and objective,
Still, as owefwomroinser, though pri-
marily spiritual and present, may have
a physical and future reference,—so
here conversely, a present spiritual
resurrection and enthronement may
also be alluded to: as Andrewes truly
says, ‘even now we sit there in Him,
and shall sit with Him in the end;’
Serm. vir. Vol. 1. p. 115 (A. C. L.).
This may be referred (a) to the close
nature of our union with Christ, so
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that His Resurrection and exaltation
may be said to be actually ours in
Him (xegpall) ydp Hudv & cuvedpetwr,
dmrapyh Hudv 6 supBaciketwy, Theod.);
or more simply, (8) to that divine
efficacy of the quickening power of
God which extends itself to issues
spiritually indeed present (Phil. iii.
20, Rev. i. 6), but strictly speaking
future and contingent: compare esp.
Rom. viii. 30, where the aorists are
used with equal significance and ef-
fect. év Tols émovpaviois]
“in the heavenly places;’ see notes on
ch. i, 3, 20. Bengel has noticed how
appropriately St Paul omits the spe-
cific év defig of ch. i. 20; ‘non dicit
in dextrd; Christo sua manet excel-
lentia:’ comp. Est. in loc.

& Xp. *Inoov must not be connected
simply with & 7ofs émovp. (Peile,
Eadie), but with ewiyeper and cuve-
xd6iwoev év Tols émwovp.: comp. ch, i. 3.
At first sight the clause might seem
superfluous, but, when more attentively
cousidered, it will be found to define
the deep mystical nature of the union:
God 7yeper, éxdbigev, Huds, not only
ov Xp., but é Xp.: not only with
Christ by virtue of our fellowship, but
in Christ by virtue of our mystical,
central, and organic union with Him.
On the nature of this union, see
Hooker, Serm. 1. Vol. 1. p. 762
(ed. Keble), Ebrard, Dogmatik, § 445,
Vol. IL. p. 323, Martensen, Dogmatik,
§ 176, obs.

7. yva &8elknra] ‘in order that
He might show forth ;’ divine purpose
of the gracious acts specified in ver.
8, 6. The middle voice évdelfacfac
is not used (either here or in Rom. ii.
18, ix. 1y, 22, 2 Cor. viil. 24) with
any reference to & ‘sample or spe-
cimen of what belonged to Him’

(Riick., Eadie), but either simply
implies ‘for Himself, ¢.e. for His
glory’ (comp. Jelf, Gr. § 363. 1), ‘let
be seen’ (Peile); or, still more pro-
bably, is used with only that general
subjective reference, ¢show forth Ads,
&e. (the ‘dynamic’ middle of Kriiger,
Sprachl. § 52. 8. 5; see Kuster de
Verb. Med. § 58, and exx. in Rost u.
Palm, Lex. s.v.), which, owing to the
following @700, can hardly be re-
tained in translation, The word oc-
curs eleven times in the N.T. (only
in 8t Paul’s Epp. and Heb.), always
in the middle voice. In fact, as
delkvype is but rarely used in the
middle voice, though in a few formule
(see Ast, Lex. Plat. 8.v.) it involves a
middle sense ; so évdelkvupar, which is
not common in the act. except in
legal forms, may in the middle in-
volve little more than an active mean-
ing; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 434, p-
447. &v rols alaowy Tols
émepx.] ‘in the ages which are coming.’
These words have been unduly limited.
Any special references to the then
present and immediately coming age
(‘per omne vestrum tempus,’ Mor.),
or to the still future kingdom of
Christ, the aldw 6 ué\\wy, ch. i. 21
(Harl., Olsh.), seem precluded respec-
tively by the use of the plural and
the appended pres. part. érepxou. The
most simple meaning appears to be
‘the successively arriving ages and
generations from that time to the
second coming of Christ,’ ‘tempora
inde ab apostolicis illis ad finem
mundi secutura,” Wolf." Such expres-
gions as the present deserve especial
notice, as they incidentally prove how
very ill-founded is the popular opinion
adopted by Meyer and others, that
St Paul believed the Advent of the
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8. &ud miorews] So Lachm. with BDIFGR; 4 mss.; Chrys, al. Ined.7, 2,
the reading adopted was 3ud r#s wiorews with AD*EKL: nearly all mss.;

Theod., Dam., al. (Rec., Tisch.).

Lord to be close at hand ; see notes on
1 Thess. iv. 15. 76 YmepBdiiov
wholros] ‘the exceeding riches;’ an
especially and studiedly streng ex-
pression designed to mark the ‘satis
superque’ of God’s grace in our re-
demption by Christ; comp, ch. iii.
20, 1 Tim. i. 14, and see Andrewes,
Serm. 1. Vol 1L p. 197 (A. C. L.).
The neuter form is adopted with AB
DIFGN? (X! omits the verse); 17
67**; Orig. (1), Lachm., Tisch.): Rec.
has Tov dmepBaNhovTa wAoiTop.
v xprorémm &b’ rpds v Xp. 'Ino]
“4n goodness towards usin Christ Jesus;’
a single compound modal clause ap-
pended to évdeif.: év xp. é@’ Au. being
closely connected (comp. Luke vi. 35;
the art. is not necessary, see notes on
ch. i. 16), and defining accurately the
manner in which God displays ‘the
riches of His grace,” while & X. 'I.
(“dn,” mot ‘through Christ Jesus,’
Auth. ; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 347,
note 3) specifies. as it were, the ever-
blessed sphere to which its manifes-
tations are confined, and in which
alone its operations are felt. Well do
Calvin and Stier eall attention to this
‘notanda repetitio nominis Christi’
(contrast the melancholy want of ap-
preciation of this in De W.), and the
reiteration of that eternal truth which
pervades this divine epistle, —‘nur
in Christo Jesu das alles, und anders
nicht,’ Stier, p.-273; see notes on
ch. i. 3, On the
meaning of ypyoréTys see notes on
Gal. v, 21,

8. i ydp xdpwn]  For by grace;’
confirmatory explanation of the truth

and justice of the expression 76 Urepf.
k. 7.\, by arecurrence to the statement
made parenthetically in ver. 5. The
article is thus not added merely be-
cause xdpis ‘expresses an idea which
is familiar, distinctive, and monadic
in its nature’ (Eadie), but because
there is a retrospective reference to
xdpertin ver. 5, where the noun, being
used adverbially, is properly anar-
throus: see Middleton, Greek Art. v.
2, p. g6 (ed. Rose). It may be ob-
served that the emphasis rests on 79
Xxdperi, the further member 84 wi-
orews being added to definethe weighty
éore ceqwapévor. xdpis is the objec-
tive, operating, and instrumental cause
of salvation; mioTis the subjective
medium by which it is received, the
causa apprehendens, or to use the lan-
guage of Hooker, ‘the hand which
putteth on Christ to justification,’” Serm.
L. 32; comp. Waterland, Justif. Vol.
VL p. 22, and a good sermon by Sher-
lock, Vol. 1. p. 323 8q. (ed. Oxf.).

tore oeraopévol] ‘ye have been (and
are) saved.” It is highly improper to
attempt to dilute either the normal
meaning of the verb (‘salvum facio,’
‘ad eternam vitam perduco,’ see
Suicer, Thesaur.s.v.) or the proper
force of the tense. The perfect indi-
cates ‘actionem plane preeteritam,
quz aut nunc ipsum seu modo finita
est aut per effectus suos durat’ (Poppo,
Progr. de emend. Matth. Gramm. p.
6); and in short serves to conmect
the past and the present, while the
aorist leaves such a connexion wholly
unnoticed ; see esp. Schmalfeld; Synt.
§ 56, and comp. Scheuerl. Synt. § 32.
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5, p. 342. Thus then éoré¢ cecwop.
denotes a present state as well as a
terminated action; for, as Xadie
Jjustly observes, ‘Salvation is a pre-
sent blessing, though it may not be
fully realized.” On the other hand,
éowfnuer (Rom. viil. 24) is not év Tols
cw{ouévois éouéy (Peile), but simply
‘we were saved,” the context éAwid:
supplying the necessary explanation.
8ud mloTews) ‘through faith;’ sub-
jective medium and condition; see
above, and comp: Hammond, Pract.
Catech. p. 42 (A. C. L.). It is not
necessary to adopt here the modifica-
tion suggested by Bull: ¢ per fidem hic
intelligit obedientiam evangelio pre-
stitam, cujus fides specialiter sic dicta
non tantum initium est sed et radix
et fundamentum,” Harm. Apost. 1. 12.
8. The contrast with éf &ywr, and
connexion with xdpiri, seem to- show
that wiores is ‘reliance on the divine
grace’ (Waterland, Justif. Vol. vL
p- 37), ‘the living capacity,” as it is
termed by Olsh., ‘for receiving the
powers of a higher world;’ xdp:s being
thus identical with imparting, wioTes
with receiving love; see Olshaus. on
Rom. iii. 21, and comp. Usteri, Lekrd.
IL I. L, p. I5L,

kal Tolro] ‘and this,’ sc. T cerwou.
elvac (Theoph. 2), not ‘nempe hoc
quod credidistis,” Bull, loc. cit., with
Chrys., Theod.,, Theoph. 1, al., see
Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 11. p. 728.
Grammatically considered, xal TobTo
(=ral Taira, Rost u. Palm, Lex. s. v.
odros, Vol. IL p. 599) might be referred
to a verbal notion (v miorevew) de-
rived from wloris, but the logical diffi-
culty of such a connexion with éf
&rywv (parallel and explanatory to
& Uudv) seems insuperable. Still i¢
may be gaid that the clause xal 7obro

k.7.\. was suggested by the mention
of the subjective medium wloris,
which might be thought to imply some
independent action on the part of the
subject (comp. Theod.): to prevent
even this supposition, the Apostle has
recourse to language still more rigor-
ously exclusive. Qcod 16
8dpov] ‘of God is the gifi, scil. Oeod
8@pov 10 ddpov éori: the gen. Oeob,
emphatic on account of the antithesis
to Judw, being thus the predicate; 70
8Gpor (‘the peculiar gift in- question,’
T0 ae&wo:u. elvar 8 THs wior.) the
subject of the clause: see Riickert in
loc. Harl.,, Lachm., and De W. in-
close these words in a parenthesis, but
certainly without reason: the slight
want of connexion seems designed to
add force and emphasis.

9. ovk & pywv] ‘not of works;’
more exact explanation of the pre-
ceding ovx é£ Uudv, and thus standing
more naturally in connexion with xal
Tobro than with 70 8&pov [éor(] (Mey.).
The sense however in either case is the
same. The grammatical meaning of é¢
Zpywr i investigated in the notes on
Gal. ii. 16; its doctrinal applications
are noticed by Neander, Planting,
Vol. 1. p. 419 (Bohn). o paf Tis
xavy.] ‘that no man skould boast;’
purpose of God, involved in and in-
cluded in the ‘lex suprema’ alluded
to in the foregoing odx €& Eywy,
comp. Rom. iii. 27. The repression
of boasting was not the primary and
special object of God’s appointinent of
salvation by grace through faith (comp,
Mackn.), still less was it merely the
result (Peile), but was a purpose (iva
ebyvduovas wepl THY Xdpw  Touey,
Chrys.) that was necessarily insepa-
rable from His gracious plan of man’s
salvation. On the force and use of
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va, see notes on ch. i. 17,

0. avrod ydp k.T.\.] ¢ for we are
His handiwork,” ‘ipsius enim sumus
factura,” Vulg.; proof of the fore-
going sentences xal Tolro...5wpor and
ok éf pyww, the emphatic adrod
pointing to the positive statement that
the gift of salvation comes from God,
and the assertion of our being His
spiritual wolyua to the negative
statement that salvation is not &
Oy, or as further explained, odx é¢
Epyov. If we are God’s wolqua, our
salvation, our all, must be due to Him
(comp. Bramhall, Castig. Vol. 1v. 232,
A. C L): if we are a spiritual
wolpue (Thy dvaryévwnaw évraifo al-
virterar, Chrys.), spiritually formed
and designed for good works, our sal-
vation can never be é &pywy (whether
of the natural, moral, or ritual law)
which preceded that dvdxrisis: see
Neander, Planting, Vol. L. p. 476
note (ed. Bohn). kTuoOévres
&v Xp. Ino.] ‘created in Christ Jesus,'

defining clause, explaining the true

application and meaning of the pre-
ceding wolpua: compare ver. 15, and
the expression xaw) xrioes, 2 Cor. v.
17, Gal. vi. 15, with notes ¢n loc. That
the reference of woinua is not to the
physical, and that of k7. to the
spiritual creation (‘quantum ad sub-
stantiam fecit, quantum ad gratiam
condidit,” Tertull. Marc. v. 1Y), but
that both refer to the spiritual
dvdxriges, not only appears from the
context, but is asserted by the best
ancient (o0 kard Th wpdTr Ayer
dnmiovpylay, dANG katd Thy Sevrépay,
Theod., comp. (Beum.), and accepted
by the best modern commentators;
still it does not seem improbable that
the more general and inclusive word
molgue Was designed to suggest the

analogy (Harl.) between the physical
creation and the spiritual re-¢reation
of man. For a sound sermon on this
text see Beveridge, Serm. 1v. Vol. 1.
P 417 8q. (A. C. L.).

éml Epyors dyabois) ‘ for good works,
i e. ‘to do good works;' érl denoting
the object or purpose for which they
were created: see Winer, Gr. § 48. ¢,
p- 351, notes on Gal. v. 13, 1 Thess.
iv. 7, and exx. in Raphel, Annot. Vol.
II. p. 546. On the doctrinal and
practical aspects of the clause, see
Beveridge, Serm. 1v. Vol. 11. p. 418.
ol mpont. & Oeds] ‘whick God afore

prepared,’ .Q.n_éy >0 c&og
[ab initio paravit] Syr., ¢prius paravit,’
Copt., Ath., ‘preparavit,” Vulg., Cla-
rom. The construction, meaning, and
doctrinal significance of these words,
have been much discussed. We may
remark briefly, (1) that owing to the
absence of the usual accus. after
mpoyrolp. (Isaiah xxviii. 24, Wisdom
ix. 8, Rom. ix. 23), ofs cannot be ‘the
dative of the object,” ‘for which God
hath from the first provided,’ Peile,
but is simply for d by the usual attrac-
tion : see Winer, Gr. § 24. 1, p- 147,
and § 22. 4. obs. p. 135. So Vulg,,
Syr., Copt., al, and the majority of
commentators. (2) IIponrolu.
is not neuter (Beng., Stier): the simple
verb ig so used, Luke ix. 52, 2 Chron.
i. 4 (%), but there is no evidence of a
similar use of the compound. Nor is
it equivalent in regard to things with
mpoopifw in regard to persons, Harl,,
a paraphrastic translation rightly con-
demned by Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol
0. p. 339, ‘ aliud est enim parare érot-
pdfew [to make érowua, éra, see Rost
w. Palm, Lex. s.v. &ropos], aliud de-
Jinire opitew.” Lastly, neither here
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nor in Rom. I.c. must the force of mpd
be neglected: compare Philo, de Opif.
§ 25, Vol. 1. p. 18 (ed. Mang.), ws
oikewoTdTy . . . (b T &v kKbouyw Tdvra
Tponropudoaro, rightly translated by
Fritz.,, ‘ante paravit quam conderet.’
(3) Thus then we adhere to the sim-
plest meaning of the words, using the
latter part of the clause to explain
any ambiguity of expression in the
former: ¢ God, before we were created
in Christ, made ready for us, pre-ar-
ranged, prepared, a sphere of moral
action, or (to use the simile of Chrys.)
a road, with the intent that we should
walk in i, and not leave it; this
sphere, this road, was &oya dyafd:
comp. Beveridge, Serm. 1. c. p. 428.
On the important doctrinal statement
fairly deducible from this text,—* bona
opera sequuntur hominem justificatum
non pracedunt in bomine justificando,’
see Jackson, Creed, XI. 30. 6.

11. A] “ Wherefore,” since God
has vouchsafed such blessings to you
and to all of us; not in exclusive re-
ference to ver, 10, 8ri éxricOnuer én’
¢pyois dryalbors, Chrys., nor alone to
ver, 4—r10 (Mey.), but, as the use of
Vuels (comp. ver. I) suggests, to the
whole, or rather to the declaratory
portion of the foregoing paragraph,
ver. I—7 ; ver. 8—10 being an argu-
mentative and explanatory addition.
On St Paul’s use of 8i6, comp. notes
on Gal. iv. 31. The construction,
which is not perfectly clear, is com-
monly explained by the introduction
of 8vres before 7& vy (Fuld.), or re
before (Syr.) or after (Goth.) é&v oap«i.
This is not necessary: the position of
wrore [woré vuets ABDIER!; Clarom.,
Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., al. (Zackm.,
Tisch.): not dpels woré (Rec.)] seems

to suggest that 7d &y k.7 is sim-
ply in apposition to duels, “Ore and
woré are then respectively resumed by
§re and 7§ kapd éxelvy in ver. 125
see Meyer in loc. Td vy &
aapkl] ¢ Gentiles in the flesh.” On the
correct insertion of the article before
20vn (to denote class, category), see
Middl. Gr. Art. 111 2. 2, p. 40 (Rose);
and on its equally correct omission
before & (r& &6v. év o. forming only
one idea), see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p.
123, notes on ch. i. 15, and Fritz. Rom.
iil. 25, Vol. 1. p. 195. ’Ev capxl is
not in reference ‘to their natural
descent’ (Hamm.), nor to their cor-
rupted state (o0« év wveduar:, Theoph.,
‘unregenerate Gentiles,” Peile; comp.
Syr.), but, as the use of the word
below distinctly suggests, to the corpo-
real mark ; ¢ preeputium profani homi-
nis indicium erat,” Calv. They bore
the proof of their Gentilism in their
flesh and on their bodies.

of Aeydpevor drpofuoria k.r.\] ‘who
are called contemptuously the Uncir-
cumctsion by the so-called Circumcision.’
Both dkpoB. and wepir. are used as
the distinctive names or titles of the
two classes, Gentiles and Jews. On
the omission of the art. before dxpo-
Buvor. (a verb ‘vocandi’ having pre-
ceded), see MiddL Gr. Art. 1 3. 2,
p- 43 (Rose); and on the derivation of
the word (an Alexandrian corruption
of dxpomosfia), Fritz. Rom. ii. 26,
Vol. 1. p. 136. & capkl
xewpomouirov] ‘wrought by khand in the
flesh,” ‘et est opus manuum in carne,’
Syr.; a tertiary predication (see Do-
nalds. @r. § 489 8q., and observe the
idiomatically exact transl. of Syr.),
added by the Apostle reflectively
rather than descriptively: ‘the cir-
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cumeision,—yes, hand-wrought in the
flesh ; only a visible manual operation
on the flesh, when it ought to be a
secret spiritual process in the heart;
only kararour, not wepirousq:’ comp.
Rom. ii. 28, 29, Phil. iii. 3, Col. ii.
11.  Thus then, as Calvin rightly felt,
the Apostle expresses no contempt for
the outward rite, which he himself
calls a gppayida rijs dwaioctyys, Rom.
iv. 11, but only (as the present words
suggest) at the assumption of such
a title (observe rfis Aéyou., not 7&v
Aeyop.) by a people who had no con-
ception of its true aud deep signifi-
cance. The Gentiles were called, and
really were the dxpoBuoria: the Jews
were called the wepiroun;, but were
not truly so.

12. 8rv fre] ‘that ye were;’ re-
sumption of the dr. in ver. 11, and
continuation of the suspended sen-
tence; see notes on ver. I1.

76 kapd kelvg] ‘at that time;’ ¢in
your heathen state.” The prep. év of
Rec. [om. Lackm., Tisch., with ABD!?
FGX ; mss.; Clarom., Sang., Aug., al.;
Chrys.], though occasionally omitted
(2 Cor. vi. 2 quotation, Gal. vi. g), is
commonly, and more correctly, in-
serted in like forms: comp. Rom. iii.
26, xi. 5, 2 Cor. viil. 13, 2 Thess. ii. 6;
and see Wannowski, Constr. 4bs, IIL
1, p- 88, Madvig, Synt. § 39, and comp.
ib. Lat. Gr. § 276. On the dat. with-
out év, see notes on 1 Tim. ii. 6.

fre...xopls Xp.] ‘ye were.. withous
Christ? xwpls Xp. forming a predi-
cate (Syr.; ‘et nesciebatis Christum,’
Aith.), not a limiting clause to 7re
..drp\horp. (De W., Eadie), which
would be a singularly harsh construc-
tion. The Ephesians, whom St Paul
here views as the representatives of
Gentilism (Olsh.), were in their hea-
then ante-Christian state truly xwpls

Xp., without the Messiak, without
the promised Seed (contrast Rom. ix.
4 8q.); now however ‘eum posside-
tis non minus quam ii quibus pro-
missus fuerat,” Grot. in loc. The two
following clauses, each of two parts,
more exactly elucidate the signifi-
cance of the expression. On
the distinction between dvev (‘absence
of object from subject’) and xwpis
(“separation of subject from object’),
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. This
distinction however does not appear
to be perfectly certain (comp. Phil: ii.
14, with 1 Pet. iv. g), and must at all
events be applied with caution, when
it is remembered that xwpis is used 40
times in the N.T., and drev only 3
times, viz. Matth. x. 29, 1 Pet. iii. 1,
iv. 9. Where in any given writer or
writers there is such a marked pre-
ference for one rather than another
of two perfectly simple words, it is
well not to be hypercritical.

amrnAhorpiwpévor K.T.N.] ‘being aliens,
or in a state of alienation, from the
commonwealth of Israel;’ in opp. to
gurmoNiTaw T&v dylwy, ver. 19. There
is a slight difficulty in the exact
meaning and application of the words.
Reversing the order, for the sake of
making the simpler word define the
more doubiful, we may observe that
*Iopar is clearly the theocratic name
of the Jewish people, the title which
marks their religious and spiritual,
rather than their national or political
distinctions ; see Rom, ix. 6, 1 Cor.
x. 18, Gal. vi. 16. From this it
would seem to follow that wolvrela, —
which may be either (x) reipublice
Jorma, status,’ v@v iy wbhw olxolvTwy
Tdéis Tis, Aristot. Pol. 111 1.1 (comp.
vopluovs wohirelas opp. to mwapavbuovs
ébwopots, 2 Macc. iv. 11; wpoyoruh
mo\rela, vill. 17); or (B) ‘jus civi-
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tatis, comp, Acts xxii. 28, 3 Macc.
iii. 21; or (¢) ‘wivendi ratio, comp.
¢ conversatione,” Vulg., Clarom., see
Theoph. on ver. 13, and Suicer, The-
saur. 8. v. Vol. I p. 795,—is here
used only in the first sense, and with
a distinctly spiritual applicatien; so
Aith.-Platt, Arm., apd most modern
commentators. The gen. is thus, not
that of the ‘identical notion,” e.g.
dorv ' Afpwiy (Harl.), but a simple
possessive gen.,—the ‘reipublice sta-
tus’ which belonged to Israel.

dmnAhotpiwpévor is a noticeable and
emphatic word (odx elme kexwptouévor
<o mONNY TOV pypdTwr B Eudacis wokdy
dewkvion Tov xwpioudy, Chrys.), which
scems to hint at a state of fermer
unity and fellowship, and a lapse or
separation (dwd) from il; see ch. iv.
18, Col. i. 21, Ecclus, xi. 34, 3 Mace.
i. 3, and comp. Joseph. Antig. XL 5.
4, exx. in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 295,
and in Schweigh. Polyb. Lex. s.v.
Thiz union, though not historically
demonstrable, is no less spirifually
true. Jew aud Gentile were once
under one spirdtual wolrela, of which
the Jewish was a subsequent wisible
manifestation. The Gentile lapsed
from it, the Jew made it invalid
(Matth. xv. 6, comp. ‘Chrys.); and
they parted, only to unite again (¢6vy
kal Aaol ’Topad), Actsiv. 27) in
one act of uttermost rebellion, and
yet, through the mystery of redeem-
ing Love, to remain thereby (ver. 15,
16) united in Christ for ever.

tévor Tdv duabnkdv] ‘strangers from
the covenants ;> second and more spe-
cializing part of the first explanatory
clauge. The gen. after {évos is not
due to any quasi-participial power
(Badie), but belongs to the category
of the inverted possessive gen. (Bern-

hardy, Synt. 1. 49, p. 171), or per-
haps rather to the gen. of ‘the point
of view’ (‘extraneos quod ad pac-
torum promissiones aftinet,” Beza);
gee Scheuerl. Synt. § 18. 3. a, p. 135.
The use of the plural Siaffxac must
not be limited, either here or Rom.
ix. 4, to the two tables of the law
(Elsn., Wolf), nor again unnecessarily
extended to God’s warious covenant-
promises to David and the people
{comp. De W.), but appears simply to
refer to the several remewals of the
covenant with the patriarchs: see
esp. Wisd, xviii. 22, 8provs marépwy
kol Scabhnas: 2 Mace. viii. Ig, Tds
wpds Tods warépas alTdy Siabikas:
comp. Rom. xv. 8. The great Mes-
sianic promise (Gen. xiii. 15, xv. 18,
xvil. 8; Chrys., Theoph.) was the
subject and substratum of all.

B pa éovres] ‘not having hope,’
Auth., ‘spem non habentes,” Vulg.,
Clarom., comp. Syr.; general conse-
quence of the alienation aentioned in
the preceding member ; not however
with any special dependence on that
clause, scil. dore uh Exew énwida, ‘so
that you had no (covenanted) hope,’
“ spem promissioni respondentem ’
(Beng., comp. Harl.) ;—for (a) the ab-
sence of the article shows that éAm(da
cannot here be in any way limited,
but is simply ‘hope’ in its most gene-

ral meaning; and (b) 4% can be no

further pressed than as simply refer-
ring to the thought and feeling of the
subject introduced by uwryuovedere,
ver. 11, ‘having (a8 you must have
felt) no hope;’ comp. Winer, Gr. §
55. 5, p. 428, Herm. Viger, No. 267,
and the good collection of exx. in
Gayler, Partic. Neg. ch. IX. p. 275 sq.
On. the general use in the N. T. of uy
with participles, see notes on 1 Thess.
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it 135, dBeor &v TO
koopw] ‘without God in the world
objective negation (d being here equiv.
to of with an adj., Harl.; see how-
ever Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 35),
forming the climax and accumulation
of the misery involved in xwpls
Xpiorob : they were without church
and without promise, without hope,
and were in the profane wicked world
(év 7§ Kboug being in contrast to ro-
Aer. 70l ’Iop., and like it ethical in its
reference),—without God. “Afeos may
be taken either with active, neuter,
or passive reference, 7.e. either deny-
ing (see exx. Suicer, Thes. s.v.), igno-
rant of (Gal. iv. 8; ‘nesciebatis
Deum,’ Ath. ; &pnuor 7is feoyvwolas,
Theod. ; comp. Clem. Alex. Protrept.
14), or forsaken by God (Soph. (&d.
Rex, 661, dfeos depihos): the last
meaning seems best to suit the pas-
sive tenor of the passage, and to en-
hance the dreariness and gloom of the
picture. On the religious aspects of
heathenism, see the good note of Har-
less in loc.

13. vt 8¢] ¢ But mow;’ in anti-
thesis to 7¢ xatp éxelvy, ver. 12.
v Xp. *Inocol] ‘in Christ JEsUS;’
prominent and emphatic; standing in
immediate connexion with »wi (not
éyevifnre, Mey.), which it both qua-
lifies and characterizes, and forming
a contrast to xwpls Xp., ver. 12. The
addition of "Insof, far from being an
argument against such a contrast
(Mey.), is in fact almost confirma-
tory of it. Such an addition was
necessary to make the circumstances
of the contrast fully felt. Then they
were xwpls Xp., separate from and
without part in the Messiah; now
they were not only é& Xpor@ but év
Xpio7@ *Inoob, in a personal Saviour,

—in One who was no longer their
future hope, but their present salva-
tion. The personal reference is appro-
priately continued by év 7¢ alpar,—
not merely adrol, but 7of Xp.; He
who poured out His blood, Jesus of
Nazareth, was truly Christ.

éyyds éyemifnre] ‘became nigh,” were
brought nigh to God’s holy and spi-
ritual wokireln: ol maxpdr 8vres Tijs
wohir. Tob Iop., THs kard Oedv éyyds
éyevnfnre, (Heum. On the passive
form éyerif. see notes on ch. iil. 7,
and on the use of the words paxpdr
and éyyvs in designating Gentiles and
Jews (compare the term mposhivror),
see the very good illustrations of
Schoettgen, Hor. Heb. Vol. 1. p. 761
8q., and of Wetst. ¢n loc.; comp. also
Isaiah lvii. 19, Dan. ix, 7 (Theod.), and
Valck. on Aects ii. 39, cited by Grin-
field, Schol. Hell. on this verse. The
order éyev. éyyvs is adopted by Lackm.
with ABN ; mss. ; Aug., Vulg., Goth,,
al., but seems due to a mistaken cor-
rection of the emphatic juxtaposition
pakpdy yybs. v 1o
alpar] “by the blood é& having
here appy. its instrumental force; see
Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 346. No very
precise distinction can be drawn be-
tween this use and &ud 708 alu. ch.
L. 7. We may perhaps say that the lat-
ter implies mediate and more simple,
the former immanent instrumentality:
comp. Jelf, Gr. § 622. 3, Winer, 1. c.
P- 347 note, and notes on 1 Thess. iv.
18.

14. adrds ydp] ‘For He, and
none other than He:’ confirmatory
explanation of ver. 13, the emphasis
resting, not on % elpfyy Hudv (De W.),
but (as the prominent position of év
Xp. 'Ins. and repetition of Xptorod,
ver. 13, seem decisively to show) on
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avrés, which i8 thus no mere otiose
pronoun {comp. Thiersch, de Pentat.
p. 98), but is used with its regular
and classical significance; see Winer,
Gr. § 22. 4. obs. p. 135, and comp.
Herm. de Pronom. abrés, ch. x,

1 elprjyn fpdv] ‘our Peace.” Though
the context, and defining participle
6 moujoas, seem very distinctly to
prove that elpyvy is here used in some
degree ‘ per metonymiam’ (comp. I
Cor. 1. 30, Col. i. 27), and 80 .in a sense
but little differing from elpyromoids
(Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 2, p. 253), the ab-
stract subst. still has and admits of
a fuller and more general application.
Not only was Christ our *Pacificator,’
but our ‘Pax,” the true Dﬁ’?@‘ i
(Isaiah ix. 6), the very essence as well
as the cause of it; comp. Olsh. én loc.
Thus considered, elpfvn seems to have
here its widest meaning; not only
peace between Jew and Gentile, but
also between both and God. In ver.
15 the context limits it to the former
reference ; in ver. 17 it reverts to its
present and more inclusive reference.
Td dpdérepa] ¢ both,” Jews and Gen-
tiles; explained by Tovs 8o and Tods
dugorépous, ver. 15, 16, We have
here no ellipsis of ~évn, &0y k.7.\,
but only the abstract and generalizing
neuter; see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 27.
5, p- 160. kat] ‘and,’ sc.
‘namely;’ the particle having here
its explanatory force: see Fritz, Rom.
ix. 23, Vol. L. p. 339, Winer, G7. § 53.
3. obs. p. 388, and notes on Phil. iv.
. 70 peoérorXov Tov
dpaypod] ¢ the middle wall of the fence
or partition, scil. between Jew and
Gentile. The genitival relation has
been differently explained. There is
of course no real (Pisc.) or virtual
(Beza) interchange of words for 7oy

¢p. 700 pegor., nor does Tof @payuol
appear to be here either (a) a gen.
of the characterizing quality, scil. 76
dwagppdooov, 16 dwareryior (Chrys. 1,
Harl.; comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. VL
13, p. 793, T0 peabrorxor T6 diopifov),
or (b) a gen. of identity, ‘the middle-
wall which was or formed the ¢payués’
(Mey.) ; but either (¢} a gen. of origin,
70 4w ¢ppayuot (Chrys. 2), or still
more simply (d) a common possessive
gen., ‘the wall which pertained to,
belonged to the fence,’—a use of the
.case which is far from uncommon in
the N.T., and admits of some latitude
of application; comp. Donalds. Gr.
§ 454. aa, p. 4871 8q. The
exact reference of the gpayuds (1D
Buxtorf, Lex. #.v. p. 1447) is also
gomewhat difficult to fix, as both el-
piivy and &xfpa (ver. 13), and indeed
the whole tenor of the passage, secem
to imply something more than the re-
lations of Jews and Gentiles to each
other, and must include the relations
of both to God ; comp. Alf. in loc. If
this be so, the ¢payués would seem
to mean the Law generally (Zonaras,
Lex. p. 1822), not merely the cere-
monial law (Neander, Planting, Vol
L p. 49, ed. Bohn), nor the ‘diseri-
men preputii’ (Beng.), but the whole
Mosaic Law, esp. in its aspects as a
system of separation; comp. Chrys,
in loc., who appositely cites Isaiah v.
2. Whether there is any direct refer-
ence to the épxior pugpdrTov Aibivoy
(Joseph. Antig. Xv. 11. 5) between
the courts of the Jews and Gentiles
(Hamm.) is perhaps doubtful; sece
Meyer. We may well admit however,
as indeed the specific and so to say
localizing ¢payuds seems to suggest,
an allusion both to this and to the
veil which was rent.(Matth. xxvii. 51)
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at our Lord’s Crucifixion; the former
illustrating the separation between
Jew aud Gentile, the latter between
both and God. As has been well re-
marked, the temple was as it were a
material .embodiment of the law, and
in its very outward structure was a
symbol of spiritual distinctions; see
Stier ¢n loc. p. 322, 323.

15. v ¥xOpav] ‘the enmity;’
‘ponenda hic dmwooreyuh,’ Grot.; in
apposition to, and a further explana-
tion of 76 mes. 70U ¢p., to wit, the
root of the enmity (‘parietem, qui
est odium,’ Hth.) between Jew and
Gentile, and between both and God.
The exact reference of &fiarv has
been greatly debated. That it cannot
imply exclusively (z) ¢the enmity of
Jews and Gentiles against God’
(Chrys.) seems clear from the fore-
going context (comp. & woujoas Ta
dugérepa &, ver. 14), in which the
enmity between Jew and Gentile is
distinctly alluded to. That it cannot
denote simply (b) ‘the reciprocal en-
mity of Jew and Gentile® (Meyer,
comp. Usteri, Lehrb. IL 2. 1, p. 253)
seems also «clear from its appositional
relation to ueo. 7ol ¢p., from the pre-
ceding term elpjvy, and from the
subsequent explanation afforded by
7ov vbuov TGy évr. k.7 \. The refer-
ence then must be to both, sc. to the
&xfpa which was the result and work-
ing of the law regarded as a system
of separation,—the .enmity due not
only to Judaical limitations and an-
tagonisms, but also and, as the widen-
ing context shows, more especially
to the alienation of both Jew and
Gentile from God; éxarépav &xfpav
-kal éxdrepor pesbroyor E\vee Xpiords
6 Qeos Hudv, Phot. ap. (Ecum. This
explanation though peremptorily re-
jected by De W, and Mey., and not

adopted by me at first, seems on re-
consideration the only one that satis-
fies the strong term ¥&xfpa, and the
very inclusive context.

&v 1 ocapkl avrod] ‘in His crucified
flesh ;’ comp. Col. d. 22, & 7¢ gwpare
THs capkos adred Sih Tob HardTov.
These words cannot be conneeted with
7w &xbpar (Arm., Chrys., Cocc.), as
in such a case the article could not be
dispensed with even in the dialect of
the N. T, but must be joined as a
specification of the mauner, or perhaps
rather of the énstrument,—either (@)
with xarapynoas, to which this clause
is emphatically prefixed (De W.,Mey.),
or perhaps more paturally (b) with
Noas (Syr., Ath., Theod., Theoph.,
(Ecum.), to which it subjoins an
equally emphatic specification. Stier
(comp. Chrys.) extends the reference
of sapf to Christ’s incarnate state and
the whole tenor of His earthly life
(¢ Fleisches-lebens’); comp. Schulz,
Abendm. p. 95 8q. This is doubtful :
the context appears to refer alone to
His death; comp. ver. 13, é& 7¢ al-
pare; ver, 16, 8ia o6 gTavped. On
the distinction between the sdpé and
the ¢&un (the oapt dobeiga) of Christ,
comp. Liicke on Jokn vi. 51, Vol. 11.
p- 749 8q. Tov vépov Toy évr.
&v 86yp.] “the law of ordinances ex-
pressed in decrees,” scil. ©the law of
decretory ordinances” comp. Col. ii. 14.
The Greek commentators join év déyu.
with karapy., referring déyuara (scil.
T wlorw, Chrys.; v elayyehuny
dudagkarlar, Theod.) to Christian doe-
trines : this meaning of déyua how-
ever is untenable in the N. T. Har-
less (comp. Syr.) retains the same
construction, but regards év Adyu. as
defining the sphere in which the action
of Christ’s death was manifested, ¢ on
the side of, in the matter of decrees.’
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This is plausible, and much to be pre-
ferred to Fritzsche’s expl., “nova pree-
cepta stabiliendo’ (Dissert. ad 2 Cor.
p. 168); still the article (rois 8éyu.)
seems indispensable, for, as Winer
observes (Gr. p. 250, ed. 5), both the
law and the side or aspect under which
it is viewed are fairly definite. We
retain therefore the ordinary expla-
nation, according to which év déyu. is
closely united with 7&v éwroAGw, and
therefore correctly anarthrous; see
Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123, and notes
on ch, i. 15. The gen. évroX. thus
serves to express the contents (Bern-
bardy, Synt. 111. 45, p. 163), év dbyu.
the definite mandatory form (‘legem
imperiosam,’ Erasm.) in which the év-
Tohal were expressed; see Tholuck,
Beitrdge, p. 93 8q., and esp. Winer, Gr.
§ 31. 10. Obs. 1, p. 196, ed. 6, but more
fully in ed. 5, p. 250.

{va Tovs 8¥o k.T.A.] ¢ that He might
make the two in Himself into one new
man; purpose of the abrogation;
peace between Jew and Gentile by
making them (odx elme perafBdiy,
ta Selty 1O évepryds Tol yevouédvov,
Chrys.) in Himself, in His person (not
8 éavrol, Chrys.), into, not merely
one man, but one new man; &a dvh-
veyke Gavuastdy, abrds Tobro mpdTov
~yevépevos, Chrys. Meier’s assertion
that xawods has here no moral signifi-
cance i obviously untenable: comp.
ch, iv. 24, and notes in loc. The
reading is slightly doubtful. Zachm.
adopts avrg with ABFN!; 10 mss.;
Procop.; a more difficult reading,
and quite as strongly attested as
éavrg [DEGKLRY; mss. (Rec.)], but
not improbably due to the frequent
confusion between the oblique cases
of avrds and those of the reflexive
pronoun. woLdY elpq’qu]

‘making peace,” scil. between Jews
and Gentiles, and between both and
God, mpds Tov Bedy kal mpds dANHNovs,
Chrys. ; contrast vy &xfpav, ver. 15.
It may be observed that the aorist is
not used (as in ver. 16), but the pre-
gent: the ¢ pacificatio’ is not mention-
ed ag in modal or causal dependence
on the’ ‘creatio,” but simply as éx-
tending over and contemporaneous
with the whole process of it: comp.
Scheuerl. Synt. § 31. 2. a, p. 310,

16. kal dwokaraldfy Tovs dpd.]
¢ and might reconcile us both,’ parallel
purpose to the foregoing, and stated
second in order, though really from
the nature of the case the first; the
divine procedure being, as De W. ob-
gerves, stated regressively, va krioy...
[tva] dwokar....drokTelvas. The double
compound dmoxar. is used only here
and Col. i. 20, 21. In both cases dmd
does not simply strengthen (e.g. dmwo-
Bavpdiw, drepydiopat, Meyer, Eadie),
but hints at a restoration to a primal
unity, ‘reluxerit in unum gregem,’
Calv. ; comp. ver. 13, and Winer, de
Verb. Comp. 1v. p. 7, 8. Chrys.
gives rather a different and perhaps
doubtful turn, dewvds é7¢ wpd ToUTOV
% dvbpwrivy plcts edkardANakTos 7w,
oloy &l T&v dylwy kal wpd Tob véuov.
The profound dogmatical considera-
tions connected with xaraAlayy (alike
active and objective, and passive and
subjective, comp. 2 Cor. v. 18 with
@b 20) are treated perspicuously by
Usteri, Lekrd. 11. 1. T, p. 102 8q.: see
also Jackson, Creed, Book X. 49. 3,
Pearson, ibid. Vol. L. p. 430 sq. (Bur-
ton). & & odpan)
“in one corporate body,” scil. in the
Church. The reference to the human
odua rob Xp. (Chrys.) is plausible,
but on nearer examination not tenable.

E
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Had this been intended, the order
(comp. the position of év 7 ocapki
adrol) would surely have been differ-
ent, if only to prevent this very con-
nexion of 7ods dugor. and év &l adp.
_which their present juxtaposition so
obviously suggests. Moreover the
query of B.-Crus. why Christ’s human
body should be here designated &
odua has not been satisfactorily an-
swered, even by Stier: the application
of it to the mystical body is intelli-
gible and appropriate, comp. ch. iv. 4.
"Ev does not thus become equivalent
to els, but preserves its proper mean-
ing: they were xTi00évras els &va dv0p.,
thus k1i00éras Christ reconciles them
both & &l gdp. (scil. §rras, Olsh.) to
God: see Winer, Gr. § 50. 3, p. 370.

dmokrelvas] ¢ having slain, i.e. © after
He bad slain;’ temporal participle,
standing in contrast with wod, ver,
15. The use of the particular word
has evidently been suggested by &
700 oTavpol: not Ndoas, not dvendy,
but dmwokrelvas, ‘quia crux mortem
adfert,” Grot.; and thus in the words,
though not the application of Chrys.,
dore pykére adriy dvasripar. The
¥fpa here specified is not merely and
exclusively the enmity between Jew
and Gentile, but also, as in ver. 13,
and here even still more distinctly
and primarily, the enmity between
both and God; u@\\ov mpds 7o Oebdy,
76 yap é&fjs Tolro dyof, Chrys., comp.
Al in loc. v aird]
“in it,” scil. ‘upon ¢,” Hamm., not
‘in corpore suo,” Bengel; see Col. ii,
15 and notes in loc. In FG; Vulg
(‘in semet ipso’), Syr--Phil, and
. several Latin Ff, we find é éavrg,—
& reading probably owing its origin
and support to the reference of & él

adp. to Christ,

17, xal é\0dv] ¢ And having come,
&c.:” not ‘and came and’ (Auth.), as
this obscures the commencement of
the new sentence (see Scholef. Hints,
p- 100), nor ‘and coming’ (Eadie), as
the action described by é\fww is not
here contemporaneous with, but prior
to that of edyyyeMoaro: comp. Bern-
hardy, Synt. X. 9, p. 382. 'This verse
seems clearly to refer back to ver. 14,
abrés vap kTN, there being, as B.-
Crus. suggests, a faint apposition be-
tween Xp. éorw 7 elphyn qu., ver. 14,
and ebnyye\. elpivny, ver. 17; still, as
ver. 15 and 16 cannot be considered
parenthetical, the connexion is carried
on by «af, and the verse is linked with
what immediately precedes. “ENGow
thus following dwoxrelvas will more
naturally refer to a spiritual advent
(see esp. Acts xxvi, 23), or a mediate
advent in the person of His Apostles,
than to our Lord’s preaching when on
earth. The participle é\fiw (no mere
redundancy, Raphel. Annot. Vol. 1.
P- 471)in fact serves to give a realistic
touch to the whole group of clauses;
‘Christ is our peace; yes, and He came,
and by His Spirit and the mouths of
His Apostles He preached it; see
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 11. 1, p. 338.
elpivmy] ‘ peace,” not only Tiw wpds -
Tov Oebv (Chrys.), but also 74y wpds
GA\AfHhovs, see notes on ver. 14. Rec.
omits the second elprjrmpr. It is right-
Iy maintained by Lackm., Tisch., with
ABDEFGN ; mss.; Vv. (except Syrr.);
Ff. It gives an emphasis and solemnity
to the passage, which is here (though
denied by Stier, p. 370, comp. Ben-
gel) especially appropriate. Meyer
compares Rom, iil. 31, viil. 15.
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18. 8m &' avrob] ‘seeing that
through Him,” not merely explana-
tory, ‘to wit that we have’ (B.-Crus.),
nor yet strongly causal, ‘because we
have’ (Beng.), but with somewhat
more of a demonstrative or confirma-
tory force, ‘as it is a fact that we
have;’ comp. 2 Cor. i. 5, and see
notes on 2 Thess. iii. 7. The proba-
tio,” as Calvin observes, is ‘ab effectu ;’
the principal moment of thought how-
ever does not rest on &youer, on the
reality of the possession (Harl.), or on
any appeal to inward experience (‘for
~—is it not so ¥’ Stier) ; but, as the order
suggests, on 8 avTol, on the matter
of fact that it was ‘through Him, and
none but Him ' that we have this
rposaywyy. For a sound sermon on
this text see Sherlock, Serm. XvI. Vol.
I p. 288 8q. (ed. Hughes).
¥xopev] ‘we are having,’ present; the
action is still going on : contrast éoxj-
xaper, Rom, v. 2, where the reference
is to the period when they became
Christians, and where consequently
the wpocaywyi is spoken of as a thing
past. ™y mporaywyiv]
¢our troduction, admission,” ©quia
ipse adduxit,” Atth,; not intransitive-
ly either hére or Rom. v. 2, seil.
‘access,” Auth., ‘accessum,” Vulg,
“adventum’ (dskini), Copt., ¢ atgagg,’
Goth, ; but transitively, ‘adeundi co-
piam,’ ¢ admissionem,’ the latter being
the primary and proper meaning of the
word ; see Meyer on Rom. v. 2, and
comp. (appy.) Xen. Cyrop. VIL 5. 45,
Tobs éuovs pidovs deouévovs wposayw-
yfs: ¢b. 1. 3. 8, and the various appli-
cations of the word in Polybius, e. g.
Hist. 1. 48. 2, 7dv pyxevqudrwr wp, ;
XIV. I0. g, 7y épydvwp. Christ isthus

our mposaywyeds to the Father; olk
elmev wpboodov dANL TpoTaywy Ny,
00 yap d¢’ éavr Sy mposhfoper, AN U’
avrol mwpoafybnuer, Chrys. on ver. 21;
see 1 Pet. iii. 18, lva Huls mposcaydyy
7¢ O¢. There may possibly be here
(less p‘roba.bly however in Rom. v. 2)
an allusion to the wposaywyels (‘ad-
missionalis,” Lampridius, Sever. 4) at
Oriental courts, Tholuck, Rom. I. c.,
and Usteri, Zehrd. 1. 1. 1, p. To1; at
any rate the supposition does mnot
merit the contempt with which it has
been treated by Riickert., The uses
of mposaywyd are well illustrated by
Wakefield, in Steph. T'es. 8.v. Vol. 11.
p. 86 (ed. Valpy), and by Bos, Obs.
Mise. 35, p. 149 &q.

é&v &\ IIvedpar] ¢ in one Spirit, com-
mon to Jew and Gentile;’ not for did
(Chrys.; comp., (Ecum., Calv., al),
but as usual, ‘united in’ (Olsh.);
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 13. The Holy Spirit
is, as it were, the vital sphere or ele-
ment in which both parties have their
common wposaywyy to the Father,
The mention of the three Persons in
the blessed Trinity, with the three
prepp. &ud, é», wpébs, is especially no-
ticeable and distinct.

19. dpa odv] ‘Accordingly then,
‘30 then, ‘rebusito comparatis igitur
conclusion and consequence from the
declarations of ver. 14— 18, with a
further expansion of the ideas of ver.
13. On the use of dpa olv, see notes
on Gal. vi. 10, and comp. Rom. v. 18,
vii. 3, 25, viil. 12, ix. 16, 18: in all
these cases the weaker ratiocinative
force of &pa is supported by the col~
lective ofw, This union of the two
particles is not found in classical
Greek, except in the case of the inter-

E2
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rogative form dpa: see Herm. Viger,
No. 292. £tvor kal wdp-
owkov] ¢ sirangers and sojourners;’ ‘pe-
regrini atque incole,” Cic. Offic. 1. 34.
125. The two expressions seem to con-
stitute a full antithesis to cvrmrolirac,
and to include all who, whether by
national and territorial demarcation,
or by the absence of civic privileges,
were not citizens. Tldpowkos then is
here (comp. Acts vii. 6, 29, T Pet. ii.,
11) simply the same as the classical
pérowcos (a form which does not occur
in the N. T., and only once, Jer. xx.
3, in the LXX), and was probably
its Alexandrian equivalent. It is
used frequently in the LXX, in 11
passages as a translation of 9}, and in
10 of :g)"m-. ‘accolas fuisse dicit gen-
tiles quatenus multi ex illis mora-
bantur inter Jud=mos, ...non tamen
iisdem legibus aut moribus aut reli-
gione utentes,” Estius. Harless (after
Beng.) regards wdp. as in antithesis to
olkelor, £évol to curmoXiTar, the former
relating to domestic, the latter to civic
privileges: this is plausible—see Lev.
xxii. 108q., Ecclus. xxix, 26 sq.—but
owing to the frequent use of wdpoikos
simply for uérowros, not completely de-
monstrable, An allusion to pros-
elytes (Whitby) is certainly contrary
to the context: see ver. 11 8q. Rec.
omits éore (2) with D3KL.

ovymolitan, though partially vindi-
cated by Raphelius, Annot. Vol. 11
p- 472, belongs principally to later
Greek, e.g. Alian, Var. Hist. 111, 44,
Joseph. Antig. X1X. 2. 2, but also
Eur. Heracl. 826 ; see Lobeck, Phryn,
p. 172. The tendency to compound
forms without an adequate increase of
meaning is a characteristic of ‘fatis-
eens Greaecitas ;' comp. Thiersch, de
Pentat. 1. 1, p, 83, With regard to
the orthography we may observe that

the form v mo\. is adopted by Tisch.
with ABICDEFGRN, and must be re-
tained, as it is supported by so clear
a preponderance of uncial authority;
see Tisch. Prolegom. p. XLVIL
Tév dylav] ¢ the saints,” not inclusive-
ly the holy ‘of all times and lands’
(Eadie), for the mention of the wohc
Tela 70b ’Iop., ver. 12, is distinet and
specific; nor exclusively the Jews as
a nation (Hamm.), or the saints of the
Old Testament (Chrys.), for this the
nature of the argument seems to pre-
clude; but the members of that spiri-
tual community in which Jew and
Gentile Christians were now united
and incorporated, and to which the
external theocracy formed a typical
and preparatory institution. The ex-
pression is further heightened and de-
fined by olxelor 700 Beof. On this use
of olketos, see notes on Gal. vi. 10, and
for a good sermon on this text, Beve-
ridge, Serm. XLvIII. Vol. 11. p. 381 8q.
20, éwoukoBopm@évres] ¢ built up,’
‘supercedificati,’ Vulg. ; the preposition
being not otiose, but correctly mark-
ing the super-position, superstructure ;
comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10, 12, 14, Col. ii. 7.
The accus. is not used with ¢ri here
(as in 1 Cor. iii. 12) because the idea
of rest predominates over that of mo-
tion or direction. That the dat. rather
than the gen. of rest is here used, can
hardly be said to be ‘purely acciden-
tal’ (Meyer), as the former denotes
absolute and less separable, the latter
partial and more separable super-posi-
tion: see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 483. a,
Kriiger, Sprachl. 11.§ 68.41. 1. Though
this distinction must not be over-
pressed in the N.T. (see Luke iv. 2¢),
or even in classical writers (see exx.
in Rost u. Palm, Lex. 8.v. érf, 11, Vol.
1 p. 1035), it still appears to have
been correctly observed by St Paul.
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20. ’Iyoob Xpirrot] So CDEFGKL ; several Vv.; Orig. (1) and many Ff.
(Rec., Griesh., Scholz, De W., Meyer): X! reads simply 7of Xpiorod for avr. Ins.

Xp., and Chrys. (text) omits "Ize.

Tisch. has Xp. 'Incof, with ABN?;

Vulg.,

Goth., Copt.; Orig. (2), Theophyl.; Ambrosiast., August. (frequently), and

many others (Riick., Lachm., AIf.).

The reading érl 7ols odpavots, ch. i. 10
(Lackm. ), which would apparently form
an exception in this very Ep., is still
(though now supported by R?) of some-
what doubtful authority.

Téy dmwoorTéhwv kal wpodnrdv] ‘of
the Apostles and Prophets.’ Two ques-
tions of some interest present them-
selves, (1) the nature of the gen., (2)
the meaning of wpogyrdr. With re-
gard to (1) it may be said, that though
the gen. of apposition (Oeuéhios ol
dmwbéor. kal ol wpog., Chrys., comp.
Theoph., (Eeum.) is tenable on gram-
matical grounds (comp. Winer, Gr. §
59. 8, p. 470), and supported by the
best ancient commentators, all exe-
getical considerations seem opposed to
it. The Apostles were not themselves
the foundations (Rev. xxi. 14 is not,
like the present, a dogmatical passage,
see Harl.), but laid them; see 1 Cor.
iii. 10. The gen. will therefore more
probably be a gen. subjecti, not how-
ever in a possessive sense (Calv. 2, Coce.,
Alf.), as this seems tacitly to mix up
the feuéhos and the dkpoyws. (comp.
Jackson, Creed, XI. 5. 2), but simply
as a gen. of the agent or originating
cause (Scheuerl. Synt. § 17, 1, p. 125
see notes on 1 Thess. i. 6): what the
Apostles and Prophets preached form-
ed the fcuéhios, comp. Rom. xv, 20,
Heb. vi. 1. Thus all seems consis-
tent, and in accordance with the ana-
logy of other passages: the doctrine
of the Apostles, . e. Christ preached,
is the feuéhios; Christ personal (air.
"Inoob Xp.) the dkpoywrialos; Christ

mystical the m\jpwpa: comp. ch. i
23. (2) That the Prophets of
the New (Grot., al.) and not of the
Old Testament (Chrys., Theod.) are
now alluded to seems here rendered
highly probable, by the order of the
two classes (arbitrarily inverted by
Calv., and insufficiently accounted for
by Theod.),—by the analogous pas-
sages, ch. iil. 5, iv. 11,—by the known
Prophetic gifts in the early Church,
1 Cor. xii. 10, al.,—and still more by
the apparent nature of the gen. sub-
Jecti; see above. No great stress can
be laid on the absence of the article:
this only shows that the Apostles and
Prophets were regarded as one class
(Winer, Gr. § 19. 4. d, p. 116), not
that they were identical (Harl.):
Sharp’s rule cannot be regularly ap-
plied to plurals; see Middleton, A7¢.
WL 4. 2, p. 65 (ed. Rose). This pro-
minence of ¢ Prophets’ has been urged
by Baur (Paulus, p. 438) as a proof
of the later and Montanist origin of
this Ep.: surely Setrepov wpogriras,
1 Cor. xii. 28, is an indisputable proof
that such a distinct order existed in
the time of St Paul. On the nature
of their office, see notes on ch.iv. 11,

depoywwialov] ‘chief eorner stone
drpoywr. scil. Alfov; ‘summus angu-
laris lapis is dicitur qui in extremo
angulo fundamenti positus duos parie-
tes ex diverso venientes conjungit et
continet,” Estins: comp. Psalm cxviii.-
22, Jer. li. (xxviil.) 26, Isaiah xxviii,
16, Matth, xxi. 42, 1 Pet. ii. 6. In
1 Cor. iii, 11, Christ is represented as
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the fepérios: the image is slightly
changed, but the idea is the same,—
Christ is in one sense the substratum
and in another the binding-stone of
the building; 6 Alfos 6 dxp. kal Tovs
Tolyous ouvéxer kal Tods Oepellovs,
Chrys. ; see Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v. and
Vol. 11. p. 242. On the doctrinal
meaning and application of this attri-
bute of Christ, see the excellent dis-
cussion of Jackson, Creed, xI1. 5, Vol.
X. p. 88, avroi *Ine. Xp.]
‘Jesus Christ Himself,” no human
teachers ; the pronoun being obviously
referred not to feuehly (‘angulariejus,
Beng.), or to dkpoywr. (as possibly
Vulg., ‘ipso summo angulari lapide
Chr. Jesu’), but to Christ: so rightly
Auth., Syr., Clarom., and appy. Goth.;
Copt., Ath., Arm. omit. The art.
before 'Ins. Xp., the absence of which
is pressed by Beng., may not only be
dispensed with (see Luke xx. 42), but
would even, as Harl. suggests, be here
incorrect; it would strictly then be
‘He Himself, viz, Christ’ (see Fritz.
Matth. iii. 4, p. 117), and would imply
a previous mention of Christ ; whereas
Christ is here mentioned for the first
time in the clause, and in emphatic
contrast with those who laid the foun-
dations; see Stier in loc., p. 394.

21. & @] ‘“in whom, further and
more specific explanation of the pre-
ceding clause ; the pronoun referring,
not to dxpoywrialy ((Ecum.), but to
Ins. Xp.; 6 78 wav quvéywy dotiv &
Xpords, Chrys. waoa

olkoBopt] ‘all the building? GLAD

b.a_L'D [totum eedificium] Syr.,

® » N
‘omne illud =d.,’ Copt., Arm. (with
the distinctive n), Syr.-Phil. There is
here some difficulty owing to the
omission of the article; the strictly
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grammatical translation of rdoa olxod.
(scil. ‘every building’) being wholly
irreconcileable with the context, which
clearly implies a reference to one
single building. Nor can it be readily
explained away; for wdca olk. can
never mean ‘every part of the build-
ing’ (Chrys.), nor can oixod. per se
be regarded as implying ‘a church’
(Mey.). We seem therefore compelled
either to adopt the reading of Rec.
wioa 7 olx. [with ACN%; many mss.;
Chrys. (text), Theoph.: but opp.
to BDEFGKLN!; majority of mss.;
Clem., al.], or, with more probability,
to class olxodouh in the present case
with those numerous nouns (see the
list in Winer, G7. § 19) which, from
referring to what is well known and
defined {¢.g. wdoa ¥%, Thucyd. 1. 43,
see Poppo in loc. p. 233), can, like
proper names, dispense with the art. :
comp. wisa émisToNy, Ignat. Eph. § 12,
Pearson, Vind. Ignat. 11. 10. 1, and
‘Winer, Gr. § 18. 4, p. 101. It must
be admitted that there appears no
other equally distinet instance in the
N.T. (Matth. ii. 3, Luke iv. 13, Acts
il. 36, vii. 22, cited by Eadie, are not
in point, as being either exx. of proper
names or abstract substt.), nor appy.
even in the Greek Pentateuch (most
of the exx. of Thiersch, Pentat. 111. 2,
p- 121, admit of other explanations);
still in the present case this partial
laxity of usage can scarcely be denied.
The late and non-Attic form olxodous
(Lobeck, Phryn. p. 421, 487), used
both for olkodbunua and olkodbéunais
(Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v.), is here per-
haps used in preference to olxos as less
distinctly implying the mnotion of a
completed building ; see Harl. ¢n loc.

avvappohoyovpéyn] ‘fitly framed to-
gether, Auth., ‘ compaginata,” Jerome
(not Vulg.); present part. ; the process
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The rare verb
ovvapporoy. (=cvwappbiew) is only
found here and iv. 16. Wetst. cites
Anthol. 111 32. 4, hpuoNéynae Tdpov.
avfa] ‘groweth; the present mark-
ing not only the actual progress, but
the normal, perpetual, unconditioned,
nature of the organic increase; see
Scheuerl. Synt. § 32. 4, p. 339, 340.
This increase must undoubtedly be
understood as extensive (opp. to Harl.)
as well as intensive, and as referring
to the enlargement and development
of the Church, as well as to its purity
or holiness ; comp. Thiersch, 4postol.
Church, p. 52 sq. (Transl.). The
pres. affw (more common in poetry)
is only found once in the LXX (y#H
atfovgar, Isaiah Ixi. 11), and in the
N.T. only here and Col. ii. 1g.

&v Kvplw] ‘in the Lord Jesus Christ,’
the usual meaning of Kdp. in St Paul’s
Epp. ; see Winer, Gr. §19. 1, p. T13.
It is difficult to decide how these
words are to be connected; whether
(a) with atée;, Meyer; (b) with dvyeor,
Harl.,, Usteri, Lehrb. II. 1, p. 249;
or (¢) with vady dywor (comp. Stier),
to which it is to be regarded as a kind
of tertiary predicate; comp. Donalds.
Gr. § 489 sq. Of these, (a) seems
tautologous; (b) gives perhaps a greater
prominence to the special nature of
the holiness than the context requires;
() on the contrary, as the order shows
(vadv dvy. not dy. vaby, comp. Gers-
dorf, Beitrdge, V. p. 334 8q.), gives no
special prominence to the idea of holi-
ness, but almost defines, as a further
predication of manner, how the whole
subsists and is realized ;—*and it is a
holy temple in the Lord, and in Him
alone:’ comp. notes on ver. 11. On
this account, and from the harmony
with év Ilveduare, ver. 22, (c) is to be

was still going on.

preferred.

22. & & kal dpels] ‘in whom ye
also;” further specification in ref. to
those whom the Apostle is addressing ;
év ¢§ not being temporal (¢ dum,” Syr.,
but not Syr.-Phil.), nor referring to
the more remote vadv &. 7.\ (Badie);
but, as in ver. 21, to the preceding év
Kuply, rxal with its ascensive and
slightly contrasting force {(comp. notes
on Phil. iv. 12) marking the exalted
nature of the association in which the
Ephesians shared ; they also were liv-
ing stones of the great building : comp.
Alf. in loc. auvowkoBopeiofe]
‘“are builded together ;> clearly not im-
perative (Calv.), as St Paul is evi-
dently impressing on his readers what
they are, the mystical body to which
they actually belong, not what they
ought to be. The force of gdv appears
to be similar to that in cuvékhewey,
Gal. iil. 22 (see notes), and to refer to
the close and compact union of the
component parts of the building.
Megyer aptly cites Philo, de Preem. §
20, Vol. 11. p. 427 (ed. Mang.), olxiav
el cuvkodounuévny kal avrypuoopévny.
The comma after curoikod. (Griesh.),
which would refer eis katow. to adfe,
does not seem necessary.

&y Ilvedpari] ‘in the Spirit,” tertiary
predication (‘and it is in the Spirit’)
exactly similar and parallel to év Kuv-
plw, ver. 21, Two other translations
have been proposed: (a) ‘ through the
Spirit,” Auth., Theoph., Meyer; ()
‘in a spiritual manner,” opp. to é&
capkt: i.e the karowk. i8 mvevparicby,
not xepomolyrov, see Acts vil. 48
(Olsh.). Of these (a) violates the ap-
parent parallelism with é Kuvp., and
presupposes, in order to account for
the position of év IIv., an emphasis in
it which does not seem to exist; while
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So I pray for you,
believing that you
know how God re-
vealed to me the
mystery of the call

of the Gentiles, and gave me grace to %reach it, that men and Angels

might learn God’s manifold wisdom.

again (b) introduces an idea not hinted
at in the context, and obscures the re-
ference to the Holy Trinity, which
here can scarcely be pronounced doubt-
ful. Tt has been urged by Meyer that
in the interpretation here adopted
the ‘continens’ and ‘contentum’ are
confounded together; but see Rom.
viii. g, and observe that the second év
refers rather to the act of xarolknots
involved in the verbal subst. ; ‘we are
built in Christ, form a habitation of
God, and so are inhabited in and by
the influence of the Spirit;’ see Alf.
in loc., and comp. Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 11. 2, p. 105 8q. Lastly, no ar-
gument in favour of (b) can be founded
on the absence of the article, as Ilvelua
is used with the same latitude as
proper names: see notes on Gal. v. 5.
The opinion also there expressed a-
gainst the distinction of Harless (%. 1.)
between the ‘subjective’ and ‘ objec-
tive’ Holy Spirit seems perfectly valid.
For a practical sermon on this verse
(‘the essence of religion a disposition
to God’), see Whichcote, Serm. XLVIII.
Vol. 1. p. 383.

Cuaprer IIL. 1. Todrov xdpw]
¢ For this reason,” ‘hujus rei gratid,’
Vulg., Clarom. ; sc. ‘because ye are so
called and so built together in Christ.’
The exact meaning of these words will
of course be modified by the view
taken of the construction, Out of the
many explanations of this passage,
two deserve attention. (a)That of Syr.
and Chrys. {followed by T'ynd., Cran.,
Gen.), according to which eful is sup-
plied after ¢ 3éopu. 700 Xp. "Ino., 6 8¢
opios being the predicate, ‘I am the
Prisoner of Chr. Jesus,” the prisoner
*a7’ oxhy (‘muylta enim erat istius

'aint not then at my troubles.

captivitatis celebritas, Beza); TovTov
xdpw then being for the sake of this
edification of yours,’ ch. ii. 22. (b)
That of Theodoret, al.,, according to
which 6 8éomos is in apposition, and
the construction resumed in ver. 14;
Tobrou xdpw then implying ‘on this
account,’ ‘because ye are so buils
together’ (De W.), or more probably,
as above, with a wider ref. to the whole
foregoing subject; dkpifBds émiordpue-
vos xal Tlves e kal wds éx\nfnre Kal
érl Tlow éx\hnre, déopar kal ikeredw
7o Tév S\wy Ocdv Befardoas duds T4
wiorer, Theod. The interpretation
¢ per brachylogiam,’ according to which
déop. elue is to be supplied (Wiggers,
Stud. w. Krit. p. 841, p. 431 note,
Meyer, ed. 1), is 8o clearly untenable,
that Meyer (ed. 2) has now given it
up in favour of (a). This former in-
terpr. deserves consideration, but on
account of the virtual tautology in
ToUT, Xdp. and Jmép Hu, the analogy
of ch. iv. 1, and still more the impro-
bability that St Paul would style him-
self 6 déouios when, as he well knew,
others were suffering like himself (¢
Cor. iv. g 8q.), the latter is to be pre-
ferred ; see Winer, Gr. § 62. 4, p. 499.
The recent explanation of Wieseler,
which makes 6 déouios to be in apposi-
tion, but dispenses with all assumption
of a parenthesis or of an abbreviated
structure, is not very satisfactory or
intelligible; see Chron. Synops. p.
449. Tod Xp. "Inooi] ‘of
Christ Jesus, scil. ¢ whom Christ and
His cause have made a prisoner,’ Olsh.;
gen. of the author or originating cause
of the captivity: comp. Philem. 13,
deauol 7ol edayyeMov, and see Winer,
Gr. § 30. 2. B, obs. p. 170, Hartung,
Casus, p. 17, and notes on 1 Thess. i. 6,
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vwep S Tév 0viv] “in behalf of you
Gentiles;’ introducing the subject of
the Apostle’s calling as an Apostle of
the Gentiles, which is resumed ver. 8.

2. €éye] ‘if indeed, ‘as I may
suppose,” ‘on the assumption that ;’
gentle appeal, expressed in a hypothe-
tical form, and conveying the hope
that his words had not been quite for-
gotten. Elye is properly ‘si quidem,’
aud if resolved, ‘tum certe si’ (see
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 308) ; it does
pot in itself imply the rectitude of the
assumption made (‘elye usurpatur de
re que jure sumpta creditur,” Herm.
Viger, No. 310), but derives that shade
of meaning from the context ; see notes
on @al. iii. 4. In the present case
there could be no real doubt; ‘neque
enim ignorare quod hic dicitur poterant
Ephesii quibus Paulus ipse evange-
lium plusquam biennio predicaverat,’
Estius; comp. ch. iv. 21, 2 Cor. v. 3,
Col. i. 23. No argument then can
be fairly deduced from these words
against the inscription of this Ep. to
the Ephesians (Mill, Prolegom. p. 9;
De Wette), nor can the hypothetical
form be urged as implying that the
Apostle was personally unknown to
his readers. T1jv olkovoplav
k.7.\.] “the dispensation of the grace
of God which was given to me, &c.’
In this passage two errors must be
avoided ; first, 7#s Sofelons must not
be taken virtually or expressly ¢per
bypallagen’ for Thy Sofeloar, comp.
Col, i. 25: secondly, no special mean-
ings must be assigned either to olko-
voula or xdpis. Olxovoula is not  the
apostolic office’ (Wieseler, Synops. p.
448), but, as in ch. i. 10 (see notes),
¢ disposition,’ ¢dispensation;’ 7fs xd-
piros being the gen.—not subjecti,

((Beum., who reads éyrdpise, as in
Rec.), but as the pass. éyrwplofn seems
rather to suggest, — objecti, or still
better the gen. of ‘the point of view,’
which serves to complete the concep-
tion, sc. ‘the dispensation in respect of
the grace of God, dr.;'—see Scheuerl.
Synt. § 18, p. 129, comp. Winer, Gr.
§ 30. 2. B, p. 170. This is further
explained by 67¢ xard dwox., ver. 3;
olkovoular xdpiros ¢nol Thy dmwoxdAv-
Y, Chrys. There is thus no need
to depart from the strict meaning of
Xxdpus: it is not ‘ munus Apostolicum’
(Estius), but the assisting and qualify-
ing grace of God for the performance
of it. es Upds
is well translated ‘o you-ward,” Auth.
from Tynd. ; it is not ‘in vobis,” Vulg.,
or even ‘for you’ (dat. commodi), but
with the proper force of eis (ethical
direction), “‘toward you,” ‘to work in
you:’ comp. ch. i. 19, and Winer,
Gr. § 49. 3 . 354

3. 6rv k.. \] ‘that by way of
revelation ;’ objective sentence (Don-
alds. Gr. § 584) dependent on the pre-
ceding 7xovsare k.7.\., and explana-
tory of the nature and peculiarity of
the olcovop., the emphasis obviously
falling on the predication of manner
kard drokdAvyww. These latter words
are used in a very similar though not
perfectly identical manner in Gal. ii.
2 (comp. 2 Cor. viil. 8, Gal. iv. 29 and
note, Phil. ii. 3): there however the
allusion is rather to the norma or rule,
here to the manner, ‘by way of reve-
lation,’ ‘ revelation-wise ;* comp. Bern-
hardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 239.
T8 puoripiov] ‘the mystery, not of
redemption generally, nor of St Paul’s
special call, but, in accordance with
the context, of that which is the evi-
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dent subject of the passage,—the ad-
mission of the Gentiles to fellowship
and heirship with Christ in common
with the Jews; pvorfpior ydp éore 76
T& vy algyns els peifova Ty "Lov-
Salwy evyévewav dvayayety, Chrys.; see
Usteri, Lehrb. p. 252. On the use
and meaning of the word uvoripiov
see notes on ch. v. 32. The read-
ing éyvdpioe [Rec. with DSEKL ; many
mss. ; Ath. (both); Dam., Theoph.,
al.] is distinctly inferior to the text
[ABCD'FGN ; many mss.; Syr. (both),
Vulg., Clarom., Goth., Copt., al.] in
external authority, and seems to have
been an intended emendation of struc-
ture. mpoéypapa] ¢ have afore
written,’, Hamm.; a translation here
preferable to the aoristic “wrote afore’
(Auth.), ag serving better to define
that the reference does not relate to
any earlier (Cbrys., but not Theod.,
Theoph.), but simply to the present
Epistle; comp. ch. i. 9 sq., i. 13 sq.
The clause seems introduced to con-
firm the readers, the ref. being, as
ver. 4 clearly shows, neither to xard
darokdA. mor to uveTip. but to éyvw-
ptabn pou 7 puor. It was the fact of
this knowledge having been imparted,
not the manner in which he attained
it, or the precise nature of it, that the
Apostle desires to specify and reite-
rate. To enclose this clause and ver.
4 in a parenthesis (Wetst., Griesb.) is
thus obviously unsatisfactory. v

\ye] 1053081 [in paucis] Syr.,

i v
“in brevi,’ Vulg., &:d Bpaxéwy, Chrys.;
see Kypke, 0bs. Vol. 11. p. 293. The
meaning ‘a short time before,” ¢just
now’ (comp. Theod.) is distinctly un-
tenable: this would be mpd Niyov:
& d\ye in a temporal sense can only
mean, as Mey. and Harl. correctly
observe, ‘in a short space of time:’

see Acts xxvi. 28, where however, as
in the present case, the meaning
‘briefly,” ‘with a compendious form
of argument’ (not ‘lightly,” Alf.; see
Meyer in loc.), is appy. more tenable.
Stier alludes to the common epistolary
expression © a few lines.’

4. wpos 8] “4n accordancewith whick,’
¢ agreeably to which,’ scil. the mpoye-
ypapuévor, not év SNy (Kypke): from
what the Apostle had written in this
Epistle his insight into the mystery
of Christ was to be inferred by his
readers; ‘ex ungue leonem,’ Beng.
The remark of Harl,, that mpés (with
acc.) in its ethical use denotes the
relation of conformity to, seems correct
and comprehensive. Whether this be
in reference to cause and effect (‘owing
to,” Herod. 1v. 161, comp. Matth.
xix. 8; see exx. in Rost u. Palm,
Lex. s.v. b. aa, Vol. IL. p. 115%) ; de-
sign and execution (‘in order to,’ I
Cor. xii. ¥, al.}); simple comparison
(Rom. viii. 18; Herod 1I1. 34, mpos
T warépa, cited by Bernhardy, Synt.
v. 31, p. 205); or, as here, rule and
measure (see notes on Gal. ii. 14),
must be determined by the context.
If we add to these the indication of
simple mental direction (‘in regard to,”
‘in reference to,” Heb. i. 7, see Winer,
Gr. § 49. h, p. 360, comp. notes on
ch. iv. 12), the ethical uses of wpds
with acc. will be sufficiently deline-
ated. For a good and comprehensive
list of exx. see Rost u. Palm, Ler.
8.v. Vol. 1. p. 1156 sq.
8tvaode dvayw. vofjoar] ‘you can
while reading, or as you read, per-
ceive;’ the temporal participle ex-
pressing the contemporary act, comp.
Donalds. Gr. § 576. The aor. vofjoac
is appy. here used as marking, not
exactly the sudden and transitory na-
ture of the act (Alf.; contrast Bern-
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hardy, Synt. X. 9, p. 383), but the
distinct manifestations of it, the sin-
gle act being regarded as, so to say,
the commencement of a continuity:
see esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 173. 4,
Donalds. Gr. § 427. d. The student
must be careful in pressing the aor. in
this mood, as so much depends on
the context, and the mode in which
the action is contemplated by the
writer: see Bernhardy, Synt. Le.,
Kriiger, Sprackl. 53. 6. 9; and ob-
serve that dvrauar and similar verbs,
&xw, dvvards elut, Géhw, are often idio-
matically followed by the aor. rather
than the present; see Winer, § 44. 7,
p. 298, and the note of Matzner in his
ed. of Antiph. p. 153 sq. v
ovveoly pov k.7 N] ‘my dinsight,
my understanding, in the mystery of
Christ.’  The article is not needed be-
fore the prep., as givesis & T¢ pvor.
forms a single composite idea; comp.
3 Esdr. 1. 33, 7ijs owéoews avrob év 7¢
véu Kuplov (Harl.), and see notes on
ch, i. 15. The formula ovriévar év (or
eis) occurs several times in the LXX,
2 Chron. xxxiv. 12, Nehem, xiii. 7,
al., and thus justifies the omission of
the article with the derivative subst. ;
see Winer, § 2o0. 2, p. 123. The dis-
tinction between cwwiévar (‘to under-
stand,” ¢ verstehn ’) and »oeiv (‘ to per-
ceive,’ ‘merken’) is noticed by Titt-
mann, Synon. p. 19T, To¥ Xpi-
oTob is commonly taken as a gen. ob-
Jecti, ‘the mystery relating to Christ,’
sc. of which His reconciliation and
union of the Jews and Gentiles in
Himself formed the subject: comp.
Theoph. in loc. By comparing how-
ever the somewhat difficult passage
Col. i. 2%, Tl pvarnplov...ds éorw
Xpiords év Uply, it would certainly
seem that it is rather a species of gen.

LA

materie, or of tdentity: *Christus
selbst ist das Concrelum des gottlichen
Geheimnisses,” Meyer; comp. Stier in
loc. and see exx. in Scheuerlein, Synt.
§ 12. 1, p. 82, 83.

5. 8] ‘which,” scil. which wveri-
piov 100 Xp. ver. 4; there being no
parenthesis (see above), but that sim-
ple linked connexion by means of rela-
tives which is go characteristic of this
Epistle. érépars yeveais)
‘in other generations, ages,” ‘ anparaim
aldim,”. Goth.; dative of time; see
Winer, Gr. § 31. 9, p. 195, comp.
notes on ch. ii. 12. Meyer, maintaining
the usual meaning of yeved, explains
the dat. as a simple dat. commodi, and
Tots vlois as a further explanation.
This is unnecessary precision, as in
Col. 1. 26, dard 7év aldvwy kal drd TV
yevewy, the less usual meaning ‘age’
can scarcely be denied: see Acts xiv.
16, and probably Lukei. 50. In the
LXX, ~yeved is the usual translation of
19, which certainly (see Gesen. Lex.
s.v.) admits both meanings. In one
instance, Isaiah xxiv. 22, even DM}
is so translated. The insertion
of év before érépars (Rec.) rests only on
the authority of a few mss.; Copt.,
and Syr.-Phil, Tols viols
T@dv dvlp.] ‘o the sons of men,;’ ‘latis-
sima appellatio, causam exprimens ig-
norantiz, ortum naturalem ;’ so Beng.,
who however proceeds less felicitously
to refer the expression to the ancient
Prophets. This is neither fairly de-
monstrable from the use of DN,
(Ezek. vii. 2, al.), nor by any means
congonant with the present passage,
where no comparison is instituted be-
tween the Prophets of the Old and
of the New Test., but between the
times,—the then and the now. The ex-
pression viol 7@ dvfp. seems chosen
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to make the contrast with the dyo
dmbor. adrol kal wpop., the Geol
dvfpwmor (2 Pet. i, 21, Deut. xxxiil. 1),
more fully felt.

&s] Observe the comparison which the
particle introduces and suggests: éy-
voplolny uév Tols wdAat Tpogrracs, dAN
ol s viv* ov ydp Td wpdypaTa €ldor
[comp. 1 John L 1] dANd ToUs wepl
T mpaypdTwy wpoéypayar Abyovs,
Theod. Tols dylois dmooréhos
avrod] ‘o His holy Apostles” The
epithet dylois has been very unreason-
ably urged by De Wette as a mark of
the post-apostolic date of the epistle.
It is obviously used to support and
strengthen the antithesis to the viol
Tdv dvBp. 'The Apostles were &yt
in their office as God’s chosen messen-
gers, dywoe in their personal character
as the inspired preachers of Christ:
comp, Luke i. 7o, Acts iii. 21, 2 Pet.
i. 21 (Lachm.), where the Prophets are
so designated. The meaning of mpo-
¢firac is here the same as in ch. ii. 20,
the *N.T. Prophets;’ see notes on ch.
iv. 11, & TIvedpar] ‘by the
Spirit ;> Auth,, Arm. (instrumental
cage) ; the Holy Agent by whom the
dmroxdAuus was given, év having here
more of its instrumental force: el uy
~ap 70 Ilvelpa édidate tov Ilérpov
ovk &» Tov é0vicdv Koprihwov perd Tdv
atv avry mapedétaro, Theoph.; comp.
Chrys., who certainly appears errone-
ously cited (by De W., Eadie) as join-
ing év IIv. with wpog., ‘ Prophetsin the
Spirit,” sc. feomwvevorovs. This latter
construction, though fairly admissible
(comp, Winer, Gr. § 20. 4, p. 126), is
open to the decisive exegetical objec-
tion that it is an ‘idem per idem:’ if
Prophets were not divinely inspired,
‘Prophets in the Spirit,! the name
would be misapplied. On the omis-

sion of the art. see ch. ii. 22. The
traces of Montanism which Baor
(Paulus, p. 440) finds in these words
are so purely imaginary as not
to deserve serious notice or confuta-
tion.

6. elvar Ta ¥vy] ‘to wit that the
Gentiles are,” ¢ gentes esse,” Vulg., Cla-
rom., Goth.; not ‘should be,’ Auth,,
Eadie; the objective infin. here ex-
pressing not the design but the subject
and purport of the mystery: obr
& 7O puoThpiov TS elvat Td €y ovy-
hepovbua 7@ Yopahh THs émayye-
Mas, xal ovuuéroxa, Theoph. ; comp.
Donalds. Gr. § 584.
cvvkAnpovépa k. T.N.] °fellow-heirs
and fellow-members and fellow-par-
takers of the promise’ It does not
seem correct to regard these three epi-
thets on the one hand as merely cumu-
lative and oratorical, or on the other
as studiedly mystical and significant
(comp. Stier, who here finds a special
allusion to the Trinity). The general
fact of the cuvkAnpovoula is re-asserted,
in accordance with the Apostle’s pre-
vious expressions, both in its outward
and ¢nward relations. The Gentiles
were fellow-heirs with the believing
Jews in the most unrestricted sense:
they belonged to the same corporate
body, the faithful; they shared to the
full in the same spiritual blessings, the
éraryyeNia: see Theod. in loc. The
compounds girswpos (¢ concorporalis,’
Vulg., see Suicer, Thes. s.v. Vol. 1L p.
1191) and ovypéroyos (‘ comparticeps,’
Vulg.; ch. v. 7) appear to have been
both formed by St Paul, being only
found in this Ep. and the Ecclesiag-
tical writers. The verb ovnueréyw
ocours in classical Greek, e.g. Eurip,
Suppl. 648, Plato, Thewt. p. 181C,
Tisch. (ed. 7) now adopts the forms
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7. Ths dofelons] So Lackm. with ABCD'FGN; 10 mss.; Clarom., Vulg.,

Copt.

The reading is so strongly supported that it cannot but be adopted,
though it may have arisen from a conformation to ver. 2.

Thr dofeloar is

found in D3EKL; most mss.; Syr. (both), Goth., al.; Chrys., Theod., al.

(Rec., Tisch.).

gwikyp. and etvowpn. [AB'DEFGN],
and cwvpér. [ABICD'FGR], appy. on
right principles; see his Prolegom. p.
XLVIL Tis érayyeklas]
“the promise of salvation,’ not merely
of the Holy Spirit (Eadie) ; for though
the promise of the Spirit was one of
the prominent gifts of the New Cove-
nant (Gal. iii. 14), it would here be
not only too restricted, but even
scarcely consonant with the foregoing
aurkAnpovbua. The addition
of ailrol after tHs émayy. (Rec.) is
supported by D2D3EFGKL; many
mss.; Vulg. (not all codd.), Goth.,
Syr.-Phil.; Theod., al., but is not
found in ABCD'N; mss.; Clarom.,
Sang., Amiat., Copt., Syr.; and thus
is rightly rejected by the best recent
editors. &v Xp.’Ine. and 8ua
T0b ebayy. both refer to the three fore-
going epithets. The former points to
the objective ground of the salva-
tion, Him ¢» whom it centred, the
latter to the medium by which it was
to be subjectively applied (Mey.): 7§
weppOivar kal wpds adrols, kal T
migTeboar” o0 yap AwADs, dANG ik
700 ebayyehlov, Chrys. On the dis-
tinction between év and &4 in the
same sentence, see Winer, Gr. § 48.
a, p. 347 note, and comp. ch. i. 4.
The reading of Rec. & 7§ Xp. [DEF
GKL; most mss.; Clarom., Sang.,
Boern. ; Orig. (3), al.] is rejected by
most recent editors in favour of é» Xp.
*Iyo. which is found in ABCR; some
mss. ; Aug., Vulg., Goth., Copt., al.

7. &yevibny] T became: this less
usual form is rightly adopted by
Lachm., Tisch., al., on the authority
‘of ABD'FGR, against CD?EKL which
read éyevbuny (Rec.). The passive form
however implies no corresponding dif-
ference of meaning (Riick., Eadie):
ylyvopar in the Doric dialect was a
deponent pass., éyevifyv was thus
used in it for éyevéunw, and from thence
occasionally crept into the language
of later writers: see Buttmann, Irreg.
Verbs, 8. v. TEN-, Lobeck, Phryn.
p- 108, 109, and comp. notes on Col.
iv.1rn. Sudkovos] ‘a
minister;” so Col. i. 23, 2 Cor. iii. 6.
Meyer rightly impugns the distinction
of Harless, that Sidx. points more to
activity in relation to the service, brnp-
érys to activity in relation to the mas-
ter. This certainly cannot be substan-
tiated by the exx. in the N.T.; see
2 Cor, vi. 4, xi. 23, 1 Tim. iv. 6, where
Sidk. is simply used in reference to the
master, and Luke i. 2, where dmypérys
refers to the service. On the deriva-
tion of dudk. (dixw), see Buttm. Lexil.
5 v. diudkropos, § 40. 3: for its more
remote affinities [AK- ATK- ‘bend’],
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 22.

v Swp. Ths Xdpuros] ‘ the gift of the
grace; gen. of ddentity, that of which
the gift, 7.e. the Apostolic office, the
office of preaching to the Gentiles,
consisted ; comp. Plato, Leg. viin. p.
844 D, durTds Swpeds xdpiros, and see
Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82, Winer,
Gr. § 59. 8, p- 470« Tis
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8oBeloms pov] ‘which was given to me
not a mere reiteration of the pre-
ceding Swpedv, but associated closely
with the following words which define
the manner of the 3sus.
kard v K.T.N] “according to the
working or operation of His power,’
defining prepositional clause, depend-
ent, not on éyerifnyy (Mey.), but on
Tis dofeions pmot, which would other-
wise seem an unnecessary addition:
‘the mention of the power of God is
founded on the circumstance that St
Paul sees in his change of heart from
a foe to a friend of Christ an act of
omnipotence,” Olsh. On the proper
force of xard, see notes on ch. i 19.
8. épol 16 Aaxororépw] ‘unto
me who am less than the least,” Auth.;
a most felicitous translation. No ad-
dition was required to the former
period; the great Apostle however so
truly, 8o earnestly, felt his own weak-
ness and nothingness (el xal 00dév elu,
2 Cor. xii. 11), that the mention of
God’s grace towards him awakens
within, by the forcible contrast it sug-
gests, not only the remembrance of his
former persecutions of the church (x
Cor. xv. 9, 10), but of his own sinful
nature (1 Tim, i. 15, elul, not 7»), and
unworthiness for so high an office.
Calvin and Harl. here expound with
far more vitality than Est., who refers
this rarewopporivys vrepBoriy (Chrys.)
solely to the memory of his for-
mer persecutions. It is perfectly in-
credible how in such passages as these,
which reveal the truest depthsof Chris-
tian experience, Baur (Paulus, p. 447)
can only see contradictions and argu-
ments against the Apostolic origin of
the Epistle. On the form Aaxior.
see Winer, Gr. § 11. 2, p. 63, and the

exx, collected by Wetst. in loc., out
of which however remove Thucyd. 1v.
118, a8 the true reading is xd\\cov.
Rec. reads 7Gv &y. with a few mss.
&y Tols {0y, edayye\.] ‘to preach among
the Gentiles; explanatory and partly
appositional clause, the emphatic &
Tols ¢veswy marking the Apostle’s dis-
tinctive sphere of action, and the inf.
defining the preceding % xdpts adiry:
see Kriiger, Sprackl. § 57. 10. 6,
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 192, Winer, Gr.
§ 44. 1, p. 284. To make this clause
dependent on dwpedv in ver. 7, and to
regard éuol...aliTy as parenthetical
(Harl.), seems a very improbable con-
nexion, and is required neither by
grammar nor by the tenor of the pas-
sage. Lachm, omits év with
ABCN; 3 mss.; Copt.; (41f): but
the authority for retaining it [DEFG
KL; nearly all mss.; Syr. (both),
Clarom., Vulg., Goth,, al.; Chrys,
Theod., al.] is deserving of considera-
tion. 76...mhodros Tod Xp.]
‘riches of Christ,” i.e. the exhaustless
blessings of salvation; compare Rom.
xi. 33. It is dvefeypiagror (LXX,
Job v. 9, ix. 10, Heb. 27 1*8) both in
its nature, extent, and application.

9. kal uticar wdvras] ‘and
to tllwminate all, make all see;’

o R Y Pam

NPERNEAN 5CTL‘I"O [et in lucem
proferam omni homini] Syr. ; expan-
sion of the foregoing clause as to the
process (the Apostle had grace given
not only outwardly to preach the Gos-
pel, but inwardly to enlighten), though
appy. not as to the persons, as owing
to its unemphatic position the rdvras
can scarcely be thought more inclusive
than the foregoing ré éfvy: see Meyer.
The significant verb ¢pwrioar must not
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be explained away as if it were syno-
nymous with 8ddfar (De W.): this
derivative meaning is found in the
LXX, see Judges xiii. 8 (dlex.), 2
Kings xii. 2, xvii. 27, 28, but not in
the N.T., where the reference is al-
ways to light, either physical (Luke
xi. 36), metaphorical (1 Cor. iv. 5),
or spiritual (Heb. vi. 4, al.); comp.
Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 1v. 15, Vol. 11
p. 156 note. Christ is properly 6 ¢w-
Ti{wy (John i. 9); His Apostles illumi-
nate ‘participatione ac ministerio,
Estius. On the use of the word in
ref. to baptism, see Suicer, Thesaur.
Vol. 1. p. 1491. Z%sch. (ed. 7) omits
kal apparently by mistake.

Lachm. brackets wdvras as being
omitted by A, 2 mss. ; Cyr., Hil,, al.;
to these N is now added. 1%
oikovopla k.7.N.] ¢ the dispensation of
the mystery, &c.” ‘ dispositio sacramenti
absconditi,” Vulg., Clarom.;—scil. the
dispensation (arrangement, regulation)
of the mystery (the union of Jews
and Gentiles iv Christ, ver. 6), which
was to be humbly traced and ac-
knowledged in the fact of its having
secretly existed in the primal counsels
of God, and now having been revealed
to the heavenly powers by means of
the Church. On the meaning of olxo-
voula, see notes on ch. i. 10,

The reading xowwwria (Rec.) has only
the support of cursive mss., and is a
mere explanatory gloss.

dmd Tév aldvev] * from the ages,’ scil.
‘since the ages of the world began ;
comp. DT'WY_D. Gen. vi. 3: terminus o
quo of the concealment. The counsel
itself was formed mpd TAv aldvww,
1 Cor. ii. 7; the concealment of it dated
4rd 7wy aldwwy, from the commence-
ment of the ages when intelligent

beings from whom it could be concealed
were called into existence; comp. Rom.
xvi. 25, puoTypiov xpbvois alwvios oe-
grynuévov.
kricavry] ‘who created all things,
‘qui omnia creavit,” Vulg., Clarom.;
certainly not ‘ quippe qui omnia crea-
vit,” Meyer,—a translation which
would require the absence of the arti-
cle; comp. notes on ch. i. 12, and see
esp. Donalds. Crat. § 306. The exact
reason for this particular designation
being here appended to 7§ ©ey has
been somewhat differently estimated.
The most simple explanation would
seem to be that it is added to enhance
the idea of God's omnipotence; the
emphatic position of r& wdvra (‘nullé
re prorsus exceptd,’ Est.) being de-
signed to give to the idea its widest
extent and application ;—‘who created
all things,” and so with His undoubt-
ed prerogative of sovereign and crea-
tive power ordained the very pvorvpiov
itself. A reference to God’s omniscience
would more suitably have justified the
concealment, the reference to His

TG TO WAVTO

omnipotence more convineingly vindi-
cates the eddoxla according to which
it was included in and formed part
of His primal counsels. It is not ne-
cessary to limit 76 wdyra, but the tense
seems to show that it refers rather
to the physical (008év yap xwpls avrol
wemwoinke, Chrys.), than to the spiri-
tual creation (Calv.). This latter view
was perhaps suggested by the longer
reading krte. 3ua ‘Inood Xp. [ Rec. with
D3EKL} most mss.; Syr.-Phil. with
asterisk ; Chrys., Theod., al.], which
however is rightly rejected by most
recent editors with ABCD!FGN; a
few mss.; Syr, Vulg., Goth,, al;
Basil, Cyr., and many Ff,
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10. va yvepurbf viv] ‘in order
that there might be made known now;’
divine object and purpose of the gene-
ral dispensation described in the two
foregoing verses; not of either of the
facts specified in the two participial
clauses immediately preceding, for
neither the concealment of the mys-
tery (Meyer), nor the past act of
material creation (Harl.), could be pro-
perly said to have had as its purpose
and design the present (vOv opp. to dmd
7@ alwvwy) exhibition of God’s wisdom
to Angels. The Apostle (as Olsh. well
remarks), in contrasting the greatness
of his call with the nothingness of
his personal self, pursues the theme
of his labour through all its stages:
the é\aytoroTepos has grace given him
ebayyeNloaclar k.7.\., nay more, ¢w-
rloar wdvras x.7.\., and that too that
heaven might see and acknowledge
the molvwoixthos copla of God; see
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 518
(Bohn). Tals dpxais k.7.\] ‘to
the principalities and to the powers in
the heavenly regions;’ sc. to the good
Angels and intelligences; a ref. to
both classes (Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 1.
P- 315) being excluded, not so much
by é&v Tois émovp. (Alf., for comp. ch.
vi. 12), a8 by the general tenor of the
passage; evil Angels more naturally
recognise the power, good Angels the
wisdom of God. On the term dpyats
kal égovs., each with the art. to add
weight to the enumeration, see notes
on ch, i. 21, and on Tols érovp. notes
on ch, i 3, 20. 8ud s
&xhnolas] ‘through the Church, scil.,
‘by means of the Church;’ && 7fs
wepl 1w éxkhnaiar olkovoulas, Theod.
The Church, the community of be-
lievers in Christ (Col. i. 24), Was the
means by which these ministering
8pirits were to behold and contemplate

God’s wisdom: comp. Calvin in loc,
‘ecclesia...quasi speculum sit in quo
contemplantur Angeli mirificam Dei
sapientiam;’ 8re fuets éudfouey TéTe
kdxetvor 8¢ Mudv, Chrys. That the
holy Angels are capable of a specific
increase of knowledge, and of a deep-
ening insight into God's wisdom, seems
from this passage clear and incontro-
vertible; comp. 1 Pet. i. 12, els & éme-
Oupolow dyyehor rapakiyar, and see
Petavius, Theol. Dogm. Vol. I1L p. 44
8q., Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 46.
mohvrolkihos] ¢ manifold,” ‘multi-
formis,” Vulg., Clarom.; see Orph.
Hymn. V1. 11, LXL 4. This character-
istic of God’s wisdom is to be traced,
not in the rapddofor, by which issues
were brought about by unlooked-for
means (i Tav dvavriwv T4 évarria
kaTwpfln, Sa favdrov {wh, 8 dobe-
velas ddvauts, 80 driulas 8é6fa, Greg.-
Nyss. ap. Theoph.), but in the wo\d-
Texvor (Theoph.), the variety of the
divine counsels, which nevertheless all
mysteriously co-operated toward a
single end,—the call of the Gentiles,
and salvation of mankind by faith in
Jesus Christ. The use of wolvrolx.
in reference to Gnosticism (Irenmus,
Her. 1. 4. 1, ed. Mass.) does not give
the slightest reason for supposing
(Baur, Paulus, p. 429) that the use
of the word here arose from any such
allusions.

I, kard wpéb. TGy aldvav] ‘ac-
cording to the purpose of the ages;
modal clause dependent on a yrw-
piofy, specifying the accordance of the
revelation of the divine wisdom with
God's eternal purpose; »iv uév ¢nol
yéyover, ob viv 3¢ dpeTo GAX dvwler
mporervrwro, Chrys. The gen. 7u
alwvwy is somewhat obscure: it can
scarcely be (a) a gen. objectt (‘the fore-
ordering of the ages,” Whitby, comp,
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1t. & Xpiord] The reading is slightly doubtful.

Lackm. and Tisch.

(ed. 1 and %) insert 7¢j before Xp. with ABC?; 37. 1:16. al.: as however the title
¢ Xp. 'Ine. 6 Kdp. udv appy. does not occur elsewhere (Col. ii. 6 is the nearest
approach to it; see Middl. Gr. Arf. Append. 1. p. 493, ed. Rose), and the
omission ig supported by C’DEKLN ; most mss.; Ath., Chrys., Theod., we still
retain the reading of Rec., Tisch. (ed. 2), and the majority of editors.

Peile), or even (b) a gen. of the point
of view (Scheuerl, Synt. § 18. 1, p. 129),
—for the Apostle is not speaking of
God’s purpose in regard to different
times or dispensations, but of His
single purpose of uniting and saving
mankind in Christ,—but will be most
naturally regarded as (¢) belonging to
the general category of the gen. of
possession (‘the purpose which pertain-
ed to, existed in, was determined on
in the ages’), and as serving to define
the general relation of time; comp.
Jude 6, kpiow peydhys Huépas, and see
Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 16g. The mean-
ing is thus nearly equivalent to that
of the similar expression mpdfesw...
mpd xpbvaw aiwviwy, 2 Tim. i. 9; God’s
purpose existed in His eternal being,
and was formed in the primal ages
(‘a smeulis,” Syr.) before the founda-
tion of the world; comp. ch. i. 4.

Wy érolnoev] ‘which he wrought,
¢ quam fecit,” Vulg., Clarom., Copt.,
‘gatavida,” Goth. The exact meaning
of émrolnoer is doubtful. The mention
of the eternal purpose would seem to
imply rather ‘constituit’ (Harl., Alf.)
than ‘executus est’ (De W., Mey.), as
the general reference seems more to
the appointment of the decree tham
to its historical realization (see Calv. ;
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 1. p. 204): still
the words &v Xp. 'Inoov 7§ Kvplw
fjpév seem so clearly to point to the
realization, the carrying out of the
purpose in Jesus Christ,—the Word
made flesh (compare Olsh.),—that the

latter (Matth. xxi. 31, John vi. 38,
1t Kings v, 8, Isaiah xliv. 28) must be
congidered preferable. As however
St Paul has used a middle term,
neither wpoéfero nor émeréheoe, a mid-
dle term (e. 9. ‘wrought,” ‘made,’—
not *fulfilled,” Conyb.) should be re-
tained in translation.

12. & ¢ ¥xopev] ‘in whom
(founded in whom) we have,” appeal
to, and proof drawn from their
Christian experience, the relative ¢
having here a slightly demonstrative
and explanatory force (3r¢ 8¢ 8 7od
Xp. yéyovey dmav, év ¢ Exouer ¢nol
k.7.\. Chrys., comp. Thecd), and
being nearly equivalent to é airg
vydp; see Jelf, Gr. § 834. 2, Bernhardy,
Synt. VL. 12, p. 293, and note on ols
on Col. i. 27. m™jv wappmn-
alav] ‘our boldness,” ‘fiduciam,’ Vulg.,
Clarom. ; not here ‘libertatem oris,’
whether in ref. to prayer (Beng.), or
to preaching the Gospel (Vatabl);
for, as in many instances (Lev. xxvi.
13 perd wapp. TP, 1 Mace. iv.
18, Heb. iii. 6, 1 John ii. 28, al), the
primitive meaning has here merged
into that of ‘cheerful boldness’ (8dp-
pos, Zonar. Lex. p. 1508; *Frendig-
keit,” Luth.) ; that ‘freedom of spirit’
(‘freihals,’ Goth.) which becomes
those who are comscious of the re-
deeming love of Christ; dydoas yap
Huds dub Tob dlov aluares wposfyaye
fappotvras, (Eeum. ; see notes on 1
Tim, iii. 13. v mpocayeyiv]
‘our admission;’ oby s alyudiwror,

F



66

IIPOZ E®EZIOYZ.

b -~ ~ -~ ]
13 010 aiTolpar my éveaxelv & Tals ONNealy pou Smép

€ ~ o b Ay ’ U ~
VMY, NTIS €ECTIY é‘oga VMOV,

¢nat, wpoohxOnper, AN s ovy-
yvduns GEobpevar, Chrys., and sim, the
other Greek commentators; comp.
Aith,, ‘ductorem mnostrum,’ and see
notes on ch. il 18, The transitive
meaning there advocated iz appy. a
little less certain in the present case,
on account of the union with the in-
trans. wappyolay, still both lexical au-
thority and the preceding reference to
our Lord seem to require and justify
it; comp. Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol.
1. p. 850. How ‘the use of the article
before both nouns signalizes them as
the twin elements of an unique privi-
lege' (Eadie), is not clear; see on the
contrary Winer, Gr. § 19. 5, p. 117.
Lackm. omits T4y before mpogay. with
ABN!; 2 mss. ; but in opp. to CDE
(D'E 79w wpos. k. 1. wapp)FGFG
T wpoo. els 7. wapp.)KLN4; nearly
all mss.; Ath., Chrys.,, Theod., al.;
which we retain with Rec., Tisch.

&v merobioa] ‘in confidence,” perd
700 fappely, Chrys.,—a noble example
of which is afforded by St Paul him-
self in the sublime words of Rom. viii.
38, 39 (Mey.). The present clause
does not qualify wposaywyd (‘no
timorous approach,’ Eadie), but is the
predication of manner, and defines the
tone and frame of mind (‘alacriter
libenterque,’ Calv.) in which the mpog-
aywy) is enjoyed and realized. Thus
then & Xp. marks the objective
ground of the possession, & s wior.
the subjective medium by whick, and
év memodd. the subjective state in which
it is apprehended: ‘tres itaque gradus
sunt faciendi, nam primum Dei pro-
missionibus credimus, deinde his ac-
quiescentes concipimus fiduciam ut bo-
no simus tranquilloque animo: hine
sequitur audacia, que facit ut profli-
gato metu intrepide et constanter nos

Deo commendemus, Calv. ITerolfy-
ous (2 Kings xviil. 19) is only used in
the N, T\ by St Paul (2 Cor. i 135, iii.
4, viii. 22, x. 2, Phil iii. 4), and is a
word of later Greek: see Eustath. on
Odyss. 111, p. 114. 41, Lobeck, Phryn.
P- 204 8Q. Ths mloTeas avrol]
‘faith on Him; gen. objecti, virtually
equivalent to wlo7r. els adréy: see Rom.
iii. 22, Gal. ii. 16, and comp. notes
in loc. Tt is doubtful whether the
deeper meaning which Stier (comp.
Matth.) finds in the words, sc. ‘faith
of which Christ is not only the object,
but the ground,” can here be fully
substantiated. On the whole verse,
see three posthumous sermons of
South, Serm. xx1x. sq. Vol 1v. p.
413 8q. (Tegg).

13. 8] “On which account,’
‘wherefore,” sc. since my charge is so
important and our spiritual privileges
80 great; dibre wéya T pvoThpov Tis
\foews Hudy, kal peydha d dvemioTed-
Oy éyw, Theoph. The reference of
this particle has been very differently
explained. Estius and Meyer with
some plausibility connect it simply '
with the preceding verse; ¢cum igitur
ad tantam dignitatem vocati sitis,
ejusque consequenda fiduciam habea-
tis per Christum ; rogo vos, d¢.’ Est.
As however ver. 8—11 contain the
principal thought to which ver. 12 is
only subordinate and supplementary,
the former alluding to the nature and
dignity of the Apostle’s commission,
the latter to its’ effects and results,
in which both he and his converts
(&xouev) share, the particle will much
more naturally refer to the whole
paragraph. The union of the Apo-
stle’s own interests and those of his
converts in the following words then
becomes natural and appropriate. The
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On this account (I
say) I pray to God

14
Tovrov xapw kdurrw Ta ydvard pov 14

the Father to give you strength within, and teach you the in-
comprehensible love of Christ, and fill you with God's fulness.

use of 8 by St Paul is too varied to
enable us safely to adduce any gram-
matical considerations: see notes on
Gal. iv. 31. alrodpar py
évkakely] ‘J entreat you not to lose
“heart; dpds (Ath.) not Tov Bedv
(Theod.) being supplied after the verb;
comp. 2 Cor, v. 20, Heb. xiil. 19 (2
Cor. vi. 1, x. 2, cited by De W., are
less appropriate), where a similar sup-
plement is required. Such construc-
tions as ‘I pray (God) that ye lose
not heart,” or ‘that I lose not heart’
(Syr.), are both open to the objection
that the ohject of the verb and subject
of the inf. (both unexpressed) are thus

made different without sufficient rea-

son. Moreover such a prayer as that
in the latter interpretation would here
fall strangely indeed from the lips of
the great Apostle who had learnt in
his sufferings to rejoice (Col. i. 24),
and in his very weakness to find
ground for boasting ; comp. 2 Cor. xi.
30, xii. 5. On. évkakeiv [AB!D!E:
éye. BR] not éxxakeiv (Rec.), see
notes on Gal. vi. 9.

év Tats ONJeowy k.1 N.] ‘in my tribu-
lations for you,” ‘in (not ‘ob,” Beza)
tribulationibus meis,” Vulg., Clarom.;
év as usual denoting the sphere as it
were in which the faint heartedness
of the Ephesians might possibly be
shown ; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 343.
So close was their bond of union in
Christ, that the Apostle felt his afflic-
tions were theirs; they might be faint-
hearted in his, as if they were their
own. This article is not necessary be-
fore Umép, as ONest can be considered
in structural union with Ywép Suwy:
comp. O\Besbac vwép Twos, 2 Cor. i.
6; see notes on ch. i. 15,

Hq7is éorly 8dka vpdy] ‘inasmuch as it
is your glory,. reason (Smerépa vyap

86¢a k. .\, Theod.), or rather expla-
nation, why they were not to be faint-
hearted ; the indef. relative being here
explanatory (comp. ch. i. 23, notes on
Gal. iv. 24, and Hartung, Casus, p.
286), and referring to GAleow on the
common principle of attraction by
which the relative assumes the gender
of the prédicate; see Winer, Gr. § 24.
3, p. 150, Madvig, Syat. § 98. The
way in which St Paul's tribulations
could be said to tend to the glory of
the Ephesians is simply but satisfac-
torily explained by Chrys., ér¢ ofrws
atrols ydmyoer & Ocbs, Wore kal TO¥
vidy Umép adrdy dobvac kal Tods dovAovs
Kkaxoly* tva yap odro. TUXwOL TOTOUTWY
dyadwy [see ver. 6] Iadlos édeoueiro.
The personal reason, ‘quod doctorem
habetis qui nullis calamitatibus fran-
gitur,” Calixt. (compare Theod.), in
which case ij7ts must refer to uh év-
kaxely, seems wholly out of the ques-
tion. Glory accrued to the Ephesians
from the official dignity, not the per-
sonal fortitude (kaprepla, Theod.) of
the sufferer.

14. Todrov xdpw] ¢ On this ac-
count,’ sc. ‘because ye are so called
and 8o built together in Christ,’ resump-
tion of ver. 1 (ralra wdvra év uéoyw
TeBekws dvalaufBdres TOv wepl wpogev-
xfis Aéyov, Theod.); Tovrov xdpw re-
ferring to the train of thought at the
end of ch. ii., and to the ideas paral-
lel to it in the digression; in brief,
eredhy olirws fyamrfhfnre wapd Oeob,
(Ecum, kdpmTTR TA Y6-
vard pov k.r.N.] ‘I bend my knees
in prayer; expression indicative of
the earnestness and fervency of his
prayer; Tiv perd katavifews dénow
éofuave, Theoph., comp. Chrys. Kdu-
wrew ybvu (usually k. éml yépv in the
LXX) is joined with-the dat. in its

F2
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16. 5] So ABCFGN; 3 mss.; Orig. (Cat.), Bas., Method., al. (Zackm.,

Mey., al.).

In ed. 1 and 2 the rarer form 8¢y was adopted with DEKL; great

majority of mss.; Ath., Chrys., Theod., al. (Rec., Tisck. ed. 2, 7). The pre-
ponderance of uncial authority, now reinforced by ¥, is sufficient to reverse
that decision, comp. ecritical note on ch. ii, 8,

simple sense (Rom. xi. 4, xiv. 11, both
quotations); but here, in the meta-
phorical sense of mposetyesfar, is ap-
propriately joined with 7pds to denote
the object towards whom as it were
the knees were bowed,—the mental
direction of the prayer; see Winer,
Gr. § 49. h, p. 360. On the posture
of kneeling in prayer, see Bingham,
Antiq. xur1. 8. 4, and esp., Suicer,
Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. ¥4y,
The interpolation of the words 7of
Kuplov Hhuoy L X. after rarépa, though
undoubtedly ancient, and well support-
ed [DEFGKLN!; nearly all mss.;
Syr. (both), Vulg., Goth., al.; Chrys.,
Theod., al. (Rec.)], is rightly rejected in
favour of the text [ABCN!; 2 mss.;
Demid.,, Copt., Ath. (both), al.;
Orig., Cyr., al.] by nearly all modern
editors except De Wette and Eadie.
15. & oG] ‘from whom,’ ‘ajfter
whom ;° éx pointing to the origin or
source whence the name was derived ;
see mnotes on Gal. ii. 16, and comp.
Xen. Mem. 1v. 5. 12, &pn 8¢ kal Td
Staréyeabar dvopacbivar ék Tol auviby-
Tas kow] Bovhevesfar Hom. I1. x. 68,
warpbfev ék ~yevefis dvoudfwr. Less
direct origination is expressed by dxé,
comp. évouds{. dré, Herod. vI. 130.
wdoa mwarpd] ‘every race, fumily,
not ‘the whole family,” Auth.; see
Middleton in loc., p. 361 (ed. Rose).
The use of the particular term rarpud
is evidently suggested by the preced-
ing warépa; its exact meaninghowever,
and still more its present reference,
are both very debateable. With re-

gard to the first it may be said that
warpd does not imply (@) ¢ paternitas,”
Vulg., Syr., al. (xvplws marip, xal
a\nfds mwarhp 6 Oebs, Theod.; comp.
Tholuck, Bergpr. p. 394),—a transla-
tion defensible neither in point of ety-
mology or exegesis, but is either used
in (b) themore limited sense of ‘familia’
(metiot, Copt.; comp. Arm.), or more
probably (c) that of the more inclusive
‘gens’ (Heb. ng@wn, less .commonly
DI3N I3, comp. Gesen. Lex. s.v.
N3, 10); see Herod. 1. 200, elol 3¢
avrdv [BaBuhwriwr] warpial rpels, and
compare Acts iii. 25 with Gen. xii,
3, where warpid and ¢uvAy are inter-
changed. If then, as seems most cor-
rect, we adopt this more inclusive
meaning, the reference must be to
those larger classes and communities
into which, as we may also infer from
other passages (comp. ch.i. 21 notes,
Col. i. 16 notes), the celestial hosts
appear to be divided, and to the races
and tribes of men (‘quéeque regionum,’
Ath.), every one of which owes the
very title of warpid by which it is de-
fined to the great Ilariyp of all the
warpial both of angels and men: this
title odx d¢’ Yudv dviNler drvw, AN
dvwler fAOev els fufs, Severian ap.
Cramer, Caten. in loc. ; see Schoettg.
Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 1238, and Suicer,
Thesaur. 8. v. Vol. 11. p. 637.

Svopdferas is thus taken in its simple
etymological sense, ‘is named, bears
the name of,’ scil. of warpud, ‘dicitur,’
Copt., al., ‘namnajada,’ Goth.; see
Meyer in loc. All special interpo-
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lations, e.g. ‘nominantur filii Dei’
(Beng., comp. Beza), or arbitrary in-
terpretations of dvoud{., e.g. ‘existit,
originem accipit’ (Estius, al.; comp.

. Riick.),—meanings which even xa\ei-
gfac (Eadie) never directly bears,—
are wholly inadmissible.

16. tva 8@ Upiv] ‘that ke would
grant you;’ subject of the prayer being
blended with the purpose of making
it; see notes on ch. i. 17.
koatd 76 wAobTos k.T. N.] ‘according to
the riches of His glory,” according to
the abundance and plenitude of His
own perfections ; see notes on ch. i, 7.
Ree. reads 7ov mholror with D3KL;
mss, Swvdpe] ‘with power,’
‘with infused strength;’ ‘ut virtute
seu fortitudine ab eo acceptd corrobor-
emini,” Estius, This dative has been
differently explained; it cannot be (a)
the dat. of ‘reference to," or more
correctly speaking, of ‘ethical locality’
(see notes on Gul. i. 22, and exx. in
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 48. 15, e. g. xp#-
paat dvrarol elvat, dc.), for it was not
one particular faculty (power, as opp.
to knowledge, dic.) but the whole
¢ inner man,” which was to be strength-
ened. Harl cites Acts iv. 33, but
the example is inapplicable. Nor
again (b) does it appear to be used
adverbially (dat. of manner, Jelf, Gr.
§ 603. 2), for this interpr., though
more plausible (see Riick.) is open to
the objection of directing the thought
to the strengthener rather than to the
subject in whom strength is to be in-
fused ; see Meyer in loc. It is thus
more correctly regarded as (¢) the
simple instrumental dat. (Arm.) defin-
ing the element or influence of which
the Spirit is the ‘causa medians;’
comp. év duvduer, Col. i, 11,

s Tov {ow dydpwmov] ‘into the inner

man;’ direction and destination of the
prayed for gift of infused strength;
the clause being obviously connected
with kparaiw. (Vulg., Goth.,—appy.)
not with xarowfoar (Syr., Copt.,
Aith., and Gr. Ff.); and els not being
for év (Beza), nor even in its more lax
sense ‘in regard of’ (Mey.; comp.
Winer, G7. § 49. a, p. 354), butin its
more literal and expressive sense of
“to and into:’ the ‘inner man’ is the
recipient of it (6 xwpdv, Schol. ap.
Cram, Caten.), the subject into whom
the dUvaus is infused ; comp. notes on
Gal. iii, 27. The expression 6 &ow
dv8p. (Rom. vii. 22) is nearly identical
with, but somewhat more inclusive
than 6 kpuwrrds Tis kapdlas dvfpwmos
(1 Pet. iii. 4), and stands in antithesis
to 6 &w dvbpwmos (2 Cor. iv. 16); the
former being practically equivalent to
the vols or higher nature of man
(Rom. vii. 23), the latter to the sapf
or the wé\n: see Beck, Seelenl. 111
21. 3, p. 68. It is within this érw
dvfpwmos that the powers of regenera-
tion are exercised (Harless, Christl,
Ethik, § 22. a), and it is from their
operation in this province that the
whole man (‘secundum interna spec-
tatus,” Beng.) becomes a véos dvfpw-
mwos (as opp. to a former state), or a
xawds dvfpwmos (as opp. to a former
corrupt state, ch. iv. 24), and is either
6 katd Oedv kTiobels (ch. iv. 24), or
0 dvakavoduevos els ériyvwow kar’
elxbva Tob k7ioavres adrér (Col. iii,
10), according to the point of view
under which regeneration is regarded ;
see Harless, Ethik, § 24. ¢. The dis-
tinction between this and the partially
synonymous terms mrebue and vobs
may perhaps be thus roughly stated :
wvedpa is simply the highest of the
three parts of which man is com-
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posed (see notes on 1 Thess. v. 23);
vois the wvefpa regarded more in its
moral and intellectual aspects, ‘qua-
tenus intelligit, cogitat, et vult’ (see
notes on Phil. iv. 7); 6 &ow dvbp. the

wvedua, or rather the whole imma-’

terial portion, considered in its theo-
logical aspects, and as the seat of the
inworking powers of grace: comp.
Olsh. on Rom. vii. 22, Opusc. Theol.
P- 143 8q., Beck, Seelenl. 11. 13, p. 35,
and on the threefold nature of man
generally, Destiny of the Creature,
Serm. v. p. 1038q. (ed. 3). The at-
tempt to connect St Paul’s inspired
definitions with the terminology of
earlier (6 évrds dvfp., Plato, Republ.
IX. p. 589 A) or of later Platonism (6
Evdov dvfp. Plot. Ennead. 1. 1. 10), as
in Fritz. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 63, will be
found on examination to be untenable.
The dissimilarities are marked, the
supposed parallelisms illusory.

17. karowkfjoar Tdv Xp.] ‘that
Christ may dwell...in your hearts ;* is-
sue and result (SoTe karowfoat, Orig.),
not purpose (Eadie), of the inward
strengthening ; the present clause not
being parallel to duvduer kparaiwd,
(Mey.), and dependent on 3¢, but as
the emphatic position of karowfoar
seems clearly to show, appended to
kparaiwfiva: with a partially climac-
tic force, but a somewhat lax gram-
matical connexion: see Winer, G
§ 44. 1, p. 284, comp, Madvig, Synt.
§ 153. The meaning is thus perfectly
clear and simple; the indwelling of
Christ, the taking up of His abode
(katoucjoar, Matth, xil. 45, Luke xi.,
26, Col. i. 19 and notes, 2 Pet. iii. 13;
the simple form is however used in
Rom. viii. g, 1 Cor. iii. 16), is the
result of the working of the Holy
Spirit on the one side, and the subjec-
tive reception of man (5ua T#s wio7.)

on the other; ‘non procul intuendum
esse Christum fide, sed recipiendum
esse animsze nostree complexu’, Calv.
Tov Xpiorév] The attempt of Fritz.
(Rom. viii. 10, Vol. I1. p. 118) to show
that Xpiords is here merely ‘mens
quam Christus postulat,” by comparing
such passages as Arist. Ackarn. 484,
karamwy Edpuridny, is as painful as it
is unconvincing. What a contrast is
the vital exegesis of Chrys., wds §¢
6 Xp. xatowet év Tals xapdlais; dkove
avrob Aéyovros Tob Xpiorol ‘Elevoé-
pnefa éyo kal 6 warip xal poviy wap’
alTd woufigouer. &v rals kapdlars
pdv] “in your hearts;’ ¢ partem etiam
designat ubi legitima est Christi sedes,
nempe cor: ut sciamus non satis esse
si in lingué versetur aut in cerebro
volitet,” Calv. On the meaning of
kapdia (properly the imaginary seat of
the yYvx#h, and thence the seat and
centre of the moral life viewed on the
side of the affections), see Delitzsch,
Bibl. Psychol, 1v. 11, p. 203 8q., and
notes on Phil. iv. 7.

18, & dydwy k. 7. N] ‘ye having
been rooted and grounded in love;’
state consequent on the indwelling of
Christ, viz, one of fixedness and foun-
dation in love, the participle reverting
irregularly to the nominative for the
sake of making the transition to the
following clause more easy and natu-
ral: Soxel uou sapds Ta éffs év goNot-
klo elphofa, o5 wpds Tiw Ppdow
wpds yap 10 Sy Vulv dxbhovlor Ty
elmely  éppifonévors kal Telepehiw-
pévors...6 8¢ 0wy dmoxaracrisar
T4 katd TO0 Témoy Xwpls colowklas,
okéar el p) Budoerar olrw TV ppdow
droxkaracrds, Orig. Cat. The as.
sumed transposition of Wa (lua épp.
kal 766, éfioyx., Auth.,, Winer, Mey. ;
—but adopted by none of the ancient
Vv. except Goth.), which Origen thus
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properly rejects, cannot be justified by
any necessity for emphasis, or by the
passages adduced by Fritz. (Rom. xi.
31. Vol. II. p. 541), viz. Acts xix. 4,
John xiii. 29, 1 Cor. ix. 15, 2 Cor, ii.
‘ 4, Gal. ii. 10, 2 Thess. ii. 7; as in all
of them (except Thess. l.c. which is
not analogous) the premised words are
not as here connected with the sub-
ject, but form the objective factor of
the sentence. The only argument of
any real weight against the proposed
interpr. is not so much syntactic (for
see the numerous exx. of similar irre-
gularities in Winer, Gr. § 63. 2, p.
505, Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 9. 4) as
exegetical, it being urged that the perf.
part. which points to a completed state
is inconsistent with a prayer which
seems to refer to a state of progress,
and to require the present part. (see
Mey.). The answer however seems
satisfactory,—that the clause does ex-
press the state which must ensue upon
the indwelling of Christ, before what
is expressed in the next clause (a
étiox.) can in any way be realized,
and that therefore the perf. part. is
correctly used. The Apostle prays
that they may be strengthened, that
the result of it may be the indwelling
of Christ, the state naturally conse-
quent on which would be fixedness in
the principle of Christian love. We
now notice the separate words.

&y dydmy] ‘in love,—mnot either of
Christ (comp. Chrys. dydry abrod),
or of God (Wolf), either of which re-
ferences would certainly have required
some defining gen., but the Christian
principle of love,—love 8 éo7w giwde-
auos Ths rehewbryros, Col. iil. 14, This
was to be their basis and foundation,
in which alone they were to be fully
enabled to realize all the majestic pro-

portions of Christ’s surpassing love
to man ; comp. I John iv. 7sq.

The absence of the article is unduly
pressed both by Meyer (= ‘in amando’)
and Harl. (‘subjective love, ‘man’s
love to Christ’), such omissions in the
case of abstract nouns, esp. when pre-
ceded by prepp., being not uncommon
in the N.T.; see exx. in Winer, Gr.
§ 19. 1, p. 109, and comp. Middleton,
Greek Art. V1. 1, p. 98 (ed. Rose).
éppul. xai Tebep.] It has been said
that there is here a mixture of meta-
phors; comp. Olsh., Mey., al. This
is not strictly true: piuféw is abundant-
ly used both with an ethical (Herod.
1. 64, Plutarch, Mor. 6E) and a phy-
sical (Hom. Od. x11L. 163) reference;
without any other allusion to its pri-
mitive meaning than that of fizedness,
Jfirmness at the base or foundation; see
exx. in Rost u. Palm, ZLex, s.v. Vol.
IL p. 1337, and Wetst. in loc.

tva éwrxdonte] ‘ in order that ye may
be fully able;’ object contemplated in
the prayer for Christ’s indwelling in
their hearts, and their consequent fix-
edness in love: éfioxdonre ¢roly,
ware ioxvos moAA7s d¢i, Chrys.: comp.
Ecclus. vii. 6, ui) otk éktaxvoeis éfdpar
adeias. karala-
BéoOar] ‘to comprehend;’ the tense
perhaps implying the singleness of the
act (see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 44. 7, p-
296, but see notes on ver, 4), and the
voice the exercise of the mental power:
see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 432. bb, where
this is termed the appropriativemiddle,
and Kriiger, Sprachl. § 52. 8. 1 sq.,
where it is termed the dynamic middle,
as indicating the earnestness or spirit-
ual energy with which the action is
performed. The meaning of the verb
(karavoeicfar, Hesych.) can scarcely
be doubtful: the meaning ¢occupare’
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(comp. Goth., ‘gafahan; Copt., tako)
adopted by Kypke (0bs. Vol.11. p.294),
but supported only by one proper
example, is here plainly untenable,
as the middle voice only occurs in
the N.T. in reference to the mental
powers; see Acts iv. 13, x. 34, xxV.
25. ¢ 6 whdros k.T.A.]
‘what iz the breadth and length and
depth and height ;* certainly not ¢lati-
tudinem quandam, d.,” Kypke (0bs.
Vol. 11. p. 294), such a use of 7{ im-
plying a transposition, and assigning
& meaning here singularly improbable.
The exact force and application of
these words is somewhat doubtful.
‘Without noticing the various spiritual
applications (see Corn. a Lap., and
Pol. Syn. in loc.) all of which seem
more or less arbitrary, it may be said
(r) that St Paul is here expressing
the idea of greatness, metaphysically
considered, by the ordinary dimensions
of space; 8:d ydp Tol ufk. kal T, Kal
Bdb. kal V. 18 pdyefos Tapedihwoey,
émedd) Tabra peyéfovs Sphwrikd, Theod.
It is however more difficult (2) to
specify what it is of which the great-
ness and dimensions are predicated.
Setting again aside all arbitrary refer-
ences (% Tol oravpod ¢pios, Orig., Se-
ver. ; ‘contemplatio Ecclesiz,” Beng.,
Hadie), we seem left to a choice be-
tween a reference to (@) % dydmry Tob
Ocoli wds mavraxod éxrérarar, Chrys.,
THs xdperos 76 uéyebos, Theod.-Mops.,
or (b) 4 dydmwn Toi Xp., Calv., Meyer.
If the preceding dydwn had referred
to the love of God, (¢) would have
seemed most probable: as it does not,
and as its general meaning there would
be inapplicable here, (b) is the most
natural explanation. Thus then the
consequent clause, without being de-
pendent or explanatory, still practi-
cally supplies the defining gen.: St

Paul pauses on the word iiyos, and
then, perhaps feeling it the most
appropriate characteristic of Christ’s
love, he appends, without finishing
the construction, a parallel thought
which hints at the same conception
(dmepBaNhovaar), and suggests the re-
quired genitive. The order Bdfos
k. Ugos has the support of AKLN;
most mss. ; Syr.-Phil, ; Orig., Chrys.,
Theod., al. (Rec., Tisch.,—who both in
ed. 2 and 7 has by some oversight
reversed the authorities) ; and is appy.
rightly maintained, even in opp. to
BCDEFG; mss.; Vulg., Clarom,
Syr., Goth., Copt.; Ath., Maced.
(Lachm.), which adopt the more natu-
ral, and for this very reason the more
suspicious order.

19. yvévai ve] ‘and to know;®
supplemental clause to xaralafBésfac
k. 7.\, the former referring to the
comprehensive knowledge of essentials
(Olsh.), the latter further specifying
the practical knowledge arising from
religious experience. It may be re-
marked, that though the union of sen-
tences by 7e is characteristic of later
Greek (Bernhardy, Synt. xx. 17, p.
483), it is comparatively rare in the
Gospels. In the Epistles, but most
especially in the Acts, it is of more
common occurrence. Te is to be dis-
tinguished from «xal as being adjunc-
tive rather than conjunctive: like ‘que,’
it appends to the foregoing clause
(which is to be conceived as having a
separate and independent existence,
Jelf, Gr. § 754. 6) an additional, and
very frequently a new thought;—a
thought which, though not necessary
to (Herm. Viger, No. 315), is yet
often supplemental to and a further
developement of the subject of the first
clause; comp. Acts ii. 33, Heb. i 3,
and see Winer, Gr. § 57. 3, p. 517
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(ed. 5). v vwepBdAN. Tis
yvooews dy.] ¢ the knowledge-surpass-
ing love;’ the gen. yrdoews being due
to the notion of comparison involved
in dmrepBd\New : comp. Asch. Prom.
923, PBpovrijs UmepBdAhovTa KkTUTOV®
Arist. Pol. 111. g; and see Jelf, Gr.
§ 504, Bernhardy, Synt. 1i1. 48. b, p.
169. The words can scarcely be twist-
ed into meaning ‘the exceeding love
of God in bestowing on us the know-
ledge of Christ’ (Dobree, Advers. Vol.
1. p. 573), nor can the participle drepf.
be explained in an énfinitival sense,
‘to know that the love of Christ is
dvefixplasror’ (comp. Harl.),—a trans-
lation untenable in point of grammar
(Winer, Gr. § 45. 4, note,-p. 309), and
unsatisfactory in exegesis,—but, as its
position shows, must be regarded as
simply adjectival. The sentence then
contains an oxymoron or apparent pa-
radox {comp. 1 Cor.1i. 21, 25, 2 Cor.
viil. 2, Gal, ii. 19, 1 Tim. v. 6), thus
simply and satisfactorily explained by
Chrys. (ed. Savile) and (Eeum., el kai
VrepkeiTar wdons yrdoews dvfpwmivys
[this is too restricted] % dydmy 00 Xp.,
Suws Uuels ywdoeabe el 1oy Xp. axolnre
évokoivra, comp. Theoph. Ivivar
is thus contrasted with ~yw»@ois; the
former being that knowledge which
arises from the depths of religious ex-
perience (73 y@vat drrl 70l droatoar
Aéyet, Theod.-Mops.), the knowledge
that i3 ever allied with love, Phil. i
g; the latter abstract knowledge, not
merely dvfpwmivy (Chrys.), and most
certainly not Yevddwuuos (Holzh.), but
knowledge without reference to reli-
gious consciousness or Christian love ;
comp. 1 Cor. viil. I 8q., xiii. 8.

dydmny Tov Xp.] love of Christ to-
wards us,’ gen. subjecti; not ‘love to-
ward Christ,’ gen. objecti, as appy. in

1 John ii. g, 15. Tva mAnpwbire
w.1.\.] that ye may be filled to all the
Julness of God ; object and purpose of
oy bew katakafésfar, scil. dore TAA-
pobobac wdaons Gperds 7s wNhpns éoriv
0 Oebs, Chrys. (ed. Sav.). There is
some little difficulty in these words,
arising from the ambiguity of the
meaning of mAfpwua. If we adhere
(@) to the more strict meaning, ‘id
quo res impletur’ (see Fritz. Rom.
Vol. 11. p. 469 8q., notes on Gal. iv. 4),
the words must imply ‘that ye may
be so filled as God is filled’ (Olsh.),
Tol Ocoll being the possessive gen., and
76 wAjp. referring, not to the essence,
still less to the 86fa (Harl.), but to the
spiritual perfections of God. Owing
to the somewhat obvious objection
that such a fulness could never be
completely realized in this present
state of human imperfection (1 Cor.
xiii. 9 sq.), De W. and Meyer adopt
(5) the secondary meaning of mA\jpwua,
scil. mholros, whfifos (see Fritz. Rom.
Vol. 1. p. 471), the translation being
either, ‘ut pleni fiatis usque eo ut
omnes Dei opes animis vestris recipia-
tis’ (Fritz. 6.), or ‘ut omnibus Dei
donis abundetis’ (Est.), according as
Oeof is regarded more as a possessive
gen., or as a gen. of the originating
cause (notes on 1 Thess. i. 6). Both
these latter interpretations are how-
ever so frigid, and so little in harmony
with the climactic character of the
passage (durduel kparaiwbipar did Tod
Iy....xarowcfoas Tov Xp....va Thppwl.
els wdv 76 TNjp. ToD Oeol), and with
the apparently well considered use of
eis (not év instrumental, or an abla-
tival dat.), that we do not hesitate to
adopt (@), and urge, with Olsh., that
where Christ the living Son of God
dwells, there surely wér 7d w\ip. 7ol
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21. & 7§ ékihyole kal év Xpiord *Ingot] So ABCR; 73. 8o. 213; Vulg,
Copt., Arm. ; Dam. (Lackm.), and perhaps rightly. In ed. 1 and 2 the more
familiar reading év 7§ éxxAnolq év Xp. 'Ins. was retained, though only with D?
[E, Xp. 'I. & 75 éxA]KL; great majority of mss.; Syr. (both), Goth., al.;
Chrys., Theod., Dam. (text), Theoph., Beum. ; Vig. (Rec., Tisch.); it being
eagy to account satisfactorily for the variations (see note in ed. 1 and 2).
Though the text is thus not wholly free from suspicion, this is still one of those
cases in which the testimony of N is a sufficient addition to lead us cautiously

to withdraw a former opinion.

Oeob is already ; comp. Col. ii. 9.

els wav 16 whip.] ‘to all the fulness;’
‘in omnem plenitudinem,” Vulg., Cla-
rom.; els not implying ‘accordance
to’ (Eadie), but with its usual and
proper force, denoting the end (here
quantitatively considered) or limit of
the mA\fpwots: see Rost u. Palm, Lex.
8.v. €is, 111, Vol. I p. 803, and comp.
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 11. b, p. 218.

20, T 8¢ Svvapévy] ¢ Now to Him
that is able,” concluding doxology, not
without some ‘antithesis (8¢) between
Him who is the sabject of the present
verse, and the finite beings who are
the subjects of the preceding verses.
imdp wdvra wovjoa] ‘fo do (effect,
complete) beyond all things;’ ° peri-
phrasis Dei Patris emphatica,’” Vorst.
That ¥rép cannot here be taken adver-
bially seems almost self-evident; the
order would then be needlessly arti-
ficial and the sentence tautological :
comp. Winer, Gr. § 50. 7, note 2, p.
376. UmepekmepLoaol v
k.7 A] ¢ superabundantly beyond what
we ask or think; second member ex-
planatory of the preceding, d» not re-
ferring to wdvra, but forming with
alrodu. and vooiu. a fresh and more
specific subject: gpa ¢ 300 dmepBohds”
70 bmép wdvra Torfjcac T4 elpyuéva, Kal
brepexmepiaood woifoar & wouel® &L yap
«al wheloa wowbvra T@v alrybévTwy

kepdhawa ul) wAovolws ufre Saydds
Ekaorov wofjoar, (Beum. The eumu-
lative compound Umepexw. occurs in
1 Thess. ill. 10 (comp. notes), v. 13
(Rec.), and belongs to a class of com-
pounds (those with rép) for which the
Apostle seems to have had a somewhat
marked predilection ; comp. dweprixdew,
Rom. viil. 37; dwepmepiooetw, Rom.
v. 20, 2 Cor. vil, 4 ; UrepAlar, ib. xi. 5;
brepuPbw, Phil. ii. 9; dmepavidrw, 2
Thess. i. 3; vmreprheovd{w, 1 Tim.i. 14
see Fritz. Rom.v. 20, Vol. 1. p. 351. It
is noticeable that Imép occurs nearly
thrice as many times in St Paul’s Epp.
and the Ep. to the Heb. as in the rest
of the N.T.; and that of the 28 words
compounded with Jwép, 22 are found
in these Epp., and 20 of them there
alone. The gen. Qv is governed
by Umepexw. as yvdoews by mepBdA-
Aovoav, ver. 19; comp. Bernh. Synt.
I 34, p. 1398q. aitodpeda
7] vooipev] ‘ we ask or think,’ not only
the requests we actually prefer, but
all that it might enter into the mind
to conceive; ¢ cogitatio latius patet
quam preces,” Beng.: comp. Phil. iv. 7.
v &vepy. v ipiv] ‘ which worketh in
u$, 8¢, in our souls,” ‘qua operatur in
nobis,” Vulg., Clarom.; évepy. being
here not passive (Hamm.; Bull, Exam.
1I. 3) but middle (Syr., Goth., Ath,,
Arm.), as in Gal. v. 6, where see
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notes. On the constructions of évepyéw,
see motes on Gal. ii. 8; and on the
distinction between the uses of act.
(mainly in personal ref.) and middle
(mainly in non-personal ref.), Winer,
Gr. §38. 6, p. 231. The ddvaws which
80 energizes is the power of the Holy
Ghost; comp. ver, 16, Rom. viii. 26.
21.  a¥rd] ‘to Him,” rhetorical re-
petition of the pronoun ;—not however
in accordance with *Hebrew usage’
(Badie), but in agreement with the
simple principles of emphasis; see
Bernbardy, Synt. v1. 11. ¢, p. 290.
1} 86Ea] “the glory that is due to Him,
and redounds to Him from such gra-
cious dealings towards us; see notes
on Gal. i. 5. & 7 éxk). kal
tv Xp. 'Ino.] “in the Church and in
Christ Jesus,;' the first mc.iver denot-
ing the outward province, the second
the inward and spiritual sphere in
which God was to be praised, With
the reading now adopted this seems
the clear distinction ; but it may be
added that even if the xal be omitted
(see crit. note) the explanation will
most probably be the same: & Xp.’Ino.
will be neither for 8 Xp. (Theoph.),
nor for ¢iv Xp. (Ecum.), but will re-
tain its proper meaning, specifying,
not exactly the manner (De W.), but
the true element in which alone praise
was duly to be ascribed to God; ‘if
any glory come from us to God it is
by [in] Christ,” Sanderson (cited by
‘Wordsw, én loc.). The ordinary expla-
pation of the more familiar reading,
¢the Church which is in Christ Jesus,*
is objectionable, not so much on ac-
count of the absence of the article (for
comp. I Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess. L 1), a8
on account of the then appy. super-
fluous character of the words (the

ékx\. here mentioned could only be

the Christian Church), which in our

present interpr. echo the preceding
700 Xpiorod (ver. 1g) with special and
appropriate force: contrast Alf. in loc.,
who still partially connects the two
members ; but comp. Syr., which by
its omission of the relative here, and
its insertion in Thess. Il. cc., seems
not obscurely to favour the opinion
here expressed. ds mdoas Tds
yeveds k.11 ‘o all the generations
of the age of the ages;> comp. Dan,
vil. 18, Ews 7ol aldvos 7@y aldvwr
3 Esdr. iv. 38, els rov aldva rob aldvos,
and see notes on Gal. i. 5. The cumu-
lative expression is somewhat peculiar.
It is not improbable, as Grotius sug-
gests, that the two formule expressive
of endless continuity, yeveal yevedw,
Luke i. 50 (Rec.), Isaiah xxxiv. 17,
and aiwves Ty alwvwy, are here blended
together. The use of yeveal suggests
the use of the singular aldw, as the
conception of the successive geuera-
tions composing the entirety of the
aliov is thus more clearly presented;
while again the subjoined plural shows
alwv also to be composed of a series of
aldves (gen. of the content) of which it
is the sum and aggregation. Harless
finds a difference between the two ex-
pressions aldves T7dv aldrwr and aidw
Tdr aldvwy, the former being rather
extensive, and conveying the idea of
wdvres aldres, the latter being rather
intensive, ‘smculum seculorum, quod
omnia szcula in se continet’ (Drus.),
and more strictly in accordance with
the Hebrew superlative. This is in-
genious, but apparently of doubtful
application, ag in actual practice the
difference between the two expressions
is hardly appreciable. Baur (Paulus,
p- 433) finds in this expression distinct
traces of Gnosticism : it is unnecessary
to refute such utterly foregone con-
clusions. .
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our vocation in
owliness, in love,
and especially in

unity; there is but one body, one Spirit, one Lord, and one God.

. CHapTERIV. 1. Ilapakahd k.7.A.]
¢I exhort you then;’ commencement
of the practical portion of the Epistle
(comp. Rom. xii. 1), following natu-
rally, and with an appropriate retro-
spective reference (ofw) to what has
preceded ; olTws avrois émibelfas Tijs
Oelas ebepyeaias Tov whobrov, éml T4
€ldy mporpémet T7js dperiis, Theod, The
meaning of mapakah& will thus be
both here and in Rom. I. ¢. more natu-
rally ‘hortor’ (wapax. 70 wporpémw,
ws érl 70 wo\y, Thom. M. p. 684, ed.
Bern.) than ‘obsecro’ (Vulg., Clarom.,
Arm., and most Vv.),—a meaning
which it sometimes bears, but which
would seem inapplicable in the present
context ; see ¥ritz. Rom. Vol. 1IL p.
4, and for a general notice of the
word, Knapp, Script. Var. Arg. p. 127
8q.; comp. also notes on 1 Thess. v. 11.
The exact reference of odyv is more
doubtful : Meyer refers it to the verse
immediately preceding, Winzer and
Alford (Rom. ! c.) to the whole doc-
trinal portion of the Ep.; the former
view however seems too narrow, the
latter too vague. The more natural
ref. is appy. to those passages in the
preceding chapter which relate to the
spiritual privileges and calling of the
Ephesians, e. g. ver. 6, 12, but espe-
cially to 14 sq., in which the tenor of
the prayer incidentally discloses how
high and how great that calling really
was. On the true force of this particle,
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1L p. 117, Do-
nalds. Gr. § 548. 31, and comp. notes
on Phil. ii. 1.

6 8éapios &v Kuply] ‘the prisoner in
the Lord,” i.e. ‘ego vinctus in Christi
castris,’ as paraphrased by Fritz.; not
wapak. év Kup., a construction at
variance both with the grammatical

order of the words, and the apparent
force of the exhortation: see Winer,
Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123. St Paunl exhorts
not merely as the prisoner, but as the
prisoner in the Lord ; ©a vinculis majo-
rem sibi auctoritatem vindicat,” Calv.,
comp. Gal. vi. 17. Thus & Kup. is
not for 8w Kup. (Chrys., Theod.), or
otv Kvp. ((Ecum.), but denotes the
sphere in which captivity existed, and
out of which it did not exist; ¢in Do-
mini enim vinculis constrictus est qui
év Kupiw &v vinctus est,” Fritz. Rom.
viii. 1, Vol. 11. p. 84; comp. notes on
Gal. 1. 24. The distinction between
this and 6 déou. 700 Xp. (ch, iii. 1)
seems 10 be that in the latter the cap-
tivity is referred immediately to Christ
ag its author and originator, in the
former to the union with Him and
devotion to His service. It must be
conceded that occasionally & Kuvple
appears little more than a kind of
qualitative definition (comp. Rom. xvi.
8, 13, 1 Cor. iv. 17, Phil. i 14, al);
still the student cannot be too much
put on his guard against the frigid and
even unspiritual interpretations into
which Fritz. has been betrayed in his
elaborate note (Rom. viii. 1, Vol. 11
P- 82 8q.) on this and the similar ex-
pression év Xpio7). On the nature of
this union with Christ, comp. Hooker,
Serm. 111, Vol. 111. p. 762.

Ms &kMOnre] ‘ wherewith ye were call-
ed,’ ‘qui vocati estis,” Vulg., Clarom.,
Goth.; §s here appy. standing for 7
(comp. dat. 2 Tim. i. ¢, but not 1 Cor.
vii. 20 [De W.], as there év precedes),
and so violating slightly the usual law
of attraction, unless, following the
analogy of such phrases ag kKAfow xa-
Aety, wapdxlyow mapak., We suppose
the relative to stand as usual for the
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accus, 5»: comp. Winer, Gr. § 24. 1,
p. 148. De W. indeed denies the
existence of such a phrase as kK\jow
xahety, but see Arrian, Epict. p. 112
(Raphel), rxarawrytvew iy \fow v
kéx\nkev.

2. perd wdoms Taw.] ‘with all
lowliness;’ dispositions with which
their moral walk was to be associated,
comp. Col. iii. 12 ; perd (‘cum,’ Vulg.,
Goth.,—not ‘in,’ Copt.) being used
with ref. to the mental powers and
dispositions with which an action is
ag it were accompanied; comp. Luke
i. 39, 2 Cor. vii. 15, and see Winer, Gr.
§ 47-h, p. 337. ZJy denotes rather
coherence (Kriiger/ Sprachl. § 68. 13.
1), not uncommcAly with some colla-
teral idea of asdstance; comp. 1 Cor.
V. 4. On the use of wdons,
comp. notes on ch. i. 8; and on the
meaning of the late word ramewogppo-
obvy, ¢ the esteeming of ourselves small
because we are so,’ ‘the thinking truly,
and because truly therefore lowlily, of
ourselves,” see Neander, Planting,
Vol. 1. p. 483, Trench, Synon. § 42,
and Suicer, Thesaur. s.v., where seve-
ral definitions of Chrysostom are cited.
Most of these openly or tacitly ascribe
to the rarewbgppwr a consciousness of
greatness (taw. éorlv §Tav peydAa Tis
éauTg cuveldds unddy péya mepl
abrol ¢avrd{nrai); this however, as
Trench observes, is alien to the true
sense and spirit of the word.
wpadryros] ‘ meekness,” in respect of
God, and in the face of men; see
Trench, Synon. § 42, Tholuck, Bergpr.
(Matth. v. 8), p. 82 8q., and notes on
Gal. v. 23. The less definite meaning
of ‘ gentleness’ is appy. maintained by
gsome of the Vv. (Vulg. ‘mansuetu-
dine,” Goth., ‘qgairrein’ [comp. Lat.
cicur], Arm., al.), and also by the

Greek commentators
duolws 8¢ kal wphos, ErTt yip Tamwewdy,
ey elvas, 6ttw 8¢ kal épylhov, Chrys. ;
comp. Theoph. on Gal. v. 3); the deeper
and miore Scriptural sense however is
distinctly to be preferred. A good
general definition will be found in Sto-
beeus, Florid. 1. 1 (18). The read-
ing mpavTyros, though only supported
by BCR ; mss., is appy. to be preferred
to wpabryros (Rec., Lachm., with AD
EFGL ; majority of mss.), as the best
attested form in the dialect of the
New Test.; Tisch. Prolegom. p. L.

perd pakpobuplas] ¢ with long-suffer-
ing;’ separate clause more fully eluci-
dated by the following words, dvexé-
pevor k.7 A, Two other constructions
have been proposed ; (@) the connexion
of perd paxp. with dvey. (Est., Harl.)
so as to form a single clause; (b) the
union of all the clauses in one single
sentence. The objections to (a) are,
(1) that dvey. is the natural expansion
of perd pakpof.—(2) that undue em-
phasis must thus, owing to the po-
sition, be ascribed to perd paxpof.—
(3) that the parallelism of the partici-
pial clauses would be needlessly vio-
lated: to (3) that the passage of the
general (dflws wepur.) into the special
(dvexopm. @AN.) becomes sudden and
abrupt, instead of being made easy and
gradational by means of the interposed
prepositional clauses; comp. Mey. in
loc. The fine word paxpofuuia
(‘long-suffering,’ * forbearance,” ‘us-
beisnai,” Goth.) implies the reverse of
é¢vBupla, and is well defined by Fritz,
(Rom. ii. 4, Vol. 1. p. 98) as clemen-
tia, qui ire temperans delictum non
statim vindices, sed ei qui peccaverit
peenitendi locum relinquas.” The gloss
of Chrys. on 1 Cor. xiii. 4, pakpbuuos
8ud Tobro Néyeral, émetdy paxpdy Tva

(ds0 Tamewds
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xal peydhqy Exer Yuyy (Clarom., ‘mag-
nanimitate’), is too inclusive and ge-
neral, that of Beza, irm cohibitione,’
too limited and special. On the senti-
ment generally, comp. James i. 19.
dvexopevor k.m.\.] ¢ forbearing one an-
other in love ;” manifestation and exhi-
bition of the maxpofuula: comp. Col.
iii. 13. The relapse of the participle
from its proper case into the nom. is
here so perfectly intelligible and natu-
ral, that any supplement of éoré or
yivesfe (Heins., al.) must be regarded
a8 wholly unnecessary; see notes on
ch, iii. 18, and Elsner, Obs. Vol. 1r.
P. 211 8q. év dydmry is referred
by Lachm. and Olsh. to grovddiorres.
Such a punctuation, though supported
by Origen (Caten.), seems wholly in-
admissible, as it disturbs the symme-
try of the two participial clauses, and
throws a false emphasis on év dydry.
3. omwovddl. Tpelv] ‘using dili-
gence to keep;” participial member pa-
rallel to the foregoing, specifying the
inward feelings (Mey.) by which the
dvéxesbar is to be characterized, and
the inward efforts by which it is to be
promoted; ok dmwbyws loxioouer elpn-
vevew, Theoph. For two good discus-
sions of this verse, though from some-
what different points of view, see
Laud, Serm. vi. Vol. I. p. 155 sq.
(A. C. L.), and Baxter, Works, Vol.
XVL p. 379 (ed. Orme).
Ty &vérqra Tod Ilv.] ‘the unity of
the Spirit, scil. ‘wrought by the
Spirit’ (79 évér. v 70 Ivebpa Ewker
Huiy, Theoph.; comp. Chrys., (eum.),
700 IIv., being the gen. of the origi-
nating cause (Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1,
P 125), not the possessive gen. (as
appy. Orig. Caten.), or both united
(as Stier, see Vol. 1. p. 18), neither
of which seems here go pertinent : see
notes on 1 Thess. i. 6, and on Col, i.

23. That the ref. is to the personal
Holy Spirit seems so clear, that we
may wonder how such able commen-
tators as Calvin and Estius could re-
gard 7o0 Ilv. as the human spirit,
and acquiesce in an interpr. so frigid
as ‘animorum concordia,” ¢animo-
rum inter vos conjunctio.” De Wette,
—whose own interpr. ‘die Einheif
des kirchlichen Gemeingeistes’ (comp.
Theod.-Mops., lyeip., 76 drayervioar
odua) is very far from satisfactory,—
urges évbrys wigrews, ver. 13 {(comp.
Origen), but the two passages are by
no means so closely analogous as to
suggest any modification of the simple
personal meaning here assigned to
Tvedua ; see Laud, Serm. v1. Vol. L. p.
162 (A. C. L.) & r$
cuwdéopw Tis elprvns] ‘in the bond
of peace;” element or principle in
which the unity is maintained, viz.
‘peace;’ s elpnr. not being the gen.
objecti (‘that which binds together,
maintains, peace,” Riickert; ¢ vinculum
quo pax retinetur,” Beng.; scil. dydmry,
Col. iii. 14), but the gen. of identity
or apposition; see Scheuerl. Synt.
§ 12. 1, p. 82, Winer, Gr. § 59. 8,
p- 470. The former interpretation is
plausible, and appy. as ancient as the
time of Origen (s dydmys avvieotbons
kard 1& Ilvebua évovuévous, ap. Cram.,
Caten. p. 165), but derives very
doubtful support from Col. .¢., where
dydmn is specified, and was perhaps
only due to the assumption that év
was here instrumental (= §ed, Beum.),
and that owd. s elp. was a peri-
phrasis for the agent (dydry) supposed
to be referred to. ’Ev however cor-
rectly denotes the sphere, the element,
in which the évérys is to be kept and
manifested (see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p.
345), thus preserving its parallelism
with év in ver. 2, and conveying a
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very simple and perspicuous meaning :
the Ephesians were to evince their for-
bearance in love, and to preserve the
Spirit-given unity in the true bond of
union, the ‘irrupta copula’ of peace.

The etymological identity of stwdesuos
and elpsvn must not be pressed (Rein-
ers, ap. Wolf), as the derivation of
elppy from EIPQ ‘necto’ is less pro-
bable than from EIPQ ‘dico; see Ben-
fey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 7, Rost u.
Palm, Lex. 8. v. Vol. 1. p. 799.

4. & odpa] ‘There is one body
declaration asserting the unity which
pervades the Christian dispensation,
designed to illustrate and enhance the
foregoing exhortation ; the simple verb
éori, not yiveafe or éoré (olmep éoré,
Camer.), being appy. the correct sup-
plement ; see Winer, Gr. § 64. 2, p.
516. The connexion of thought be-
tween ver. 3 and 4 is somewhat doubt-
ful. That the verse is not directly hor-
tatory, and connected with (Zachm.),
dependent on (‘ut sitis,” Syr.; Est. 2),
or in apposition to (*existentes,” Est.
1) what precedes, seems clear from the
parallelism with ver. 5 and 6: still
less does it introduce a reason for the
previous statement by an ellipse of
vdp (Eadie), all such ellipses being
wholly indemonstrable; ‘null in re
magis pejusque errari quam in ellipsi
particularum solet,” Herm. Viger, Ap-
pend. IL p. 701 (ed. Valpy). It seems
then only to contain a simple asser-
tion, the very unconnectedness of
which adds weight and impressiveness,
and seems designed to convey an echo
of the former warning; ‘remember,

there is one body, &c.;” comp. Hofm. .

Schrifth. Vol. 11, p. 108. In
the explanation of the sentiment the
-Greek commentators somewhat vacil-
late; we can however scarcely doubt

that the cdua implies the whole com-
munity of Christians, the mystical
body of Christ (ch. ii. 16, Rom. xii. s,
Col. i. 24, al.), and that the Ilvedua is
the Holy Spirit which dwells in the
Church (Eadie), and by which the
odua is moved and vivified (1 Cor. xii.
13): comp. Jackson, Creed, XI1. 3, 4,
Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 2. 1, p. 249, and
‘Wordsw. in loc. On this text, see the
discourse by Barrow, Works, Vol. vir.
p. 626 8q. (ed. Oxf.).

kafds] ‘even as; illustration and proof
of the unity, as more especially afford-
ed by the unity of the kope in which
they were called. On the latter form
xalus, see notes on Gal. iii. 6.

kol &kMjbnre &v g ] ‘ye were
also called in one hope,” ¢ vocati estis
in uni spe,’ Vulg.,, Clarom., Arm.;
xal marking the accordance of the
calling with the previously-stated uni-
ty (‘unitas spiritus ex unitate spei
noscitur,” Coce.), and év being neither
equiv. to éml (Chrys.) or els (Riick.),
nor even instrumental, but simply spe-
cifying the moral element in which as .
it were the x\fois took place; comp.
Winer, Gr. § 50. 5, p. 370. Meyer
adopts the instrumental sense; as
however there are not here, as in Gal.
i. 6 (see notes), any prevailing dog-
matical reasons for such an interpre-
tation, and as the two remaining pas-
sages in which xaXelv is joined with év
(1 Cor. vii. 15, 1 Thess. iv. 7) admit of
a similar explanation, it seems most
correct to adhere to the strict, and so
to say theological meaning of this im-
portant preposition : we were called
&n’ Oevleplg (Gal. v. 13), and ds {wip
aldwior (1 Tim. vi. 12), but & elpy
(1 Cor. vii. 15), & dyweopg (1 Thess.
iv. 7), and & éwid; comp. Reuss,
Théol, Chrét. 1v. 15, p. 146,
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Tis kMforews Spdv] ‘of your calling,’

sc. arising from your calling ; k\joews

being not the gen. of possession (Eadie,

Alf.), but of the origin or originating

cause ; xow? éorw Tudy éAwls éx Tis

xMjoews yevoudvy, (Bcum.: see notes
“on 1 Thess. i. 6.

5. s Kipos] ‘one Lord,’ sc.
Christ; placed prominently forward
as the Head of His one body the
Church, and the one divine object to-
ward whom fuith is directed and into
whom all Christians are baptized ;
comp. Rom, vi. 8, Gal. iii. 27; and for
a good sermon on this text, Barrow,
Serm. Xx11. Vol. v. p. 261 sq.
pla wlomis] ¢ one faith  not the * fides

. que creditur,” and still less the ‘regula
fidei, Grot.,—this meaning in the
N.'F. being extremely doubtful, see
notes on Gal.i. 23,—but the ‘fides qud
creditur,” the ‘fides salvifica,” which
was the same in its essence and qua-
lities for all Christians (Mey.). That
this however must not be unduly limit-
ed to the feeling of the individual, sc.
to faith in its utterly subjective aspect,
seems clear from the use of ulz, and
the general context. As there is one
Lord, so the ula wloris is not only a
subjective recognition of this eternal
truth (Usteri, Lehrd. It 1. 4, p. 238),
but also necessarily involves a com-
mon objective profession of it: comp.
Rom. x. 10, and see Stier, Vol. I. p.
33, Pearson, Creed, Art. 1X. Vol I.
p- 399 (ed. Burt.). & Bd-
wriopal ‘one baptism;’ a still further
¢ consequentia’ to els Kopios: as there
was one Lord and one faith in Him,
80 was there one and one only bap-
tism into Him (Gal iii. 27), one and
one only tnward element, one and one
only outward seal. Commentators
have dwelt, perhaps somewhat unpro-
fitably, upon the reasons why no men-

tion is made of the other sacrament,
the els dpros (1 Cor. x. 17) of the
Holy Communion. If it be thought
necessary to assign any reason, it must
certainly not be sought for in the
mere historical fact (Mey.} that the
Holy Communion was not at that time
50 separate and distinct in its admi-
nistration (comp. Bingham, Antig. xv.
7. 6, 4, Waterland, Eucharist, Ch. 1.
Vol. 1v. p. 475) as Holy Baptism,—
for the words of Inspiration are for all
times,—but must be referred to the
fundamental difference between the
sacraments. The one-is rather the
symbol of union (Usteri, Lekrb. 11 2,
P- 284), the other, from its single cele-
bration and marked individual refer-
ence, presents more clearly the idea of
unity,—the idea most in harmony with
the context; see Kahnis, 4bendm. p.
249, 276.

6. ¢els Qeds kal marrp] ‘one God
and Father } climactic reference to
the eternal Father (observe the distinct
mention of the three Persons of the
blessed Trinity, ver. 4, 5, 6) in whom
unity finds its highest exemplification ;
¢ etiamsi baptizamur in nomen Patris,
Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, et filium
unum Dominum nominamus, tamen
non credimus nisi in unum Deum,’
Coce. On thissolemn designation, see
notes on Gal. i. 4.; and for a discus-
sion of the title  Father,” see Pearson,
Creed, Art. 1. Vol. ©. p. 35 sq. (ed.
Burt.), Barrow, Creed, Serm. x. Vol.
V. P. 493 8q. 6 éml wdyvrov]
‘who s over all; o kdpios kal érdvew
wdvrwy, Chrys.; the relation expressed
seems that of simple sovereignty, not
only spiritual (Calv.), but general and
universal (Segmorelay onpaiver, Theed.);
comp. Rom. ix. 5, and see Winer, Gr,
§ 50. 6, p. 372,—where the associated
reference to ‘protection’ (ed. 5) is now,
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Further, Christ gives
His grace in measure
to each, as the Scripture testifies.

rightly excluded : this would have been
more naturally expressed by dmép: see
Kriiger, Sprackl, § 68, 28. It is un-
necessary to remark that the three
clauses are no synonymous formule
(Koppe), but that the prepositions mark
with scrupulous accuracy the threefold
relation in which God stands to his
creatures; see notes on Gal. i. 1, and
‘Winer, Gr. lLe¢., and Stier, Vol. 1.
P- 44. The gender of wdvrwy is
doubtful. It seems arbitrary (Vulg.,
Clarom.) to regard émi mwdvrwv and év
wdow [Huiv] as mase., and dud wdrrww
as neuter, as there is nothing in the
context or in the meaning of the
prepp. to require such a limitation:
the gender of one may with propriety
fix that of the rest. As wdsw then
certainly seems masculine, wdvrwy may
be assumed to be of the same gender;
so Copt., which by the omission of
%ob seems to express a definite opinion.
In Rom. ix. 5, wdvrev is commonly
and properly interpreted as neuter
(opp. to Fritz. in loc. Vol. IL p. 2%2),
there being no limitation or restriction
implied in the context. 8w
wdvrev kal é&v wdow] ¢through all
and in all.’ These two last clauses
are less easy to interpret, on account
of the approximation in meaning of
the two prepositions. Of these did is
referred (a) by the Greek expositors
to God the Father, in respect of his
providence (6 mpovody kal diowkiw,
Chrys.); () by Aquinas (ap. Est.), al.,
to God the Som, ‘per quem omnia
facta sunt’ (comp. Olsh.),—a very
inverted interpretation; (¢) by Calvin,
Megyer, al., ‘to the pervading charis-
matic influence and presence of God
by means of the Holy Spirit’ This
last interpretation seems at first sight

‘Evi 8¢ éxaoro judv €060y r}xépls' kata 7 -

most in unison with the strict meaning
of both prepp., i pointing to the in-
fluence of the Spirit which passes
through (‘transcurrit,’ Jerome) and
pervades all hearts [operative motion],
év His indwelling (6 olkdv, Chrys.)
and informing influence [operative
rest]. 'But yet as the three Persons
of the blessed Trinity have been so
lately specified, as references to this
holy Truth seems very noticeably to
pervade this Ep. (see Stier, Eph. Vol.
I p. 35), and as the ancient interpr.
of Irenzus ‘super omnig (?) quidem
Pater...per omnia (?) autem Verbum
...in omnibus autem nobis Spiritus,’
adv. Her., v. 18 (comp. Athan. ad
Serap. § 28, Vol. 11, p. 676, ed. Bened.),
seems to have a just claim on our
attention, it seems best and safest to
maintain that allusion in the present
case (opp. to Hofm. Schriftd. Vol. 1.
p. 184), and to refer 8u& wdvrwy to
the redeeming and reconciling in-
fluences of the Eternal Son which
pervade all hearts, while & wdow, as
above, marks the indwelling Spirit;
see Stier ¢n loc., and comp. Waterl.
Def. of Queries, Vol. 1. p. 280.

The reading is doubtful: fuiv (Rec.
Yuiv with mss.; Chrys. comment., al.)
is added to mdsw by DEFGKL; 40
msg, : Clarom., Vulg., Syr. (both),
Goth.; Iren. int, Dam., al.: but
seems rightly omitted with ABCN;
10 mss.; Copt., ZBth. (both); Ath.,
Greg.-Naz., Chrys. (text), al, as a
not improbable gloss; so Lachmi.,
Tisch., and appy. the majority of re-

. cent editors.

7. “BEv\ 8t éxdare Mpdv] ¢ But to
each one of us,’ ‘to each one indivi.
dually:’ further inculeation of this
unity in what might at first sight bave

G
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seemed to militate against it ; 8¢ neither
being transitional (comp. Eadie), nor
encountering any objection (Grot.,
comp. Theoph.), but merely suggesting
the contrast between the individual
and the wdrres previously mentioned
in ver. 6. In the general distribution
of gifts, implied in the 6 Gcds & Tdow,
no single individual is overlooked (r
Cor. xii. 11, dtatpolv Iblg éxdary) ; each
has his peculiar gift, each can and ought
to contribute his share to preserving
‘the unity of the Spirit:’ so in effect
Chrys., who in the main has rightly
felt and explained the connexion, r&
wdvTwy kepalawdéoTepa, ¢nol, xowd
wdvrwy éorl, 17O BdmrTiopa...el 8é i
6 etva whéov Exer & TG xaplopare,
pi &Ayer. See also Theod.-Mops. in
loe. é560m v xdpus] ‘the
grace was given,” sc. by our Lord after
His ascension; xdpis however not
being simply equivalent to xdpwua
(=‘gift of Grace,” Peile), but, as De
W. rightly observes, retaining some
shade of a transitive force, and denot-
ing the energizing grace which mani-
fests itself in the peculiar gift: comp.
Rom. xii. 6. The omission
of the art. (Lackm. with BD'FGL;
8 msg. ; Dam.) may be due to an error
in transcription, caused by the preced-
ing 7, by which it became absorbed.
It is retained by Z'%sch. (with ACD?
EKN; great majority of mss.; Chrys.,
Theod., al.), and most recent editors.
katd 16 pérpov k.T.N.]  according to
the measure of the gift of Christ,” scil.
‘in proportion to the amount of the
gift which Christ gives,” xafas Tiw
éavrod dwpedw éxdore Hudv 6 Seambrys
érepérpnoe Xpiorés, Theod.-Mops. ;
dwpeds being thus a simple possessive
gen. (the measure which the gift has,
which belongs to and defines the
gift), and Xpiorod the gen. of ablation

(Donalds. Gr. § 451), or more specifi-
cally of the agent, the giver (compare
dwpeas xdperos, Plato, Leg. viiL. 844 D,
and see notes on 1 Thess. i. 6); not of
the receiver (Oeder ap. Wolf),—an idea
which is in no sort of harmony with
the context #dwker dbpara in ver. 8;
see 2 Cor. ix. 15. Stier very infelici-
tously in point of grammar endeavours
to unite both.

8. 8w Méye] ¢ On which account He
saith; on account of this bestowal of
the gift of Christ, and that in differing
measures ;—387¢, ¢yoiv, 9 xdpis dwped
éorie 700 Xp. kal adros perphoas €wker,
drove, ¢nol, Tob Aavid, (Ecum. The
difficulties of this verse, both in regard
to the connexion, the source, and the
form of the citation, are very great,
and must be separately, though briefly
noticed. (1) Connewxion. There is clear-
ly no parenthesis; ver. 8 is to be
closely connected with verse %, and
regarded as a seriptural confirmation
of its assertions. These assertions in-
volve two separate momentsof thought,
(a) the primary, that each individual
has his peculiar and appropriate gifts,
further elucidated and exemplified in
ver. 11; (b) the secondary, that these
gifts are conferred by Christ. The in-
trinsic rather than the contextual im-
portance of (5) induces the Apostle to
pause and add a special confirmation
from Scripture. The cardinal words
are thus so obviously ¢34y, Swped,
and Bwker dbuara, that it is singular
that so good a commentator as Olsh.
could have supposed the stress of the

_ citation to lie on Tols dwép.

(2) The source of the citation is mot
any Christian hymn (Storr, Opuse. 111,
P- 309), but Psalm Ixviii.—a Psalm of
which the style, age, purport, and al-
lusions, have been most differently
estimated and explained (for details
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8. & wker] The reading here is somewhat doubtful.

Tisch. (ed. 7) prefixes

xal with BCIC*D3KLN?; nearly all mss.; Goth., Syr. (both), al.; Orig., Chrys.,
Theod., al. (Rec., Alf) : Lachm. on the contrary omits xaf, with AC2DIEFGN!;
mss. ; Vulg., Clarom., Copt.; Iren. (interpr.), Tertull., al. (Zisch. ed. 2); and
appy. rightly, as an insertion for the sake of keeping up the connexion seems
more probable than a conformation to the LXX, where the kal is omitted.

see Reuss on Ps. Ixviii.), but which
may with high probability be deemed
a hymn of vietory in honour of the
Lorp God of battles (Hengst. opp.
to J. Olsh.), of high originality (Hitzig
opp. to Ewald), and composed by Da-
vid on the taking of Rabbah (Hengst.
opp. to Reuss, J. Olsh.). We have
therefore no reason whatever to enter-
tain any doubt of its inspired and
Prophetic character; comp. Phillips,
Psalms, Vol. 1L. p. 79. (3) The
Sorm of citation is the real difficulty:
the words of the Psalm are DHQ‘Z
DIND NAAY, in LXX, &\afes dbuara
& dvBpdme [-wots, Alex., Comp., Ald.].
The difference in St Paul’s citation is
palpable, and, we are bound in candour
to say, is hardly diminished by any
of the proposed reconciliations; for
even assuming that ﬂ]?%: ¢ danda
sumsit,” < he took only to give’ (comp.
Gen. xv. g, xviil. 5, xxvil. 13, and see
Surenhus. Big\. Karal\. p. 585), still
the nature of the gifts, which in one
case were reluctant (see Hengst.), in
the other spontaneous, appears essen-
tially different. We admit then
frankly and freely the verbal difference,
but remembering that the Apostle
wrote under the Inspiration of the
Holy Ghost, we recognise here nei-
ther imperfect memory, precipitation
(Riick.), arbitrary change (Calv.; comp.
Theod.-Mops.), accommodation (Mo-
rus), nor Rabbinical interpretation
(Mey.), but simply the fact that the
Psalm, and esp. ver. 18, had a Mes-

sianic reference, and bore within it a
further, fuller, and deeper meaning.
This meaning the inspired Apostle, by
a slight change of language, and sub-
stitution of é3wxe for the more dubious
N7, succinetly, suggestively, and au-
thoritatively unfolds: compare notes
on Gal. iil. 16. 'We now proceed to
the grammatical details.

Méye] < Hesaith,” sc. 6 Oebs, not 4 ~ypa-
¢n. This latter nominative is several
times ingerted by St Paul (Rom. iv. 3,
ix. 17, x. 11, Gal.1v. 30, 1 Tim. v. 18),
but is not therefore to be regularly
supplied whenever there is an ellipsis
(Bos, Ellips. p. 54), without reference
to the nature of the passage. The
surest and in fact only guide is the
context: where that affords no certain
hint, we fall back upon the natural
subject 6 Oeds, whose words the Scrip-
tures are; see notes on Gal. iii. 16.
dvaBds eis os] ¢ Having ascended
on high;’ not ‘ascendens,” Vulg., Cla-
rom., but ‘quum ascendisset,” Beza ;—
the reference being obviously to Christ’s
ascent into heaven (Barrow, Creed,
Vol. vi. p. 358, Pearson, Creed, Art.
vI. Vol. I. p. 323, ed. Burt.), and the
aor. part. here being temporal, and,
according to its more common use, de-
noting an action preceding (never in
the N.T. subsequent to, see Winer, Gr.
§ 45. 6. b, p. 316) that of the finite
verb: see Bernhardy, Synt. X. g, p.
383, Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. ro. 1. Our
Lord, it may be urged, gave the Holy
Spirit before his Ascension (John xx.
22) ; but this was only an ‘arrha Pen-

G2
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tecostes,” Beng., a limited (Alford) and
preparatory gift of the Holy Spirit;
see Liicke i loc. On this text as
cited from Psalm Ixviii. see a good
sermon by Andrewes, Serm. vir. Vol.
L p. 221 (A.-C. L.). AXpo-
AéT. ailxpedwoiav] ¢ He led captivity
captive,” ‘captivam duxit captivita-
tem,” Vulg., Clarom.; the abstract
alxualwo. being used for the concrete
alxmardrovs (comp. Numb. xxxi. 12,
2 Chron. xxviii. 11, 13, and see exx.
Jelf, Gr. § 353), and serving by its
connexion with the cognate verb to
enhance and slightly intensify it;
comp. Winer, Gr. § 32. 2, p. 201, and
see the copious list of exx. in Lobeck,
Paralip. p. 498 sq. Who composed
this alyuelwele is a point much dis-
cussed. That the captives were not
(@) Satan’s prisoners (dvfpdmwovs Imd Ty
700 dwxBbhov Tuparvide Karexouévous,
Theod.-Mops.; comp. Just. Mart.
Trypho, § 39, Vol. 1L p. 128 [ed. Otto],
and Theod. én loc.) seems clear from the
subsequent mention of dvfpdimrots, which
(though mnot so in the Psalm) seems
here to refer to a different class to the
captives. Nor (b)) can they be the
souls of the righteous in Hades (Es-
tius ; comp. Evang. Niecod.§ 24,1inThilo,
Codex Apocryph. p. 747), as, setting
aside other reasons (*captivos non duci
in libertatem, sed hostes in captivita-
tem,” Calov.), the above interpr. of
the part. dvaBas seems seriously op-
posed to such a view. If however (¢)
we regard ‘the captivity’ as captive
and subjugated enemies (Meyer, De
W.), the enemies of Christ,—Satan,
Sin, and Death,—we preserve the
analogy of the comparigon (comp. Alf.),
and gain a full and forcible meaning :
80 rightly Chrys., aixudAwror yap 7ov
Topavvor EaBe (not karipynoe, which

with regard to Death is mainly future,
1 Cor. xv. 26) 7ov didBorov Aéyw ral
Tov Gdvarov kal THy dpdv kal THY dpap-
Comp. (Ecum. 2, Theoph.
Bokev Sdparta] ‘He gave gifis,’ sc.
spiritual gifts ; comp. &366y % xdps,
ver, %, and as a special and particular
illustration, Acts ii. 33.

9. 76 8 dvéfn] ¢ Now that He as-
cended,’ scil. now the predication of
His ascent,” not ‘the word dvéBy,” as
dvaBds, not dvéBy, precedes; 3¢ here
marking a slight explanatory transi-
tion ; Hartung, Partik. 8¢, 2. 3, Vol. 1.
p- 165. To evince still more clearly
the truth and correctness of the Mes-
sianic application of the words just

Tlav.

cited, St Paul urges the antithesis im-
plied by avéBn, viz. karéBy, a predica-
tion only applicable to Christ; comp.
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 11. 1,p. 344, where
this and the preceding verses are fully
investigated. Tl éorwv € pof
k.r.N.] ¢ what is it, what doth it imply
(Matth. ix. 13, John xvi. 17; comp.
notes on Gal. iil. 19), except that He
not only ascended but also descended
the tacit assumption, as Meyer ob-
serves, being clearly this, that He who
is the subject of the citation is One
whose seat was heaven,—mo man, but
a giver of gifts to men; especially
comp. John iii, 13. The inser-
tion of mp&rov after karéBy [Rec. with
BCPKLNY; most mss.; Aug.,, Vulg,
Goth., Syr. (both); Theod., al.] seems
clearly to have arisen from an explana-
tory gloss; and that of uépy after kard-
Tepa, though very strongly supported
[Rec., Lackm., with ABCD?KLN; near-
ly all mss.; Vulg., al.], to be still fairly
attributable to the same origin.

ds o kardrepa Tis yis] ‘unio the
lower parts of the earth,’ ‘in loca que
subter terram,’ Copt., ‘subter terram,’
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ZEth, This celebrated passage has re-
ceived several differentinterpretations,
two only of which however deserve
serious consideration, and between
which it is extremely difficult to decide :
(@) the ancient explanation, according
to which 7d xardrepa THs yis=7d
xaraxfbéma, and imply ¢ Hades’ (wol
8 katéBn; els Tov dony, Tobrov ydp
kardrepa uépn Tis yis Nyew kard T
kowhy Urbvoway, Theoph.), the gen. not
being dependent on the comparative
(Riick.,—still less compatible with his
insertion of uépy), but being the regu-
lar possessive gen.: (b) the more modern
interpretation, adopted by the majo-
rity of recent commentators, according
to which 74s +y7s is regarded as the
gen. of apposition (see esp. Winer, Gr.
§ 59. 8, p. 470), and the expression as
equivalent to els 79y karwrépav yiv.
Both sides claim the comparative xa-
Térepa,—the PIND PSRN pressed
by Olsh. is at least equally indetermi-
nate with the Greek,—the one as sug-
gesting a comparison with the earth,
‘a lower depth than the earth,” the
other as suggested by the comparison
with the heaven (Actsii. 19, John viii.
23,—but in this latter passage xdrw
reaches lower than the earth; Stier,
Reden Jesu, Vol IV. p. 447 sq.) ; comp.
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 11 1, p. 345.
These arguments must be nearly set
off against one another, as the positive
would have been most natural in the
latter case, the superlative perhaps in
the former, As however the superl.
would have tended to fix the locality
(comp. Nehem. iv. 13) more definitely
than was suitable to the present con-
text, and as the use of the term ¢oys
would have marred the antithesis (v4
opp. to otpawbs), it does not seem im-
probable that the more vague com-
parative was expressly chosen, and

that thus its use is more in favour of
(@) than (). When to this we add
the full antithesis that seems to lie in
brepdvw mwdyTwr 7@y olpavdy (‘subli-
miora celorum’ opp. to ‘inferiora ter-
rarum,’ Tertull.), surely more than a
mere expansion of els Uyos (Winer,
Mey.), and also observe the sort of
exegetical necessity which iva wAnpdoy
T& wdrTa (ver. 10) seems to impose
on us of giving the fullest amplitude
to every expression, we still more in-
cline to (a); and with Irensus (Her,
V. 31, comp. IV, 22, ed, Mass.), Tertul-
lian (de Animd, c. 55), and the principal
ancient writers (see Pearson, Creed,
Art. v. Vol. 1. p. 269, and reff. on
Vol. 11. p. 195, ed. Burt.), recognise
in these words an illusion, not to
Christ’s death and burial (Chrys.,
Theod.), but definitely to His descent
into hell: so also Olsh., Stier, Alf,
‘Wordsw., and Baur (Paulus, p. 431);
but it is to be feared that the judgment
of the last writer is not unbiassed, as
he urges the reference as a proof of
the gnostic origin of the Epistle.

On thig clause and on ver. 10 see a
good sermon by South, Posth. Serm.
1. Vol. 111 p. 169 8q. Lond. 1843 ; and
for a geueral investigation of the doc-
trine of Christ’s descent into hell and
its connexion with the last things,
Guder, Lehre von der Erscheinung J.
C. unter den Todten, Bern, 1853.

10. 6 karafds] ‘He that de-
scended ;> emphatic, as its position
shows: the absence of any connecting
or illative particle gives a greater force
and vigour to the conclusion. It may
be observed that adrdsis not ‘thesame,’
Auth.,—as no instance of an omission
of the article occurs in the N.T.,
though it is occasionally dropped in
the earlier (Herm. Opusc, Vol. L. p.
332), and frequently in Byzantine
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He appointed divers
ministering orders,

Kai

till we all come unto the unity of faith, and in truth and love
grow up into Christ, the head of the living body the Church.

authors,—but is simply the emphatic
‘He;’ ob ~ydp &\os kaTehilvle kal
&\hos avedhvfer, Theod.; see Winer,
Gr. § 22. 4. obs. p. 135.

wdvrev Tév ovpavdv] ‘all the heavens,’
‘czlos omnes penetravit ascendendo,
usque ad summum celum,’ Est. ; dyy-
Mrepos TGy olpavwy, Heb. vil. 26,
comp. tb. iv. 14. There is no neces-
sity whatever to connect this expres-
sion with the ‘seven heavens’ of the
Jews (comp. Wetst. on 2 Cor. xil. 2,
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. 11. 1, p. 387):
the words, both here and in Heb. IL
¢c., have only a simple and general
meaning, and are well paraphrased by
Bp. Pearson,—‘whatsoever heaven is
higher than all the rest which are
called heavens, into that place did He
ascend’ (Crezd, Art. VI Vol. L p. 320,
ed. Burton).

fva wAnpdon Td wdvre] ‘in order
that He might fill all things;’ more
general purpose involved in the more
special #wker dbpara Tols drbpwmors
(ver. 8), though structurally depend-
ent on the preceding participle. The
subjunctive with a after a past tense
is correctly used in the present case
to denote an act that still continues;
see Herm. Viger, No. 350, and esp.
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 618, who hag
treated this and similar uses of the
subj. with {va after preterites with
considerable acumen: for exx. see
Gayler, Partic. Neg. p.{176, who,has
also’correctly seized the general prin-
ciple, ‘subjunctivum usurpari si pre-
valet consilium, aut respectus ad even-
tum habendus;” p. 165. Great caution
however must be used in applying
these principles to the N.T., as the
general and prevailing use of the subj.
both in the N.T. and in later writers
makes it very doubtful whether the

finer distinction of mood was in all
such cases as the present distinctly
felt and intended.

It is not necessary either to limit
wdvra whnpoly, the solemn predicate
of the Deity (Jerem. xxiii. 24, see
Schoettg. Hor. Heb. Vol. 1. p. 775),
to the gift of redemption (Riick.), or
to confine the comprehensive 7d wdrra
to the faithful (Grot.), or to the church
of Jews and Gentiles (Meier): the
expression is perfectly unrestricted,
and refers not only to the sustaining
and ruling power (74s decmorelas adrol
kal évepyelas, Chrys.), but also to the
diviné presence of Christ (‘preesentia
et operatione sud, se ipso,” Beng.).
The doctrine of the ubiquity of
Christ’s Body derives no support from
this passage (Form. Concord. p. 767%),
as there is here no reference to a dif-
fused and ubiquitous corporeity, but
to a pervading and energizing omni-
presence ; comp. Ebrard, Dogmatik,
§ 390, Vol. 11. p. 139, and notes on
ch. i. 23. The true doctrine may
perhaps be thus briefly stated : —Christ
is perfect God, and perfect and glori-
fied man; as the former he is present
everywhere, as the latter he can be
present anywhere: see Jackson, Creed,
Book x1. 3, and comp. Stier, Reden
Jesu, Vol. V1, p. 164.

11, Kai adrés] ‘And HEr, ‘jah
silba,” Goth. ; éuparkds 8¢ elre 7o
avrés, Theoph. There is here no
direct resumption of the subject of
ver. 7, as if ver. 8—10 were merely
parenthetical, but a regression to it;
while at the same time the airés is
naturally and emphatically linked on
to the airds in the preceding verse,
This return to a subject, without dis-
turbing the harmony of the immediate
connexion or the natural sequence of
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thought, constitutes one of the high
excellences, but at the same time one
of the chief difficulties, in the style of
the great Apostle. EBwkev]
‘gave; ‘dedit, Vulg.,, Clarom., al.;
not merely Hebraistic ({03, Olsh.),
and equivalent to &fero (Acts xx. 28,
1 Cor. xii. 28), ‘dedit Ecclesie id est
posuit in Eeccl.” (Est.), but in the
ordinary and regular meaning of the
word, and in harmony with é3607,
ver. 7, dbuara, ver.8; comp. notes on
ch. i 22. dooTélovs]
¢ Apostles,,—in the highest and most
special sense ; comp. notes on Gal.i. 1.
The chief characteristics of an Apostle
were an immediate call from Christ
(comp. Gal. i. 1), a destination for all
lands (Matth. xxviii. 19, 2 Cor. xi. 28),
and a special power of working Mira-
cles (2 Cor. xii. 12) ; see Eadie n loc.,
who has grouped together the essen-
tial elements of the Apostolate with
proof texts. wpodiras]
¢ Prophets,’—not only in the more spe-
cial sense (as Agabus, Acts xi. 28),
but in the more general one of preach-
ers and expounders, who spoke under
the immediate impulse and influence
ofethe Holy Spirit, and were thus to
be distinguished from the §iddoxadoc:
6 uév wpopyTedwy wdvra dwd Tol Ilved-
uaros @Oéyyerar, 6 3¢ Suddarwy éoriv
Gmov kal € olkelas Siavolas Sialéyerar,
Chrys. on 1 Cor. xii. 28: see Thorn-
dike, Relig. Assemblies, ch. v. 1 sq.
Vol. 1. p. 182 8q. (A.-C. L.}, and comp.
notes on ch. ii. 20,

edayyehotds] ‘Evangelists,’—not Tovs
70 edayyéhwor ypaydrras ((Ecum.,
Chrys. 2), but 7ols elayyedifoudrovs
(Chrys. 1), preachers of the Gospel,
who mepibrres éxfpvrror (Theod.), and
yet, as uh wepibyres wavraxod (Chrys.),

were distinguished from the Apostles,
to whom they acted as subordinates
and missionaries: comp. Acts viii, 14,
and see Thorndike, Relig. Assembl. 1v.
37, Vol. 1. p. 176, ib. Right of Church,
11. 30, Vol. L. p. 451, Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 1L 2, p. 249.
wonpf\;as kol S8ackdhovs] ‘Pastors
and Teachers’ Tt has been doubted
whether these words denote different
classes, or are different names of the
same class. The absence of the dis-
junctive 7ols 8¢ (arbitrarily inserted in
Syr., but altered in Syr.-Phil.) seems
clearly to show that both wowu. and
8:8dgx. had some common distinctions,
—probably that of being stationary
rather than missionary, ol xaffuevo
kal wepl EvaTémwov hoxolquévor, Chrys.,
—which plainly separated them from
each of the preceding classes. Thus
far they might be said to form one
class; but it is very doubtful whether
the individuals who composed it bore
either or both names indifferently. The
wouéves (a term probably including
értoxoror and wpecBiTepo, Fritz.
Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 43 £q.) might be
and perhaps always were &uddokato
(comp. 1 Tim, iii. 2, Tit. i. 9, Martyr.
Polyc. § 16, see Thorndike, Relig.
Assembl. 1v. 40, Vol. 1. p. 170), but it
does not follow that the converse was
true. The xdpiwopa of kuBépryats is so
distinet from that of ddaockalla, that
it seems necessary to recognise in the
d:3dok. a body of men (scarcely a dis-
tinct class) who had the gift of ddax7,
but who were not invested with any
administrative powers and authority ;
see esp. Hooker, Eccl. Pol.v. 78. 8,
and comp. Neander, Planting, Vol, 1.
p- 149 (Bohn).

12, wpds TOV KATAPTTRGY K.\ ]
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‘with « view to the perfecting of the
saints, for the work of ministration,
Jfor the building up of the body of
Christ ;> more ultimate and more im-
mediate end of the gifts specified in
the preceding verse. It is extremely
difficult to fix the exact shade of mean-
ing which these prepp. are intended
to convey. It seems clear however
(@) that there is no ‘trajection,” Grot.;
and also (b) that the three members are
not to be regarded as merely parallel,
and co-ordinately dependent on &wxe
(kagTos olxodopel, Eraot. karapTifel,
&aor, duaxovel, Chrys.), for wpds and
els must thus be regarded as synony-
mous (Syr., Goth., Arm.}) ; and though
St Paul studied prepositional varia-
tion (See Winer, Gr. § 50. 6, p. 372),
it still does not appear from the exx.
usually cited that he did so except for
the sake of definition, limitation, or
presentation of the subject in a fresh
point of view; see notes on Gal. i. 1.
Moreover, as Mey. justly observes,
the second member, eis épyor x.7.A.,
would thus much more naturally and
logically stand first. It also seems
(¢) mearly as unsatisfactory, with
Ath. (expressly ; Vulg., Clarom., Copt.
are equally ambiguous with the Greek),
De W., al., to connect eis...els closely
with wpbs, as we are thus compelled
to give dwaxovla the less usual, and
here (after the previous accurate defi-
nitions) extremely doubtful meaning
of ¢ christliche Dienstleitung,” De W.,
‘genus omnium functionum in Eccle-
gia,” Aret.; see below. It seems then
(d) best and most consonant with the
fundamental ethical meaning of the
prepositions to connect els...els with
&uwre, and—as els, with the idea of
destination, frequently involves that
of altainment (see Jelf, Gr. § 625. 3,
Kriiger, Sprackl, § 68. 21. 5, and

comp. Hand, Twrsell. ‘in,’ 1L 23,
Vol. 111. 23)—to regard els...els as
two parallel members referring to the
more immediate, mpds to the more ulti-
mate and final purpose of the action;
comp. Rom. xv. 2, dpesxérw els 76
dyafdr wpds oikodousr, which seems to
admit a similar explanation, and see
notes on Philem. 5. For distine-
tions between els, mpbs, and émi, see
notes on 2 Thess. ili. 4, and between
els, wpbs, and kard, notes on Tit. i. 1.
‘We may thus paraphrase : ‘He gave
Apostles... to fulfil the work of the
ministry, and to build up the body of
Christ, His object being to perfect his
saints;’ comp. Hofm. Schrifth. Vol
1. 2, p. 109, where practically the
same view is maintained.

Tdv kaTapTiopdv] ‘the pernfecting,” Ty
Tehelwaw, Theoph.; comp. kardpriots,
2 Cor, xiii. 9 : the nature of this de-
finite perfecting is explained in ver.
13. The primary ethical meaning
of karaprifew, ‘reconcinnare’ (Rost u.
Palm, Lex. s.v.), appears only in Gal.
vi. 1 (comp. notes): in all other pas-
sages in the N.T. of ethical reference
(e.g. Luke vi. 40, 1 Cor. i. 10, 2 Cor.
xiil. 11, Heb. xiii. 21, 1 Pet. v. 10),
the secondary meaning, ‘ to make dp-
Tios,” ‘to make perfect, complete’ (re-
Aewofy, Hesych.), appears to be the
prevailing meaning: comp. xaraprifew
Tpujpes, Diod. Sie. xmi1, 7o, see exx.
in Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s.v. Any
allusion to ‘the accomplishment of
the number of the elect,” Pelag.
(comp. Burial Service), would here be
wholly out of place.

tpyov Buaxovias] ‘the work of the
ministry ;’ scil. ‘the duties and func-
tions of dudkovor in the Church.’ As
the meaning of both these words
has been unduly strained, we may re-
mark briefly that &vyov is not pleo-
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nastic (see Winer, Gr. §65. 7, p. 541),
or in the special sense of ¢building’
(comp. 1 Cor, iii. 13), but has the
simple meaning of ‘business,” ‘func-
tion’ (1 Tim. iii. 1),—not ‘res per-
fecta,” but ‘res gerenda,’ in exact
parallelism with the use of olxodous.
Again, Siakovia is not ‘service’ gene-
rally, but, as its prevailing usage in
the N.T. (Rom. xi. 13, 2 Cor. iv. 1,
al.) and especially the present context
suggest, ‘spiritual service of an official
nature;’ see Meyer in loc., Hofm.
Schrifth. Vol. 11, 2, p. 109. The ab-
sence of both articles has been pressed
(Eadie, Peile), but appy. unduly:
dwakovia may possibly have been left
studiedly anarthrous in reference to
the different modes of exercising it
alluded to in ver. 11, and the various
spiritual wantg of the Church (Hamm.) ;
Epyov however seems clearly definite
in meaning though by the principle
of correlation (Middleton, Art. 111
3, 6) it is necessarily anarthrous in
form. otkod. 7ot cdparos]
‘building up of the body,” parallel to,
but at the same time more nearly de-
fining the nature of the &<yov. The
articleis not required (as with karapr.),
as it was not any absolute definite
process of edifying, but edifying gene-
rally that was the object. The ob-
servation which some commentators
make on ‘the confusion of metaphors’
is nugatory: as 76 odpa 7ol Xp. has
a distinct metaphorical sense, so has
olkodous. On the nature of Christian
olkodout, see Nitzach, Theologie, § 39,
Vol 1. p. 205.

13.  péxpr katavricwpev] ¢ until
we come o, arrive at;’ specification of
the time up to which this spiritual
constitution was designed to last.
Several recent commentators (Harl.,
Mey., al.) notice the omission of &v

“observation.

as giving an air of less uncertainty
to the subj.; see notes on Gal. iii. 19.
As a general principle this is of course
right (see Herm. Partic. &v, 1I. 9,
p. 109 sq., Hartung, Partik. &, 3,
Vol. 1L p. 2915q.); we must be cau-
tious however in applying the rule in
the N.T., as the tendency of later
Greek to the mnearly exclusive use of
the subj., and esp. to the use of these
temporal particles with the aor., with-
out &, is very discernible: see Winer,
Gr. § 41. 3, p. 265. The use of the
subj. (the mood of conditioned but
objective possibility), not fut. (as
Chrys.), shows that the karavrdr is
represented not only as the eventual,
but as the expected and contemplated
result of the &wxer; see Scheuerl.
Synt. § 36. 1, p. 393, Jelf, Gr. § 842. 2,
and comp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 128, p.
280. This use of the subj. deserves
The meaning of
katavrdy with éxl or els (only the
latter in the N.T.) has been unduly
pressed: it has no necessary reference
to former wanderings or diverse start-
ing points (Zanch., Vatabl. ap. Pol
Syn.), but simply implies ‘pervenire
ad’ (‘occurrere in,’ Vulg., Clarom.),
with ref. only to the place, person, or
point arrived at; see notes on Phil.
iii. 11, and comp. exx. in Schweigh.
Lex. Polyb. 8. v.

ol wravres] ‘we all,’ ‘the whole of us,’
scil, all Christians, implied in the r&»
aytwy, ver. 12. It is difficult to agree
with Ellendt"(ZLex. Soph. s.v, wds, 111,
1, Vol. 1. p. 519) in the assertion
that in the plural the addition or
omission of the article, ‘cum sensus
fert,” makes no difference. The dis-
tinction is mnot always obvious (see
Middleton, Art. VIL 1), but may
generally be deduced from the funda-
mental laws of the article.
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ds v &vémra Tis wlor.] ‘unto the
unity of faith;’ ‘that oneness of
faith’ (Peile, see Wordsw.) which was
the aim and object towards which the
spiritual efforts of the various forms
of ministry were all directed; éws &
deixOduey wdvres ulay [rather 77
mlav] wiorw Eovres' TolTo ydp éoTw
évbrys wloTews 8rav wdvres & Juew,
8rav wdvres Suolws TO¥ oivdesuoy éme-
ywidokwuey, Chrys,

kal s émyvdoews k.T.N.] ‘and of
the true knowledge of the Son of God ;’
further development,—not only faith
in the Son, but saving knowledge of
Him; the gen. 700 viod 7ol Oeol being
the gen. object: (Winer, Gr. § 30. obs.
p. 168), and belonging to both sub-
stantives. The kal is thus not ‘exe-
getice positum’ (Calv.), but simply
copulative; the formerinterpr., though
grammatically admissible (see on Gal.
vi. 16), would here be contextually
untenable, as wioris and émiyvwos
(see notes on ch. i. 17) obviously con-
vey different ideas (Mey.), and are
terms by no means mutually explana-
tory ; ‘cognitio perfectius quiddam fide
sonat,” Beng. Such sentences
as the present may serve to make us
careful in obtruding too hastily on
every passage the meaning of wioris
Inoot Xp. alluded to on ch. iil. 12,
and noticed in notes on Gal. ii. 16,

els dvdpa Té\evov] ‘fo a perfect full
grown man ;’ metaphorical apposition
to the foregoing member, the concrete
term being probably selected rather
than any abstract term (% reheworépa
TGr doypdrwy [better Tod XpisTob]
yv&ows, Theoph.), as forming a good
contrast to the following v#mio (ver.
14, comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 10, 11), and as
suggesting by its singular’ the idea
of the complete unity of the holy per-

sonality, further explained in the next
clause, into which they were united
and consummated. Instances of a
similar use of 7éheos are cited by
Raphel. Annot. Vol. 1. p. 477; see
esp. Polyb. Hist. v. 29. 2, where mat-
dlov yijmiov and Téhetor dvdpa stand in
studied contrast to each other.

els pérpov k.T.A] “to the measure of
the stature of Christ’s fulness, i.e. ‘of
the fulness which Christ bas,” 700 Xp.
being the gen. subjecti; see esp. notes
on ch. iii. 19, and on the accumula-
tion of genitives Winer, Gr. § 30. 3.
obs. 1, p. 172; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4.
It is doubtful whether H\wia is to be
referred (@) to age (John ix. 21, so
clearly Matth. vi. 27), or (b) to stature
(Luke xix. 3), both being explana-
tions here equally admissible ; see Bos,
Ezxercit. p. 183. In the former case
700 wAyp. 7. Xp. will be the quali-
fying, or rather characterizing gen.
(Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, and
notes on ch. i, 10), and will more
nearly define rfs %Aw.,— ‘the age
when the fulness of Christ is received :’
in the latter the gen. is purely posses-
sive. The antithesis (ré\ecot...phmiod)
seems in favour of (a); still,—as both
words are metaphorical,—as uérpoy is
appropriately used in reference to
‘stature’ (see esp. Lucian, Imag. 6,
cited by Wetst.; even in Hom. Od.
XvHI. 216, 4Bys pérp. is associated
with the idea of size), and still more,
as the separate words m\fpwua, abh-
cwuer, dc. no less than the context
ver. 16, all suggest ideas of matured
growth in respect of magnitude,—the
latter interpr. (b) seems most probable
and satisfactory ; so Syr., Goth. (‘vah-
staus’), Copt. (maié), appy. Ath., and
our own Auth. Version, It has
been considered a question whether
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the Apostle is here referring solely to
present (Chrys.), or to future life
(Theod.). The mention of wieris, and
the tenor of ver. 14, 13, incline us to
the former view : still it is probable
(see Olsh.) that no special distinction
wag intended. St Paul regards the
Church as one: he declares its issue
and destination as évérys and Tehews-
79s: on the realization of this, when-
soever and wheresoever, the functions
of the Christian ministry will cease.
14. va pnkért k.T.N] “in order
that we may be no longer children,’
purpose contemplated in the limitation
as to duration of the gifts specified in
ver. 11 8q. The connexion is not per-
fectly clear. Is this verse (a) co-ordi-
nate with ver. 13, and immediately de-
pendent on 11, 12 (Harl.), or (3) is it
subordinate to it, and remotely depen-
dent on ver. 11, 12? The latter seems
most probable: ver. 13 thus defines
the ‘terminus ad quem’ which charac-
terizes the functions of the Christian
ministry; ver. 14 explains the object,
viz. our ceasing to be wymior, contem-
plated in the appointment of such a
‘terminus,” and thence more remotely
in the bestowal of a ministry so cha-
racterized ; see Meyer in loc., who hag
ably elucidated the connexion.
For a sound sermon on this text in
reference to the case of ¢ Deceivers and
Deceived,” see Waterl. Serm. XXIX.
Vol. v. p. 717 sq. pnkén] ‘no
longer;” 710 pyxére delcvvor wdhat
7otro wabbévras, Chrys. This is not
however said in reference to the Ephe-
sians only, but as the context (wdvres,
ver. 13) suggests, in ref. to Christians
generally. Eadie somewhat singularly
stops to comment on the use of ‘unké-
7t not ovkére:’ surely to e in its
present sense ‘particula u¥ consen-

tanea est, Gayler, Partik. Neg. p.
168, kAvBwwntdpevor] ¢ tossed
about like waves’ (‘usvagidai,’ Goth.,
comp. Syr, Arm.),—not ‘by the
waves.” Stier, assuming the latter
to be the true meaning of the pass.
(“metaphor from a ship lying at hull,’
Bramh. Catching Lev. ch. 3. Vol. 1v.
P- 592), adopts the middle (comp.
¢ fluctuantes,” Vulg.) to avoid the then
incongruous xhvd. dvéuw. The exx.
however adduced by Wetst. and Krebs
(k\vduwrifeabar éx 70l mbbov, Aristen,
Epist. 1. 27; Tapacabuevos kal ihvdevt-
{duevos, Joseph. Antig. IX. 11. 3) con-
firm the passive use and the former
meaning ; comp. James i. 6.

avépw ris 8Backallas] ‘wind of doc-
trine” The article does not show ‘the
prominence which teaching possessed
in the Church’ (Eadie), but specifies
Sidackalla in the abstract, every kind
and degree of it: see Middleton, Art.
v. 1, p. 89 sq. (ed. Rose). On the pro-
bable distinction between &idasxalia
and d8ays, see notes on 2 Tim. iv, 2.
& 7§ kvBelg k. 7. N] “in the sleight
of men,—of men, not the faith and
knowledge of the Son of God, ver. 13.
’Ev may be plausibly considered in-
strumental (Arm., Mey.); as however
this would seem pleonastic after the
instrumental, or what Kriiger (Sprachl.
§ 48. 151 8q.) more inclusively terms
the dynamic dat. dvéuy (see Heb.
xiii. g), and would mar the seem-
ing parallelism with év dydwp (ver.
15), the prep. appears rather to de-
note the element, the evil atmosphere
as it were in-which the varying cur-
rents of doctrine exist and exert their
force ; so Vulg,, Clarom., Copt,, Zth.-
Pol., and perbaps Goth., but see De
Gabel, in loc. The term
kuBeia (R2VP Heb.) properly denotes
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¢ playing with dice’ (Plato, Phedr.
274 D, merrelas kal kvBelas: see Xen,
Mem. 1. 3. 2), and thence, by an easy
transition, ¢sleight of hand,” ‘fraud’
(ravovpyia, Suid.; comp. xvBebew,
Arrian, Epict. 1. 19, 1IL. 21, cited by
Wetst.) 1 v 8¢ 70v kvBevbrrwr T8
THde rgrelce perapépery Tovs Ynjpovs
xal wavodpyws TouTo worely, Theod.;
see Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v. Vol IL. p.
181, Schoettg. Hor. Heb. Vol. 1. p.
775. év wovovpyle wpds k. T.\.]
‘in craftiness tending to the deliberate
system of error,” ‘in astutid ad circum-
ventionem erroris,” Vulg.; appositio-
nal and partly explanatory clause to
the foregoing. The Auth. Ver. (comp.
Syr.) is here too paraphrastic, and
obscures the meaning of both wpos
and uefodela. The former is not equi-
valent to xard, Riick., ‘with,” Peile,
but denotes the aim, the natural tend-
ency, of wavoupyla (comp. notes on
Tit. i, 1); the uebodeia 7s wA. is that
which wavoupyla has in view (comp.
mpds TOv karapr. ver. 12), and to
which it is readily and naturally dis-
posed. As wavovpyla is anarthrous,
the omission of the art. before mpds
(which induces Riick. incorrectly to
refer the clause to ¢pepbuevor) is per-
fectly regular ; see Winer, Gr. § 20.
4, p- 126, The somewhat rare
term pefodela, a dis Aeydp. in the N.T.
(see ch. vi. 11), must have its mean-
ing fixed by pefodelw. This verb de-
notes ‘the pursuit, d&c. of a settled
plan’—(a) bhonestly (Diod. Sic. 1. 81,
H. Tv dAfeiay ek Tijs éumreplas) or ()
dishonestly (Polyb. Fr. Hist. XXXVIIL
4- 10), and hence comes to imply ‘de-
ception,’ ‘fraud,” with more or less of
plan (2 Sam. xix. 27); comp. Chrys.
on Eph. vi. 11, uefodeical éore 70 dma-
rijgas kal 8 ovwrépov (unyavds, Sav.)
éxetv.  See also Miinthe, Obs. p. 367.

Thus then uefodeia is ¢ a deliberate
planning or system’ (Peile; 79w uy-
xavjy éxdhesev, Theod.), the further
idea of ‘fraud’ (réxvn #% 86\os, Suid.,
émiBoulsf, Zonar.) being here expressed
in mhavys: see Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v.
Vol. 11. p. 329. The reading is doubt-
ful: Tisch. (ed. 7) adopts the form
pefodlay with BID!IFGKLR, and seve-
ral mss., but appy. without sufficient
reason; as changes in orthography
which may be accounted for by itacism
or some mode of erroneous transcrip-
tion must always be received with
caution: comp. Winer, Gr. § 5. 4,
P- 47 wAdvns has not here (nor
Matth. xxvil. 64, 2 Thess. ii. 11) the
active meaning of ‘misleading’ (De

W., comp. Syr. \S..k.é.;? ut sedu-
cant), nor even necessarily that of
‘delusion’ (Harl), but its simple,
classical, and regular meaning, ‘error,’
—*erroris,” Vulg., ¢airzeins,’ Goth.
The gen. is obviously mot the gen.
objecti (Riick.), but subjecti,—it is the
wAdvy which puefodeber,—and thus
stands in grammatical parallelism with
the preceding gen. 7&w 4vfp. The use
of the article must not be overlooked :
it serves almost to personify w\dvy,
not however as metonymically for
‘Satan’ (Beng.), but as ¢ Error in its
most abstract nature, and thus renders
the contrast to 7 d\7feq, implied in
dhnfeborres, more forcible and signi-
ficant.

15. dAnedovres 8¢] ¢ but holding
the truth, walking truthfully ;> parti-
cipial member attached to avifowuer,
and with it grammatically dependent
on Iva (ver. 14),—the whole clause, as
the use of 3¢ (after a negative sentence)
seems distinctly to suggest (comp.
Hartung, Partik. 8¢, 2. 11, Vol. I p.
171), standing in simple and direct op-
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position to the whole preceding verse
(esp. to the concluding m\dyys, De W.),
without however any reference to the
preceding negation, which would ra-
ther have required dAMd : see esp.
Klotz, Devar. Vol 1t. p. 3, 361, Do-
nalds. Cratyl. § 201. The meaning of
dA\yfedew is somewhat doubtful. On
the one hand, such translations as
‘veritati operam dare’ (Calv.) and
even ‘Wahrheit festhalten’ (Riick.)
are lexically untenable (see Rost u.
Palm, Lex. s. v. é\p8. Vol. L. p. 97);
on the other, the common meaning
‘veritatem dicere’ (Gal. iv. 16) seems
clearly exegetically unsatisfactory., It
is best then to preserve an intermediate
sense, ‘walking in truth’ (Olsh.), or
(to preserve an antithesis in transl.
between w\drys and dind.) ‘holding
the truth,” Scholef. - (Hints, p. 100),—
which latter interpr., if ‘holding’ be
not unduly pressed, is almost justified
by Plato, Theext. 202 B, d\nfedew Ty
Yuxnyv [‘verum sentire,” Ast] wepl
avro.,  So in effect, but somewhat too
strongly, Vulg., Clarom., Goth., ‘ve-
ritatem facientes,” and sim. Copt.

&v dydmy] The connexion of these
words has been much discussed. Are
they to be joined—(a) with the parti-
ciple (Syr., Ath., Theoph., (Ecum.),
or—(b) with the finite verb? (Theod.,
who however omits d\yf., and appy.
Chrys., 7§ dydmry ocurdedepévor). It
must fairly be conceded that the order,
the parallelism of structure with that
of ver. 14, and still more the vital
association between love and the truest
form of truth (see Stier ¢n loc.), are
arguments of some weight in favour
of (a); still the absence of any clear
antithesis between év dv. and either of
the preposit. clauses in ver. 14 forms a
negative argument, and the concluding
words of ver. 16 (whether é dy. be

joined immediately with avénew mwotet-
Tat, Mey., or with olkodournv) supply a
positive argument in favour of (b) of
such force, that this latter connexion
must be pronounced the more proba-
ble, and certainly the one most in
harmony with the context; comp. ch.
i. 4. The order may have arisen from
a desire to keep al7dv as near as pos-
sible to its relative, els avTév]
“into Him," Auth. Ver.; els not im-
plying merely ‘in reference to® (Mey.),
—-a frigid and unsatisfactory interpre-
tation of which that expositor is too
fond (comp. notes on Gal. iii. 27), nor
‘for’ (Hadie), nor even simply ¢ unto,’
‘to the standard of’ (Conyb. ; comp.
els dvdpa Té\ewor, ver. 13), but retain-
ing its fuller and deeper theological
sense ‘info,” so that avi. with els con-
veys both ideas, ‘unto and into.” The
growth of Christians bears relation to
Christ both as its centre and standard:
while the limits of that growth are
defined by ‘the stature of the fulness
of Christ,’ in Him its centre is also,
and must be ; comp. some profound re-
marks in Ebrard, Dogmatik, § 445 sq.
rd wdvra] ‘in all the parts in which
we grow’ (Mey.), ‘in all the elements
of our growth ;’ the article being thus
most simply explained by the context.
It now need scarcely be said that no
‘supplement of xard’ (Eadie, Stier)
is required; 7d wdvra is the regular
accus. of what is termed the quantita-
tive object (Hartung, Casus, p. 46), and
serves to characterize the extent of the
action ; see Madvig, Gr. § 27, Kriiger,
Sprachl. § 46. 5. 4. 8s domiv
k.1.\.] who is the Head, even Christ.

There is bere neither transposition
{Grot., comp. Syr.), nor carelessness
of construct. for els alrér Tow Xp.
(Pisc.). Instead of the ordinary form
of simple, or what is termed parathetic
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apposition (see exx. Kriiger, Sprachl.
§ 57. 9), the Apostle, not improbably
for the sake of making éf of in ver. 16
perfectly perspicuous (De W.), adopts
the relatival sentence, with the struc-
ture of which the apposition is assimi-
lated ; see exx. Winer, Gr. § 48. 4, p.
424 (ed. 5), and Stallb. Plat. 4pol. 41 A.
The reading is somewhat doubtful:
Rec. has & before Xp. with DEF
GKL®%; most mss.; Chrys., Theod.
(De W., Mey.),—but the authority is
inferior to that for its omission, viz.
ABCR!; 3 mss.; Did,, Bas., Cyr., al.
(Lachm., Tisch., Alf.). Internal argu-
ments cannot safely be urged, as the
preponderance of instances of real
omission (53) over those of insertion
(31) is not decisive ; see the table
drawn up by Rose in his ed. of Mid-
dleton, Gr. Art. Append. I1. p. 490 sq.,
and Gersdorf, Beitrige, 11, p. 272 8q.
Under any circumstances the position
of the word at the end of the verse
gives it both force and emphasis.

16. & o%] ‘from whom,’ Auth.,
‘ex quo,” Syr., Vulg., Clarom.,—not
‘in quo,” Alth. (both); éf of, as the
instructive parallel Col. ii. 19 clearly
suggests, being joined with adfnow
woetras, and éx, with its proper and
primary force of origin, source, denot-
ing the origin, the ‘fons augmenta-
tionis,” Beng. ; see notes on Gal. ii. 16.
It is not wholly uninteresting to re-
mark that the force of the metaphor
is enhanced by the apparent physiolo-
gical truth, that the energy of vital
power varies with the distance from
the head : see Schubert, Gesch. der Seele,
§ 22, p. 270 (ed. 1). auvapp.oNo-
Yovpevov] ¢ being fitly framed together ;*
pres. part., the action still going on:
gee notes on ch. ii. 21, ouwf-

G.ZO EVOV CO?npaCted, H A&DO
P

[et colligatum] Syr., ‘connexum,’Vulg.,
Clarom., ‘gagahaflip,” Goth.,—or more
literally and with more special refer-
ence to derivation [Ba-, Baivw], ‘put
together;’ comp. Col. ii. 19, and in a
figurative sense, Acts ix. 22, xvi. 10,
The difference of meaning between
swapu. and gvyB. has been differently
stated. According to Bengel, the first
denotes the harmony, the second the
solidity and firmness of the structure.
Perhaps the more exact view is that
which the simple meanings of the
words suggest, viz. that cuwwB. refers
to the aggregation, cvrapu. to the in-
ter-adaptation of the component parts.
The external authority for the form
curBiB. [AB()CDIFGN] is appy. suf-
ficient to warrant the adoption of this
less usual form; see Tisch. Prolegom.
p- XLVIL 8w wdons dos]
by means of every joint,” ¢ per omnem
juncturam,” Vulg., Clarom., and sim.
all the ancient Vv. Meyer still re-
tains the interpr. of Chrys., Theod.,
aph=alsbnots, and connects the clause
with aff. mowelrar: but the parallel
passage, Col. ii. 19, 7&v d@dv kal cvv-
déapuwy (observe esp. the omission of
the 2nd article, Winer, § 19. 4, p. 116)
leaves it scarcely doubtful that the
meaning usually assigned (comp. A-
then. 1. 202 B, Plut. dnfon. 27) is
correct, and that the clause is to be
connected with the participles.

Tijs émuxopnylas] ‘of the spiritual
supply ;’ the article implying the spe-
cific éreyop. which Christ supplies, 77s
xopnylas Tdv xapiopdrwy, Chrys.: on
the meaning of the word comp. notes
on Gal. iii, 5. The gen. is not the gen.
of apposition (Riick., Harl.), nor a



IV. 16.

95

A
émixopnylas kat' évépyetav év uérpy évos éxaaTov uépovs

| A ~ -~ . k3 A -~
THY abfna'w ToU cWpaTos TolelTaL €ls olkodouny éavrod

[
€V a')’a’ﬂ'ﬂ.

mere Hebraistic gen. of quality, ¢joint
of ministry’ = ‘ministering joint’ (Peile,
Green, Gramm. N. T. p. 264; comp.
Winer, G7. § 34. 3. b, p. 211), but a
kind of gen. definitivus, by which the
predominant use, purpose, or destina-
tion of the a¢¥ is specified and cha-
racterized ; see Heb. ix. 21, oxedn s
Aewrovpylas, and comp. the exx. cited
by Winer, Gr. § 30. 2. 8, p. 170. The
suggestion of Dobree (4ddvers. Vol. 1.
p- 573), partly adopted by Scholef.,
that émey. may be ‘materia suppedi-
tata,” is not very satisfactory or tena-
ble; see Phil. 1. 1g. kat
dvépyewav k.T.N.] ‘according to energy
n the measure of (sc. commensurate
with) each individual part;” 7§ pév
Suvapérp mhéoy 8éfaclar mhéoy, TG
drrw E\arrov, Chrys. These words
may be connected either (o) with
émiyopnyias—the omission of the art.
is no objection (Riick.), as % émix. xar’
évépy. may form one idea (Winer, Gr.
§ 20. 2, p. 123)—or (b) with the parti-
ciples or yet again (¢) with the finite
verb. As the expressions of the clause
far more appropriately describe the
nature of the growth than either the
mode of compaction or the degree of
the supply, the latter construction is
to be preferred. Kar’ évépy. is then
a modal predication, appended to
wroweirat, defining the nature of the at-
nois. This growth is neither abnormal
nor proportionless, but is regulated by
a vital power which is proportioned to
the nature and extent of the separate
parte. Dobree (ddvers. Vol. 1. p. 573)
strongly condemns this translation,
but, as it would seem, without suffi-
cient reason. His own translation,
which connects xar’ évépy. with évds

éx. uép. and isolates év uérpy, impairs
the force of the deep and consolatory
truths which the ordinary connexion
suggests. TFor a good practical appli-
cation see Eadie in loc. The
reading péhovs is fairly supported [AC;
Vulg., Copt., Syr., al.; Cyr., Chrys.,
al.], but is rightly rejected by most
recent editors as a gloss on uépovs
suggested by the preceding cBua and
the succeeding swparos.

v a¥f. Tob odparos woweiran] ¢ pro-
motes, carries on, the growth of the
body, —cdparos being probably added
for the sake of perspicuity, and so
practically taking the place of the re-
ciprocal pronoun; comp. Winer, Gr.
§ 22. 2, p. 130, Kriiger, Xen. 4nabd.
p- 27. Stier, perhaps not incorrectly,
finds in the repetition of the noun an
enunciation of a spiritual truth, echoed
by éavrod,—that the body makes in-
crease of the body, and so is a living
organism ;—that its growth is not due
to aggregations from without, but to
vital forces from within; c'ompare
Harless. The middle woteirac
is perhaps not to be insisted on as
confirming this (as Alf.), this form
appy. being not so much reflexive
(Wordsw.) as intensive and indicative
of the energy with which the process
is carried on; see Kriiger, Sprachl.
§ 52. 7. 1, comp. Donalds, Gr. 432.

2. els olkoBoprjv éavrod &v
ay.] ¢ for building up of itself in love

01_1_._1.9 >oll\_-_1 1oa.m)

[ut in cantate perﬁcmtur edificium
ejus] Syr.; end and object of the afi-
qow woteirar, love is the element in
which theedificationtakesplace. Meyer
connects é&v dydwy With adfyow moel-
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Do not walk as dark-
ened, hardened, and
feelingless heathens.
Put off the old, and
put on the new man.

17. T& évy] So Lachm. with ABDYFGN!; 5 mss.; Clarom., Sang., Aug.,
Boern., Vulg., Copt., Sahid.,, Ath. (both): Clem., Cyr., al,—and appy.
rightly, as the addition of X! may be considered more than sufficient to coun-
terbalance the probability of Nourd having been left out as being imperfectly

understood (ed. 1, 2).

The authorities for 74 Nourd &vn are DZDSEKLN?;

great majority of mss,; Syr. (both); Goth,, al. ; Chrys., Theod. (Rec., Tisch,

ed. 2 and 7).

Tai, to harmonize with ver. 15, but
without sufficient reason, and in opp.
to the obvious objection that attnow
wmotelrar is thus associated with two
limiting prepositional clauses, and the
unity of thought proportionately im-
paired; comp, Alf. in loc.

17. Tolro ovv Myw] ‘This I say

then,” this, sc. what follows; connect-
ing the verse with the hortatory por-
tion commenced ver. 1—3, by resump-
tion on the negative side (unkére wept-
waretv) of the exhortation previously
expressed on the positive side, ver.
1—3 (wapak. délws wepmarioay, bub
interrupted by the digression, ver. 4
—16; wdAw dvéhaBe Tis wapawisews
70 wpoolpwiov, Theod. On this resump-
tive force of odv, see Klotz, Devar.
Vol. 11. p. 718, and notes on Gal. iii.
5. The illative force advocated by
Eadie after Meyer (ed. 1) is here impro-
bable, and rightly retracted by Meyer
(ed. 2) ; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 548. 31.
papripopas iv Kupla] “testify, solemn-
ly declare (* quasi testibus adhibitis’),
in the Lord,’—not ‘per Dominum’
(pdprupa 8¢ Tov Kipiov kaXd, Chrys. ;
see Fritz, Rom. ix. 1, Vol. 1. p. 241),
nor even as specifying the authority
upon whick (‘tanquam Christi discipu-
lus,” Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1L p. 84), but,
as usual, defining the element or sphere
inwhich the declaration is made: comp.
Rom. ix, 1, d\jfear Neyw év Xp. 5 2
Cor. ii. 17, & Xp. Aaofiuer,—scarcely
correctly translated by Fritz. ‘ut ho-

mines cum Christo nexi;’ 1 Thess. iv.
1, wapaxalobuer év Kuply, and see
notes ¢n loc. By thus sinking his own
personality, the Apostle greatly en-
hances the solemnity of his declaration.
On this use of pap7. see notes on Gal.
v. 3, and mp. Raphel. Annot. Vol.
1L p. 478, 595. pnkért dpds
mepurateiv] ‘that ye no longer must
walk ;’ subject and substance of the
hortatory declaration; see Acts xxi.
51, Néywy pi) wepiréuvery adrods Td
Tékva. In objective sentences of this
nature (see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 584 sq.)
the infinitive frequently involves the
same conception that would have been
expressed in the direct sentence by the
imperative, and is usually but incor-
rectly explained by an ellipsis of deiv.
See Winer, G7. § 44. 3. b, p. 288, Lo-
beck, Phryn. 753 8q., and compare
Heindorf on Plato, Protag. p. 346 B.
kal Td ¥vn] ‘ihe Gentiles also,” with
tacit reference to their own former
state when unconverted ; the xal intro-
ducing a comparison or gentle contrast
between the emphatically expressed
tuds, and the &0vy of which but lately
they formed a part; see notes on xal,
verses 4, 32, and on Phil. iv, 12. If
Aourd be retained it would imply that
the Ephesians, though Christians, still
fell under the general denomination of
Gentiles : it would also appy. convey a
hint reminding them what they once
were, and what they now ought not to
be; see Wolf tn loc.
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18. lokorisudvo] So Rec.: but the form is by no means certain, as the
more classical éokorwpévor is found in ABN; Ath, (Zackm., Tisch. ed. 7).

év paradtyre k. 7. A.] “in the vanity
of their mind:> sphere of their moral
walk; compare Rom. i. 21, éuaraud-
Onoav & dialoytouols
Chrys. rightly explains the words by
76 wepl T4 mdrawa foyorfobar, butb
is probably not correct in restricting
them to idolatry, as udratos and ua-
Tatbw do not necessarily involve any
such reference; compare Fritz. Rom.
i. 21, Vol. . p. 65. The reference
seems rather to that general deprava-
tion of the vols (the higher moral and
intellectual element), which was the
universal characteristic of heathenism ;
see Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 3, p. 3584., and
notes on 1 Tim. vi. 5, 2 T%m. iii. 8.
18. éoxoTigpévor ... SvTes] ¢ being
darkened.’ participial clause defining
their state, and accounting for the pre-
ceding assertion {Donalds. Gr. § 616);
ésxor. (opp. to wepwricuéva, ch. 1.
18; comp. Rom. i. 21, xi. 10, 1 Thess.
v. 4) referring to their state of moral
darkness, and 8vres (rightly referred
by Tisch. and Lackm. to éakor., not
to dwyA\. [Eadie],—a punctuation
which mars the emphatic parallelism
of the initial perf. participles) mark-
ing, somewhat pleonastically after the
perf. part., its permanent and endur-
ing state; comp. Winer, Gr. § 45. 5,
p. 3t1. The apparently conjugate
nature of the clauses (comp. 8vres...
ovgar) has led Olsh. and others to
couple together éokor. k. 7.\, and &4
Tiw &yv. as relating to the intellect,
g\ k.7 and 8k 7w wdp. as re-
lating to the feelings. This however,
though at first sight plausible, will not
be found logically satisfactory. Their
being égxor. x.7.\. could scarcely be

Tols aiTov.

gaid to be the consequence of their
dyvoa (‘ignorance’ simply, Acts iii.
17, xvil, 30, and appy. I Pet. i. 14),
but rather vice versd ; whereas it seems
perfectly consistent to say that their
alienation was caused by their igno-
rance, and still more by the ensuing

wdpwois. Hence the punctuation of
the text. *fj Suavolq] “in their

understanding,” ‘in their higher intel-
lectual nature,’ 8iéfodos Aoyucs, Orig.,
comp. Beck, Seelenl. 11. 19, p. 58; see
ch. ii. 3, and Joseph. dntig. IX. 4. 3,
T Sudvoar émeakoriouévovs. Thedat.
(“of reference’) denotes the particular
sphere to which the ‘darkness’ is
limited; see notes on Gal. i 22,
Winer, Gr. § 31. 6, p. 193. The dis-
tinction between this dat. and the
acc., as in Joseph. I ¢., is not very
easy to define, as such an accus. has
clearly some of the limiting character
which we properly assign to the dat. ;
see Hartung, Casus, p. 62. Perhapsthe
acc. might denote that the darkness
extended over the mind, the dat. that
it has its seat in the mind ; see Kriiger,
Sprackl, § 46. 4. 1. drnAloTple-
pévor] ¢ being alienated from,” dAN6Tpeo
kabeorires, Theod.-Mops. ; see notes
on ch. ii. 12. Tis {wis Tov Ocot]
“the life of God.” This is one of the
many cases (see Winer, Gr. § 30.
1. obs. p. 168) where the mnature of
the gen., whether objecti or subjecti,
must be determined solely from exe-
getical considerations. As {wy ap-
pears never to denote ‘course of life’
(e.g. v év éperf {wiw, Theod.) in
the N.T., but the ‘principle of life’
as opp. to Odwaros (comp. Trench,
Synon. § 27), rot Oéod will more natu-

H
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rally be the gen. subj. or auctoris, ‘the
life which God gives;’ comp. dwato-
cbvy O¢od, Rom. i. 17, with 4 ék ©. .,
Phil. iii. g. It is however probable
that we must advance a step farther,
and regard the gen, as possessive.
This unique expression will then de-
note not merely the wakiyyevesia, but
in the widest doctrinal application,
‘the life of God’ in the soul of man;
comp. Olsh. and Stier in loc., and see
esp. the good treatise on {w7 in Olsh.
Opusc. p. 185 8q. ™v
odoay év avrtois seems intended to
point out the indwelling, decp-seated,
nature of the dyrowe, and to form a
sort of parallelism to 7#s xapd. adrdw.
Meyer (compare Peile) conceiving that
the words indicate the subordination
of & 7hv wdp. to 8us Ty dyv. re-
moves the comma after avrofs. This
is certainly awkward: St Paul’s more
than occasional use of co-ordinate
clauses (e.g. Gal. iv. 4) leads us to re-
gard both members as dependent on
dwyA\. (Orig.), and structurally inde-
pendent of each other; though, as the
context seems to suggest, the latter
may be considered slightly explanatory
of the former, and (like dmwnA\.) ex-
pressive of a state naturally conse-
quent: see esp. Orig. Caten. p. 175.

wdpwow] ¢ callousness,”  hardness,—
not ¢cecitatem,’” Syr. (both), Vulg.,
Clarom., Zth. (both), Arm. (rdpwsts,
% T0PAwets, Suid.), but ‘obduratio-
nem,’ Copt. (thom,—which however
includes both significations), *dau-
bipos,” Goth.,—% édoxdry dralynola,
Theod. The word wdpwois is not de-
rived from wwpds ‘cwcus’ (¢ vox, ub
videtur, a grammaticis ficta,” Fritz.
Rom. xi. 7, Vol. 1. p. 452), and cer-
tainly not from wépos (Scappdrrew),

as appy. Chrys., but from 7&pos ‘tuff-
stone,” and thence from the similarity
of appearance, a ‘morbid swelling’
(Aristot. Hist. An. 1L 19), the ¢callus’
at the extremity of fractured bones
(Med. Writers). The adject. wwpés,
in the sense of Ta\alrwpos (Hesych.),
is cognate with wypds, and derived
from ITAQ, wéoxw: comp. Phavor.
Eclog. 150. b, p. 396 (ed. Dind.).

19. olrwes] ‘men who,’ explana-
tory force of 8s7is; see notes on Gal.
il 4, iv. 24. dmqhynkéres]
‘ being past feeling,’ Auth.,—an admi-
rable translation. The use of the
semi-technical term wwpwois suggests
this appropriate continuation of the
metaphor. There is then no reference
to mere desperatio’ (comp. Polyb.
Hist. 1X. 40. g, dmra\yobrres Tals éA-
wioi, and exx. in Raphel, Amnot. Vol.
1L p. 479), as Syr., Vulg., Goth.,—
but possibly with the reading of DEFG,
al., dmy\mubres,—nor even to that
feelingless state which is the result of
it (Cicero, Epist. Fam. 1I. 16, 1, ‘de-
speratione obduruisse ad dolorem no-
vum,” aptly cited by Beng.); but as
the context shows, to that moral apa-
thy and deadness which supervenes
when the heart has ceased to be sen-
sible of the ‘stimuli’ of the conscience;
70 8¢ drphynrdres dowep TAVY Awd Ta-
Govs Twds wépn woNkdkis 7ol guwpaTos
vevekpwiiévwr, ols d\yos ovdéy éxeifev
éyvyiverar, Theod.-Mops. The gloss
of Theoph. xareppafuuncbres (comp.
Chrys.), adopted by Hamm. on Eom.
i. 29, but appy. retracted here, is
untenable, as it needlessly interrupts
the continuity of the metaphor.
éavrovs] ‘themselves, as Meyer well
says, with frightful emphasis. It has
been observed by Chrys. and others
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that there is no opposition here with
Rom. i. 26, Tapédwrer avrovs 6 Oebs.
The progress of sin is represented
under two aspects, or rather two
stages of its fearful course.” By a
perverted exercise of his free will man
plunges himself into sin; the deeper
demersion in it is the judicial act (no
mere guvyxwpnots, Chrys.) of God;
comp. Wordsw. in loc.

T doehyela] ¢ Wantonness.” On the
meaning and derivation of this word,
see notes on Gal. v. 19, and comp.
Trench, Synon. § 16.

eis épyaglav] ‘fo working,;’ conscious
object of the fearful self-abandonment :
épyac. ¢noly, evro TS wpdyua...
dpgs mds alrods dwooTepel cuyyvduys,
Chrys. wdons] ‘of every
kind,” whether natural or unnatural ;
porxela, mopyeia, wadeproria, Chrys.
As St Paul most commonly places
was before, and not, as here, after the
abstract anarthrous subst., it seems
proper to express in transl. the full
force of wdoys: comp. notes on ch. i
8. év wheovetla] ‘in (not with)
covetousness ;* év marking the condi-
tion, the prevailing state or frame of
mind in which they wrought the dxaf.
The word mheovetia (‘amor habendi,’
Fritz., ‘bonum alienum ad se redigit,’
Beng. on Rom. i. 29) is here explained
by Chrys. and appy. some Greek Ff.
(see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 11. p. 750,
but comp. p. 748), followed by Ham-
mond (in a valuable note on Rom. i.
29), and by Trench, Synon. § 24, as
duerpla, ‘immoderate, inordinate de-
sire,” In support of this extended
meaning the recital of wAecovetla with
sins of the flesh, 1 Cor. v. 11, Eph. v.
3, Col, iii. 5, is popularly urged by
Trench and others, but appy., as a
critical examination of the passages
will show, without full conclusiveness.

For example, in 1 Cor. v. 10, 7ols
wbpvois 7 Tois wheovékrars Kal dprabw
(Lachm., Tisch.), the use of the dis-
Jjunctive % between mépr. and mAeor.
opp. to the conjunctive xal between
mheor. and dpr., and esp. the omission
of the art. before dom. (Winer, Gr-. § 19.
4. d, p. 116), tend to prove the very
reverse. Again in Eph. v. 3, woprela
is joined with dxafapcia by kal, while
mheoves. is disjoined from them by 7:
see notes. Lastlyin Col.iil. 5, the pre-
ceding anarthrous unconnected nouns,
wopy:, dkafl., wdf., have no very close
union with kal 77 wheovediav k. 7. \.»
from which too they are separated by
émibvulay kaxfy: see notes in loc.
While therefore we may admit the
deep significance of the spiritual fact
that this sin is mentioned in connexion
with strictly carnal sins, we must also
deny that there are grammatical or
contextual reasons for obliterating the
idea of covetousness and self-seeking
which seems bound up in the word;
see esp. Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, L. 1. 3.
2, Vol. 1. p. 169 (Clark).

20. vpels 8] ‘But you,’ emphatic,
with distinct and marked contrast
to these unconverted and feelingless
heathen, ovx ofitws éudlere
Tov Xp.] ‘did not THUS learn Christ,’
—but on principles very different;
the oUrws obviously implying much
more than is expressed (‘litotes’); &
700 deombrov Xpiorol wavrdmwacw évav-
7la, Theod. This use of wavf. with
an accus. persone is somewhat difficult
to explain, and is probably unique.
Raphel (4nnot. Vol. 1L. p. 480) cites
Xen. Hell. 11. 1. 1, but the example
i illusory. The common interpr,
Xpiords="‘doctrina Christi’ (Grot.,
Turner) is frigid and inadmissible, and
the use of éudfere in the sense of
‘learnt to know,’ scil. ‘who He is and

H2
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what He desires’ (Riick.), has not
appy. any lexical authority. We can
only then regard Xp. as the object
which is learnt (or heard, ver. 21), the
content of the preaching, so that the
hearer as it were ‘takes up into him-
self and appropriates the person of
Christ Himself’ {(Olsh.): compare the
similar but not identical expression,
rapahauBdvew v Xpiordv Ine., Col.
ii. 6; see notes in loc.

21, elye] “if indeed,’ ‘tum certe si;’
not ‘since,” Eadie: see notes on ch.
iii. 2, Hartung, Partik. Vol. 1. p. 407
8q. The explanation of Chrys. odx
dugiBdAhorrds éori, dANG kal o@ddpa
StaBeBaovuévov, is improved on by
Eeum., doel elrev, dupBdNiw ~yap
el Tis 7ov Xp. dkovoas kal dedaxfels év
adr@ Towadra wpdrTe
avrdy rikovoare] ‘ye heard Him;’
abrdv being put forward with empha-
sis;—*if indeed it was Him, His divine
voice and divine Self, that you really
heard.” Alf. pertinently compares
John x. 2%, but observe that the adrov
i here used in the same sort of inclu-
sive way as 7o» Xpuardp, ver. 20. No
argument can fairly be deduced from
this that St Paul had not himself in-
structed the readers (De W.); see on
ch. iil. 2. &v avTd] “in Him '’
not ‘by Him,” Auth., Arm,, or ‘illius
nomine,” Beng., but, as usual, ‘in
union with Him ;’ see Winer, Gr. § 48.
a, p. 345. Meyer calls attention to
the precision of the language, alrdw
7kobeare pointing to the first recep-
tion, év alry €diddx. to the further
instruction which they had received
as Christians. Both are included in
the foregoing éudfere Tov Xpiorby.
kabis dorv dMf0. k.. A.] ‘as, or ac-
cording as, is truth in Jesus.’ The
meaning and connexion of this clause

are both obscure, and have received
many different interpretations, most
of which involve errors affecting one
or more of the following particulars,
—the meaning of xafds (Riick.), the
position of éeriv (Olsh.), the meaning
of d\jfeia (Harl), the absence of the
art, before it (Auth.), the designation
of Christ by His historical rather than
official name (Mey.), and finally the
insertion of duds (De W.). It is ex-
tremely difficult to assign an inter-
pretation that shall account for and
harmonize all of these somewhat con-
flicting details. Perhaps the following
will be found least open to exception.
The Apostle, having mentioned the
teaching the Ephesians had received
(é3iddx0.) notices first (not parenthe-
tically, Beza) the form and manner,
and then the substance of it. Kafus
x.7.\, is thus a predication of manner
attached to é3:8., and implies, not ‘as
truth is in Jesus’ (Olsh.), which de-
parts from the order and involves a
modification of the simple meaning of
dA%d. ; nor (as it might have been ex-
pressed) ‘as is truth,” abstractedly,—
but, ‘as is truth—in JEsUS,” embodied,
as it were, in a personal Saviour, and
in the preaching of His cross. The
substance of what they were taught is
then specified, not without a faint
imperative force, by the infin. with
vuds; the pronoun being added either
on account of the introduction of the
new subject 'Incol (Winer, Gr. § 44.
3, p- 288), or more probably to mark
their contrast, not only with the Gen-
tiles before mentioned, but with their
own former state as implied in +iw
wporépav dvactpodiy. Meyer, follow-
ing (Bcum. 2, connects the inf. with
éorlv dN46., a construction not gram-
matically untenable (Jelf, Gr: § 669,
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comp. Madvig, Synt. § 164. 3), but
somewhat forced and unsatisfactory.
Stier, after Beng., regards drof. as
a resumption of unk. mwepuw., ver. 17,
but yet is obliged to admit a kind of
connexion with é3d. k. 7. A,

22, dmobéo-far vpds] ¢that ye put
off 7 objective sentence (Donalds. Gr.
§ 584) dependent on €5:9., and specify-
ing the purport and substance of the
teaching ; see Winer, G7. § 48. a. obs.
P- 349, and comp. Orig. Caten. The
metaphor is obviously ‘a vestibus
sumpta,’ Beza (Rom. xiii. 12, Col.1ii. 8),
and stands in contrast to évdde. ver.
24 ; see Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 1. 3, p. 220.
The translation of Peile, ‘that you
have put off,’ is very questionable, as
the aor. is here only used in accord-
ance with the common law of suc-
cession of tenses (Madvig, Synt. § 1771,
8q.),and perhaps with reference (observe
évdbgacfarin ver. 24, as compared with
dvaveobofar) to the speedy and single
nature of the act ; but comp. notes on
ch, iii. 4, and on 1 Thess. v. 27.
Equally untenable is the supposition
that the inf. is equivalent to the imper.
(Luther, Wolf); not however because
vuds i3 attached to it (Eadie, for see
Winer, Gr. § 44. 3. b, p. 288) but be-
cause this usage is only found (ex-
cluding Epic Greek) in Laws, Oracles,
de. or in clauses marked by special
warmth or earnestness; comp. Bern-
hardy, Synt. 1X. 3, p. 358. But few
certain instances, e.g. Phil. iii. 16 (see
notes), are found in the language of
the N.T. katd Ty TpoT.
dvaorp.] ‘as concerns your former
conversation,’ ¢ quoad pristinam vivendi,
concupiscendi, et peccandi consuetu-
dinem,’ Corn. a Lap. ; specification of
that with regard to which the dmo-
Géofar Tov, mah. dvfp. was especially

carried out; kard here not having its
more usual sense of measure, but, as
the context seems to require, the less
definite one of reference to; comp.
Rom. ix. 5, and see Rost u. Palm,
Lex. 8. v. Vol. 1. p. 1599. The con-
struction 7ov mwaX. dvfp. kard k.7. N,
(Jerome, (Bcum.) is opposed to the
order, and to all principles of perspi-
cuity,—not however positively to the
‘laws of lauguage,” Eadie, for comp.
Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123,—and is
distinctly untenable. The expressive
word dvaorpogh is confined (in its
present sense) to the N.T. (Gal. i. 13,
1 Tim. iv. 12, al.), to the Apoecrypha
(Tob. iv. 14, 2 Macc. v. 8), and to
later Greek (Polyb. Hist. 1v. 82, Ar-
rian, Epict. 1. 9); compare Suicer,
Thes. Vol. 1. p. 322. TV
mwalaidy dvBpwmov] ‘the old man,’ i.c.
our former unconverted self: personi-
fication of our whole sinful condition
before regeneration (Rom. vi. 6, Col..
iil. 9), opposed to the kawds or véos
dvfpwmos (ver. 24, Col. iii. 10) and the
kawd) «rices (Gal. vi. 15), or, if re-
garded in another point of view (comp.
Chrys.), to the érw drfp., ch. iii. 16,
Rom. vii. 22: see Harless, Ethik, § 22,
p- 97, and comp. Suicer, Thesaur.
Vol. 1. p. 352. ov $pbepd-
pevov] ‘which waxeth corrupt,’ del
plelperar, Orig. Caten.; further de-
finition and specification of the pro-
gressive condition of the malaiwds dv-
8p.,—not however with any causal
force, as this would be expressed
either by a relative clause (see on
v Tim. ii. 4), or a part. without the
article. The tense of the part. (pres.,
—not imperf., Beng.) must here be
noticed and pressed, as marking that
inner process of corruption and moral
disintegration which is not only the
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characteristic (Auth.) but the steadily
progressive condition of the waX. dvfp. ;
contrast xricfévra ver. 24. Meyer
refers ¢feip. to ‘eternal destruction’
(comp, Hows.), regarding the pres. as
involving a future meaning. This is
tenable (see Bernbardy, Syni. X. 2, p.
371), but seems inferior to the fore-
going, as drawing off attention from
the true present nature of the pro-
gressive ¢fopd : comp, Gal, vi. 8, and
8ee notes n loc.
kara has here no direct reference to
instrumentality (sc. = did, Beum., vmé,
Theoph., comp. Syr.), but, as the par-
tial antithesis xard Oedv (ver. 24) sug-
gests, its usual meaning of ‘accordance
to;’ in which indeed a faint reference
to the occasion or circumstunces con-
nected with or arising from the ac-
cordance may sometimes be traced;
see notes on Phil. ii. 3, and on Tit. iii.
5. Kard ras émf. is however here
simply ‘in accordance with the lusts,’
‘secundum  desideria,” Vulg., o _,]
b4

14 x
][\w [secundum concupiscen-
[4

tias] Syr.-Phil,, i.e. just as the nature
and existence of such lusts imply and
necessitate ;: comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. d.
p- 358. . Tis dwérns] ‘of
Deceit;’ gen. subjecti, % dwdrn being
taken so abstractedly (Middleton, Gr.
Art. v, 1, 2) as to be nearly personified
(Mey.). The paraphrase émibuulat dra-
7gial (Beza, Auth.) is very unsatis-
factory, and mars the obvious anti-
thesis to s dAnfelas ver. 24.

23. dvaveoiofar 8¢] ‘and that ye
be rencwed ;> contrasted statement, on
the positive side (8¢ alii rei aliam ad-
jicit, ut tamen ubivis quedam oppositio
declaretur,” Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1L p.
362), of the substance of what they
had been taught, which had been

previously specified on its negative
side in ver. 22. It has been doubted
whether dvaveoiofar is pass. or middle.
The act. is certainly rare (Thom. M.
p. 52, ed. Bern.; comp. Psalm xxix.
2, Aq.); still, as Harless satisfactorily
shows, the middle, both in its simple
and metaphorical sense, is so com-
pletely devoid of any reflexive force
(comp. even dvaveod ceavrér, Antonin.
1v. 3), and is practically so purely
active in meaning, that no other form
than the passive (opp. to Stier) can
possibly harmonize with the context;
comp. drakawodsfar, 2 Cor. iv. 16,
Col. iii. 10, and see Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 11. 2, p. 269. The meaning of
dvd, restoration to a former, not neces-
sarily a primal state, is noticed by
Winer (de Verb. ¢. Prep. 111 p. 10);
and the distinction between dvaveoi-
ofac (‘recentare,”— more subjective,
and perhaps with prevailing ref. to
renovation) and dvaxawotsfor (¢ reno-
vare,’—more objective, and perhaps
with prevailing ref. to regeneration)
by Tittmann, Synon. p. 6o; comp.
Trench, Synon. § 18, and see notes on
Col. iii. 10. ¢ Ivedpare
100 voos Vp.] ‘by the Spirit of your
mind.” In this unique and somewhat
ambiguous expression, the gen. vods
may be explained either as— (a) appo-
sitive, ‘spiritus que mens vocatur,’
Avugust. de Trin. X1V, xVi.; 80 appy.
Taylor, Duct. Dub. 1. 1. 7, comp. id.
on Repent. 11. 2. 12 :—(b) partitive, ‘ the
governing spirit of the mind,” De W.,
Eadie, i opulp 700 vods mvevparikiy,
Theod. ;—or (¢) possessive, ‘The Di-
vine Spirit united with the human
wvefua (comp. Hooker, Eccl. Pol. 1. 7.
1), with which the »ofs as subject is
endued, and of which it is the recep.
taculum; 7§ Iv. 7¢ év 7@ v, Chrys,
Of these (@) is manifestly, as Bp: Bull
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designates it, ‘a flat and dull inter-
pretation;’® (b) even if not metaphy-
sically or psychologically doubtful, is
exegetically unsatisfactory; while on
the contrary (¢), now adopted by Mey.,
has a full scriptural significance:
76 Ilv. is the Holy Spirit, which by
its union with the human #wvefua be-
comes the agent of drvakaivwsis Tov
voés, Rom. xii. 2, and the vobs is the
seat of His working,— where uaracbrys
(ver. 17) once was, but now xawdrys.
The dat. is thus not, as in (a) and (%),
a mere dat. ‘of reference’ (ver. 17),
but a dat. instrumenti,—scil. o Il»,
dorw rakalviors Beum., dwep dvaveol
Huds, Orig. Caten. ; see Tit. iii. 5, and
comp. Collect for Christmas Day.
This interpr. is ably defended by Bull,
Disc. v. p. 477 (Engl. Works, Oxf.
1844); see also Waterl, Regen. Vol. v.
p. 434, Usteri, Lehrd. 1L. 1. 3, p. 227,
and Fritz. Nov. Opusc. 4cad. p. 224.
The only modification, or rather ex-
planation, which it has seemed neces-
sary to add to the view in ed. 1, is
that 7¢ Il». (as above stated) is not
the Holy Spirit regarded exclusively
and per se, but as in a gracious union
with the human spirit. With this
slight rectification, the third interpr.
seems to have a very strong claim on
our attention: contra Wordsw. in loc. ;
comp. also Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. 1v.
5, P- T44-

24. kol &bloaclay] ‘and that ye
put on:’ further and more distinct
statement on the positive side corre-

sponding to the droféada: on the nega-

tive; the change of tense to aor. being
appy. intentional ; see notes on ver.
22. The arguments of Anabaptists
based on this verse are answered by
Taylor, Liberty of Propk. § 18. ad 31.
1t is very improbable that there is here

aAnBelas.

any allusion to baptism; the ‘putting
on the new man’ refers to the renova-
tion of the heart afterwards; comp.
Waterl. Regen. Vol. V. p. 434. The
metaphorical and dogmatical meaning
is investigated in Suicer, Thesaur. s.v.
Vol. 1. p. 1113, TOV Kawdy
Gvlp.] “the new man.’ It is scarcely
necedsary to obsetve that the kaw.
dvlp. is not Christ (Zanch. ap. Pol.
Syn.), but i in direct contrast to 7ov
maX. dvfp., and denotes ‘the holy
form of human life which results from
redemption,” Miiller, Doctr. of Sin,
1v. 3. ad fin., Vol. 1. p. 392 (Clark):
comp. Col. iii. 10, where véos dvfp.
stands in contrast to a former state
(Wordsw. aptly compares Matth. ix.
17, Mark ii. 22, Luke v. 38), as kawds
here to one needing renewal ; see nctes
in loc., Trench, Synen. Part 11. § 10,
and Harl. Ethik, § 22, p. 97. The
patristic interpretations are given in
Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 352.

Tov kard O. kriod.] ‘which after God
hath been created,—not ‘is created,’
Auth., but ‘qui...creatus est,’ Vulg.,
Clarom., sim. Copt., with the proper
force of the aor. in ref. to the past crea-
tion in Christ : the new man is, as it
were, a holy garb or personality, not
created in the case of each individual
believer, but created once for all (“ini~
tio rei Christian®,” Beng.), and then
individually assumed. The key to this
important passage is undoubtedly the
striking parallel Col. iii. 10, Tév véor
Tov dvaxawoiuevoy els émbywow kar’
elkéva Tob kTlzavros avréy: from which
it would almost seem certain (1) that
kTwrfévra in our present passage con-
tains an allusion to Gen. i. 27, and
suggests a spiritual connexion between
the first creation of man in Adam and
the second new creation in Christ; and
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(2) that xard Oebr, as illustrated by
kar ek, k.. A Col. L. ¢., is rightly ex-
plained as ‘ad exemplum Dei:’ comp.
Gal. iv. 28, and see Winer, G7. § 49.
d, p- 358. Thus then from this passage
compared with that from Col. we may
appy. deduce the great dogmatic truth,
—*¢ut quod perdideramus in Adam, id
est gecundum imaginem et similitudi-
nem esse Dei, hoc in Christo Jesu
reciperemus,” Irenseus, Her. 111 18. 1
(ed. Mass.); see notes on Col. le.
The justice of this deduction is doubt-
ed by Miiller (Doctr. of Sin, 1v. 3, Vol.
IL. p. 392), but without sufficient rea-
son ; see esp. the admirable treatise of
Bp. Bull, State of Man, &e. p. 445sq.
(English Works, Oxf. 1844), and De-
litzsch, Bibl. Psychol. 11. 2, p. 51. On
the nature and process of this revival
of the image of God, see Jackson,
Creed, Book VIIL 35. 1.

&y Sucanoo. kal Sonbr.] ‘in righteous-
ness and holiness ;’ tokens and charac-
teristics of the divine image; évdefining
the state in which a similitude to that
image consists and exhibits itself
(Olsh.). The usual distinction between
these two substantives, doibrys uév
mwpds Oeby, dikatoovyn 8¢ wpds dvbpdmous
Gewpeirar (Philo, de Abrak. Vol. 11. p.
30, ed. Mang., comp. Tittm. Synon.
p- 25), is not here wholly applicable:
as Harless shows from 1 Tim. ii. 8,
Heb. vii. 7, that the term éaué7ys [on
the doubtful derivation, see Pott, £t.
Forsch. Vol. 1. p. 126, contrasted with
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 1. p. 436] in-
volves not merely the idea of piety,’
but of ‘holy purity,’ 7¢ xkafapér, Chrys.
There is thus a faint contrast suggest-
ed between drabapola aud wheovetla
in ver. 19, and &wkaios. and doibT. in
the present verse. Olshausen (in an

ITPOZ E®PEZIOYZ.

Speak the truth, de
not cherish anger, or
practise theft: utter
no corrupt speech ;
be not bitter.

excellent note on this verse) comments
on this passage, Col. iii. 10, and Wis-
dom ii. 23 (also referred to by Bull),
as respectively alluding to the Divine
image under its ethical, intellectual,
and physical aspects: this last refer-
ence however seems somewhat doubt-
ful; comp. Grimm, ¢n loc.

s dAnfelas] ‘of Truth;’ exactly
opp. to Tfs dmdrys, ver. 22, and of
course to be connected with both pre-
ceding nouns. The adjectival solution
(Beza, Auth.) wholly destroys the ob-
vious and forcible antithesis, and the
reading xal éApfelg [D'FG; Clarom.,
Sang., Boern.; Cypr., al.] has no
claims on our attention.

25. Awb] ¢ Wherefore,’ in reference
to the truths expressed in the verses
immediately preceding: elwav Tév wa-
Naww dvBpwmor kabohikBs, Notmrdy adTow
kal vroypdget katd pépos, Chrys. The
previous mention of dAjfeia seems to
have suggested the first exhortation.
On the use of &:d in the N.T., see notes
on Gal. iv. 31. dmrobépevor
76 YebBos] ‘having put off (aor, with
ref. to the priority of the act; comp.
notes on ver. 8) lying,’ or rather false-
hood, in a fully abstract sense (John
viil. 44),—not merely 76 Yeddesba,
scil. 70 Aahelr Yevdfi: falsehood in
every form is a chief characteristic of
the malaids dvfpwros, and, as Miiller
well shows, comes naturally from that
selfishness which is the essence of all
sin ; see Doctr. of Sin, Vol. 1. pass. The
positive exhortation which follows is
considered by Jerome not improbably
a reminiscence of Zechar. viii. 16, Aa-
Aelte dAffeiav ExacTos wpds [is the
change to werd intentional, as better
denoting ‘inter-communion,’ ete. ?] 7év
wAnoiov adrod. For a short sermon
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on this text see August. Serm. CLXVI
Vol. v. p. go7 (ed. Migne).

87 éopdy k.7.N.] “because we are mem-
bers one of another.” The force of the
exhortation does not rest on any mere
ethical considerations of our opliga-
tions to society, or on any analogy that
may be derived from the body (Chrys.),
but on the deeper truth that in being
members of one another we are mem-
bers of the body of Christ (Rom. xii.
5), of Him who was % dAfjfeaa kal 9
$wi: see Harl. in loc.

26. *Opylleofe kal pr dpaprdvere]
¢ Be angry, and sin not:" a direct cita-
tion from Psalm iv. 3 LXX The
which, though appy. more correctly
translated ‘tremble and dr¢.’ (Gesen.,
Ewald, J. Olsh., opp. to Hengst. and
Hitzig), are adduced by St Paul from
the Greek version, ag best embodying
asalutary and practical precept ; comp.
ver. 25. The command itself has re-
ceived many different explanations,
though nearly all become ultimately
coincident. (r) The usual interpr. ‘si
contingat vos irasci’ (‘though ye be
angry,” Butler, Serm. viiL; still main-
tained by Zyro, Stud. u. Krit. 1841,
p- 681 8q.) is founded on the union of
two imperatives in Hebrew (Gen. xlii.
18, Prov. xx. 13, Gesen. Gr. § 127. 2),
and in fact any cultivated language,
to denote condition and result. This
however is here inapplicable, for the
solution would thus be not épyifbuevor
wi) apap., but éav dpyifnabe oy duap-
THgere [not -gesfe in N.T.], which
cannot be intended. (2) Winer (Gr.
§ 43. 2, p» 279) more plausibly con-
ceives the first imper. to be permissive,
the second jussive: comp. the version of
Symm. dpy. GAN& py auapr. It is true
indeed that a permissive imper. is

found occasionally in the N.T. (1 Cor.
vii. 5, perhaps Matth. xxvi. 45), still
the close union by «al of two impera-
tives of similar tense, but with a dis-
similar imperatival force, is, as Meyer
has observed, logically unsatisfactory.
(3) The following interpr. seems the
most stmple : both imperatives are jus-
sive; as however the second imper. is
used with u#, its jussive force is there-
by enhanced, while the affirmative
command is by juxta-position so much
obscured, as to be n effect little more
than a participial member, though its
intrinsic jussive force is not to be
denied. There is undoubtedly an anger
against sin, for instance, against deli-
berate falsehood, as the context appy.
suggests (see Chrys.), which a good
man not only may, but ought to feel
(see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. IL p. 504),
and which is very different from the
épyh forbidden in ver. 31: compare
Trench, Synon. § 37, and on the sub-
ject of resentment generally, Butler,
Serm. v, and the good note of
Wordsw. in loc. LR
k. T.N.] ‘let not the sun go down on
your trritation.” The command is the
Christian parallel of the Fythagorean
custom cited by Hammond, Wetst.,
and others, efrore mpoaxfeier els Aordo-
plas om" dpyfs, mpiv §) Tév Hhiov - Sivac
Tas Oefids éuBdANovTes dANfAos kal
dowacduevor dehvovro, Plutarch, de
Am. Frat. 488 B [§ 17]. There does
not appear any allusion to the possible
effect of night upon anger, ujrws 7
pO§ whéov drvaxadon TO Tip did AW év-
vowsw, Theoph. (see Suicer, Thes. s. v.
#\tos, 111, 2), but to the fact that the
day ended with the sunlight; ‘quare
sl quem irascentem nox occuparct, is
iram retinebat in proximum diem,’
Estius. T§ Tapopyiopd]
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‘irritation,’ ‘ exasperation,” and there-
fore to be distinguished from épy#,
which expresses the more permanent
state. The word is non-classical and
rare, but is found in 1 Kings xv. 30,
2 Kings xix. 3 (where it is joined with
ON\iyes and E\eyuébs), ib. xxiii. 26, Ne-
hem, ix. 18, 26, and Jerem. xxi. §
(Alex.) with Guuds and dpyd. The
mwapé is not merelyintensive (Mey.),nor
even indicative of a deflection from a
right rule (Wordsw.), but probably
points to the irritating circumstance
or object which provoked the dpy7:
comp. mapofivw, and Rost u. Palm,
Lex. 8. v. 1v. 1, Vol. 1. p. 670.

The article before rapopyioud is omit-
ted by Lachm. with ABN!; al. ,—but
appy. without fully sufficient grounds,
as, though the external authority is
strong, the omission may be accounted
for as a correction suggested both by
the frequent disappearance of the art.
after a prep. and by Judr seeming to
give sufficient definiteness.

27. pndé] ‘nor yet;’ ‘also...not,’
pndé¢ here serving to connect a new
clause with the preceding (Jelf, Gr.
§ 776), on the principle that 3¢ in ne-
gative sentences has often practically
much of the conjunctive force which
xal has in affirmative sentences; see
Wex, Antig. Vol 11. p. 157. It must
surely however be very incorrect to
say that the clauses ‘are closely con-
nected, and that undé indicates this
sequence’ (Eadie); there is a con-
nexion between the clauses, and undé
has practically a conjunctive force (per
enumerationem), but it is always of
such a nature ag 8¢ would lead us to
expect, ‘sequentia adjungit prioribus,
non apte connexa, sed potius fortuito
concursu accedentia,” Klotz, Devar.
Vol. 11 p. 707; see esp. Franke, de

Part. Neg. Part 11. 2, p. 6. On the
most appropriate translation of ui...
undé, see mnotes on 1 Thess. ii. 3
(Transl.). The reading phre
[Rec. with a few mss.; Chrys. (1),
Theod.] is clearly to be rejected
(opp. to Matth.), not only on critical,
but even on grammatical grounds; as
the position of w) in the previous
claugse shows that it cannot be re-
garded as equivalent to uhre, which
supposition, or the strictest union of
the clauses (Franke, § 25, p. 27), can
alone justify the abnormal sequence:
see Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, p. 433, Klotz,
Devar. Vol. iL. p. 709. 8{3ore
Téwov] ‘give room,” ‘ne detis viam’
(fenot), Ath.; scil. € give no room or
opportunity to the Evil One to be ac-
tive and operative;’ comp. Rom. xii.
19, and see exx. of this use of Téwov
dudbvar in Wetst. Rom. I, ¢., and Loes-
ner, Obs. p. 263. 7¢ Suafore]
‘to the Devil’ (ch. vi. 11); the con-
stant and regular meaning of ¢ 8148,
(subst.) in the N.T., not excluding
John vi. 70, and 1 Tim. iii. 6; see
esp. Stier, Red. Jesu, Vol. 1v. p. 345.
It is obvious that Zaravds (Zth.) is
more a personal appellation; ¢ 5idg.,

(] \; QY ;Du [calummniatori] Syr.) a

name derived from the fearful nature
and, so to say, office of the Evil One;
the usage however of the N.T. writers
is by no means uniform. St John
(in Gosp. and Epp.) only once uses
the former; St Mark never the latter;
St Paul more frequently the former,
the latter being only found in this and
the Pastoral Epp. (and once in Heb.).
The former is not found in the Catho-
lic Epistles. The subject deserves ful-
ler investigation. On the mnature of
this Evil Spirit generally, seeé the
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28.  rals Blus xepoly 70 dyafbév] The variations of reading in this passage
are great, and, considering the simplicity of the passage, difficult to account
for. The choice appears to lie between four. (a) That in the text with ADE
FGNR1; 37, al. 6; Vulg., Clarom., Goth., Copt., Sahid., Zth., Arm.; Bas.,
Naz., al.; Hier., al. (Lachm., Tisch. ed. 1, Riick., Wordsw.). (b) 70 &y. Tais {8,
xep. with K ; 1o mss.; Syr.-Phil.; Theod. (c) rals xep. 70 dy. with BN4;
Amiat.; Ambrosiaster (Meyer). (d) 70 dvy. 7. xep. with L; great majority of
mss, ; Slav. ; Chrys., Dam., Theoph., BEcum. (Rec., Griesh., Scholz, Tisch. ed. 2
and 7, 4lf)). Harless and Olshausen (see Mill, Prolegom. p. 168) favour a sth
and shorter reading rals yep., after Tertull. de Resurr. 43, urging the probabi-
lity of 3. being interpolated from 1 Cor. iv. 12, and 76 dy. from Gal. vi. 10,
It will be seen however that Gal. vi. 10 contains no such allusion to manual
labour as might have suggested a reference to it; and if {3iacs (see notes) is
maturely considered, it will seem to have a proper force in this place, though
not at first sight apparent. As it seems then more likely that {5ims was an
intentional omission (its force not being perceived) than an interpolation from
1 Cor. iv. 12, we retain (a) as not improbable on énternal grounds, and as sup-

ported by a preponderance of external evidence.

curious and learned work of Mayer,
Historia Diaboli (ed. 2, Tubing. 1780),
and in ref. to the question of his real
personal nature, the sound remarks .
P- 130 8q.; comp. notes on 1 Thess.
ii. 18.

28. ‘O kh\émwrav] ‘He who steals,
the stealer;’ not imperf. ‘qui furaba-
tur,” Vulg., Clarom., nor for é kAéyas,
but a participial substantive; see
Winer, G7. § 45. 7, p.- 316, and notes
on Gal. i. 23, All attempts to dilute
the proper force of this word are
wholly untenable; 6 x\érrwy (not 6
k\érTys on the one hand, nor & xk\é-
as on the other) pointsto *the thiev-
ish character’ (‘qui furatur,” Copt.),
whether displayed in more coarse and
open, or more refined and hidden prac-
tices of the sin. Theft, though gene-
rally, was not universally condemned
by Paganism : see the curious and
valuable work of Pfanner, T%heol. Gen-
tilis, X1 28, p. 330. For a sermon
on this text, see Sherlock, Serm.

XXXVIL Vol IL p. 227 (ed. Hughes),
pdMov 8] ‘but on the contrary
rather;? ob vydp dpkel waloaclar THs
Guaprias, AANG xai Tiw évavriav alris
606v pereNdety, Theoph.; see also
Kiihner, Xen. Mem. 111, 13. 6, and
notes on Gal. iv. 9, where however
the corrective force is more strongly
marked. rals 18las xeporiv]
¢ with his own hands.” The pronomi-
nal adjective Bios (Donalds. Crat.
§ 139), like olkelos in the Byzantine
writers, and ¢ proprius’ in later Latin
(see Krebs, Antibarb. p. 646), appears
sometimes in the N.T. to be nearly
pleonastic (see exx. in Winer, Gr.
§ 22. 7, p. 139) ; here however an in-
tentional force appears to lie in the
use of the word. The thievish man
lives by the labours and hands of
others: he is now himself to labour,
and with Ais own hands—those very
hands that robbed others (Beng.)—to
work, not at ¢ xakév, but at 79 dya-
9w see Riick. in loc.
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78 dyabdy] ¢ that which is good,’ ‘that
which belongs to the category of what
is good and honest,” rdv dlkacor wopi-
oudv, Schol. ap. Cram. Caten.: 79
dyaf. antitheton ad furtum prius ma-
nu piceatd male commissum,’” Beng.
There may perhaps be also involved
in 76 dy. the notion of what is bene-
ficial instead of detrimental to others;
comp. notes on Gal. vi. 10, 1 Thess.
v. 1. Wa k.r.N.] “in order
that he may have,’—mnot merely ‘ what
is enough for his own wants,” but ¢to
tmpart to him that needeth ;’ the true
specific object of all Christian labour
(Olsh.); comp. Schoettg, Hor. Hebr.
Vol. 1. p. 778.

29. IIds...p4] The negation must
be joined with the verb; what is com-
manded is the non-utterance of every
Aéyos ocampés. On this Hebraistic
structure, see Winer, Gr. § 26. 1, p.
155, and notes on Gal. ii. 16.

Adyos campds] ‘corrupt, worthless
speech,’ ‘sermo malus,” Vulg., Clarom.,
Copt., sim. Goth.,—not necessarily
“filthy,” Hows. (comp. Bp. Taylor,
Serm. xx11. though he also admits
the more general meaning), as this is
specially forbidden in ch. v. 4, nor
again quite so strong as ‘ detestabilis,’
Syr., but rather ‘pravus,” Ath., esp.
in ref. to whatever ‘is profitless and
unedifying (Chrys.), e.g. aloxporoyla,
Nowdopla, cukogarria, Bhacpnula, Yev-
Sohoyla, kal 7d TolTOLs TWposbuoa,
Theod. The exact shade of meaning
will always be best determined by the
context. Here cawpos is clearly op-
posed, not ¢ dddvre xdpev (Kypke,
Obs. Vol. 11. p. 298), but to dyaflds
mwpds olkod. ris ypelas : Wetst. cites
Arrian, Epict, 11. 15, Uyiés opp. to
oampdr kal karamiwror. On the gene-
ral metaphorical use, see Lobeck,

Phryn. p. 377, and the exx. collected
by Kypke, loc. cit. dyabés]
‘good,’ i.e. ‘suitable for,” dmwep oixobo-
pel Tov wAnelov, Chrys. : instances of
this use of dyafos with eis, mpés, and
the inf., are of sufficiently common oc-
currence; see Rost u. Palm, Lew. 8.v.,
exx. in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1L. p. 298,
and Elsner, 0bs. Vol. 1L. p. 219.

wpds olkoS. s xpelas] ¢ for edifica-
tion in respect of the need,’ * ad wdifi-
cationem opportunitatis,” Amiat. (‘fi-
dei,” Vulg.). Neither the article nor
the exact nature of the genitive has
been sufficiently explained. It seems
clear that Ts xpelas cannot be merely
‘qui sit opus’ (Erasm.), but must
specify the peculiar need in question
(observe el 7is), the ypela which im-
mediately presses,—rfs wapobays xpel-
as, (Beum. It would seem to follow
then that the gen. ypelas is not a mere
gen. of quality (‘seasonable edifica-
tion,” Peile) nor in any way an abstr.
for concr. (‘those who have need,’
Riickert, Olsh., comp. Eadie), nor, by
inversion, for an accus. (‘use of edify-
ing,’ Auth., comp. Syr.), but is simply
a gen. of ‘remote reference’ (see
Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 169), or, as
it bag been termed, of the ¢point of
view’ (comp. Scheuerl. Synt. § 18, p.
129)—‘edifying as regards the need,’
i.e. which satisfies the need, dvayxaior
dv 7 mpokewéry xpelg, as rightly para-
pbrased by Theoph. On the practical
bearing of this passage, see esp. 4
sermons by Bp. Taylor, Serm. XX1I.—
XXV. Vol. 1. p. 734 sq. (Lond. 1836),
and Harless, Zthik, § 50, p. 261.

The reading wlorews, found in D!
E'FG; Vulg. (not Amiat) and
other Latin Vv., Goth.; Bas.,, Naz,
al. (partially approved of by Griesd.),
is certainly to be rejected, both as
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inferior in external authority to xpel-
as, and as an almost self-evident
correction,

8¢ xdpw] ‘it may impart a blessing.’
The ambiguous term dpis has been
explained (a) as xdpis Oeob, Hcum.
(who however does not refer to Rom.
i. 11 for a proof, as Eadie singularly
asserts), ‘omnia salutis adminicula,’
Calv.; (b) as little more than Guundia,
scil. Wa ¢arv] Sexrds 7ols drolovor,
Theod., ‘ut invenietis gratiam,’ Alth.-
Pol., comp. Kypke, 0bs. Vol. L. p.
298,—but remove the ref. to Eur.
Suppl. 414, which is not in point; (c)
as retaining its simple and regular
meaning in connexion with 8:86var,
‘favour, benefit’ (Harl., Olsh., Mey.).
Of these {c) is much the most probable
(see Exod. iil. 21, Psalm lxxxiv. 12,
and perhaps James iv. 6, 1 Pet. v. 5):
still, as xdpes has so notably changed
its meaning in the N.T., it seems un-
critical, even in this phrase, to deny
the reference of xdpis to a spiritual
‘benefit;’ see Stier 4n loc. The most
exact transl. then here is ‘blessing’
(“ministergrace,” Auth,, is ambiguous),
as it hints at the theological meaning,
and also does not wholly obscure the
classical and idiomatic meaning of the
phrase.

30. kal p1 Avwelre k. 7. N.] “and
grieve not the Holy Spirit of God;’
not a new unconnected exhortation
(Lachm.}, but a continued warning
against the use of 78s Abyos garpds by
showing its fearful results; ¢av elmys
pina campdy kal dvdéor Tob Xpiori-
avod grbuaros obk &wlpwiror éNvmycas
a\\& 70 Ily. 7ol Oeol, Theoph. The
tacit assumption clearly is that the
Spirit dwelt within them (see Basil,

8Spir. Sanct. X1x. 50, Hermas, Past.
Mand. 10), and that too, as the solemn
and emphatic title 76 IIv. 76 dywov Tob
Oeof and the peculiar term Avmeire
further suggest, in His true holy Per-
sonality ; comp. Pearson, Creed, Art.
viI. Vol. 1. p. 366 (ed. Burt.), and for
an excellent sermon on this text, see
Andrewes, Serm. vI. Vol. mI. p. 201
8q. (A.-C. L.): see also a very good
practical sermon by Bp. Hall, Serm.
XXXVL Vol. v. p. 489 8q. (Talboys).

&v & éodpaylodnre] ‘in whom ye were
sealed,’—not ‘quo,’ Goth., Arm. (comp.
‘per quem,’” Beza), but ‘in quo,’
Vulg., Clarom., ‘én whom, as the holy
sphere and element of the sealing.’
This clavse seems intended to enhance
still more the warning by an appeal
to the blessings they had received
from the Holy Spirit; elra kal %
wpooOikn ths evepyecias, iva. peliwy
yémrac i karyyopla, Chrys. It does
not then seem that there is here any
reminiscence of Isaiah lxiii. 10, mapdév-
vav 76 IIv. 7& dy. alrob (cited by
Harl.), which would have given the
warning a different tone. For the ex-
planation of these words, see notes on
ch. i. 13; and for the doctrinal a,ppii-
cations, Hammond ¢n loc., and Petav.
de Trin. viIIL. §. 3, Vol. IL. p. 823 sq.
For some comments on this clause,
see Andrewes, Serm. VI. previously
cited, and another serm. by Bp. Hall,
Serm. XxXvIL, Vol. V. p. 504 (Tal-
boys). els Mpépav dwolv-
Tpdoews] ‘for the day of redemption,’
for the day on which the redemption
will be fully realized: see exx. of this
use of the gen. in definitions of time
in Winer, Gr.§30. 2, p. 169, On the
meaning of dToNdTpwats, see notes on
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ch. i. 14, and on ‘final perseverance,’
of which Eadie here finds an affirma-
tion (comp, Coce. in loc.), see Thorn-
dike, Cov. of Grace, ch, XxX1. Vol. 111.
p. 615 5q. (A.-C.L.). '

31. Ildoa mkpla] ¢ AU bitterness,
i.e. ‘every form of it’ (see notes on ch.
i 8), and that not merely as shown in
expressions, ‘sermo mordax,” but, as
the context suggests, in feeling and
disposition (see Acts viii. 23, Heb. xii.
15), wupla marking the prevailing
temperament and frame of mind; é
TowiTos Kkal BaptBuués éore xal ovdé-
wote dvinae Thy Yuxiw, del alvwous v
kal oxvfpwrbs, Chrys. The contrast
is not merely yAvkérys (comp. Orig.
Cat.), but xpnorérns. See Wetst. on
Rom. iii. 14, and for an able sermon
on this text (the obligations and ad-
vantages of good-will), Whichcote,
Serm. LXxx11. Vol. 1v. p. 198 sq.
Ouuds kal dpyi] ‘wrath and anger;’
the emanations from, and products of
the muepia,—pifa Quuol kal dpyfis mixpla,
Chrys. With regard to the distinction
between these two words, it may be
observed that fuuds is properly the
agitation and commotion to which
mikpla gives rise (% évapxouévn éni
Twa yevéobar dpyn, Orig. Cat.; comp.
Diog. Laert. ViI, 1. 63. 114), épy7 the
more settled habit of the mind (3
érolun kal évepynrich wpds THY Tuwplay
T00 Hduenrévar vopfouévov, Orig. 10.) ;
see Tittm. Synon. p. 132, Trench,
Synon. § 37, and notes on Gal. v. 20.
kpavyl kal Pracdnpla] ¢ clamour
and railing” outward manifestations
of the foregoing vices; tmmos vydp
éotw dvaBdryy ¢épwy B Kpavyl) ThY
dpyhv, Chrys. The distinction be-

tween the two words is sufficiently
obvious. Kpavy) is the cry of
strife (‘in quem erumpunt homines
irati,’ Est.); fras¢nule a more en-
during manifestation of inward anger,
that shows itself in reviling—not
in the present case God, but our
brethren (Aowdopiar, Chrys.); it has
thus nearly the same relation to xpav-
% that épyh has to Gupbs: see Col.
iit. 8, 1 Tim. vi. 4, and comp. Rom.
ifi. 8, Tit. iii. 2. For a good practical
sermon against evil speaking see Bar-
row, Serm. XVL. Vol. I p. 447.
kaklg] ‘malice;’ the genus to which
all the above-mentioned vices belong,
or rather the active principle to which
they are all due (comp. pera mior. ch.
vi. 23, and notes), i.e. uncharitable-
ness in all its forms, ‘animi pravitas,
humanitati ef eequitati opposita,’Calv. ;
comp. Rom. i. 29, Col. iii. 8, and on
the difference between this word and
movnpla (its outcoming and manifes-
tation), see Trench, Synon. § 11.

32. yiveobe 8] ‘but become ye,’
contrasted exhortation: not ‘be ye,’
Auth., Alf., but ‘vairpaiduh’ [fiatis]
Goth.,—there were evil elements
among them that were yet to be taken
away; see ch., v. 1. ZLachm. omits
8¢ with B ; 4 mss. ; Clem., Dam,, al.;
but this omission as well as the vari-
ation ofv [D'FG; 2 mss. ; Clarom.,
Sang., Boern.] seems due to a cor-
rector who did not perceive the anti-
thesis between the commands in the
two verses. Xpnorol,
elomhayxvol] ‘kind, tender-hearted.’
On the former of these words (‘sweet
in disposition’), comp. notes on Gal,
v. 22, and Tittmann, Syron. p. 140.
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Strive then to imi-
tate (God, and like
Christ to walk in love.

The latter efomhayxvos occurs Orat.
Manass. 6, 1 Pet. iii. 8, and desig-
nates the exhibition of that merciful
feeling of which the owrAdyyra were
the imaginary seat; comp. Col. iii.
12, and notes ¢n loc.; for additional
exx., see Polye. Phil. 5, 6, Clem. Rom.
Cor. 1. 84, Test. Duod. Patr. p. 537.
“The substantive edomhayyrla is found
in classical Greek, in the sense of
‘good heart,” ¢ courage’ {comp. Eurip.
Rhesus, 192), and also in the primary
and medical sense (comp. Hippoer.
89, ed. Foes.), but the adjective ap-
pears to be rare.

Xapulépevor éavrols] forgiving each
other ;’ participle of concomitant act,
specifying the manner in which the
xpnorérys and edomhayxvia were to
be manifested ; comp. Col. iii. 13 and
notes in loc. Origen (Caten.) calls at-
tention to éavrols as involving the idea
that what was done to another was
really done to themselves ; it is how-
ever doubtful whether this can be
maintained ; see notes on Col. I. ¢., and
for exx. of the use of éavrols for the
personal pronoun, Jelf, Gr. § 54. 2.
kabus kal 6 Oeds] ©even as God,’ ‘as
God also,’ kafws (asin ch. i, 4) having
a slightly argumentative force, while
xal introduces a tacit comparison ; see
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 635 sq., and
notes on Phil, iv. 12. The two com-
bined do mnot then simply compare,
but argue from an example (Harl.),—
Tov Oedv wapdryeels bméderypma, Theoph. ;
comp. ch. v. 2, 23, 29. &y
Xpuord] ‘en Christ not ‘for Christ’s
sake,” Auth., nor ‘per Christum,’ Calv.,
but ‘in Him,’ ¢.e. in giving him to
be a propitiation for oursins, uerda rob
xwdvvov 100 viod adrol xal Tis cpayfs
abrod, Theoph. ; comp. 2 Cor. v. 19.
éxap. Spiv] The context seems clearly
to show that the meaning of xapi{é-
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pevor (and hence of éxapicaro) is not
‘donantes,” Vulg., Clarom., ‘largien-
tes, libenter dantes,” Erasm, (comp.
Orig. 1. ap. Cat.), but ‘condonantes,’
Copt., Syr.,Goth., cuyyrwpixol,Chrys.:
they were not only to be xpnorol and
edomhayxvo, but also merciful and
forgiving, following the example of
Him who ¢prabuit se benignum, mi-
sericordem,—condonanter,” Beng.
The reading is doubtful : Lachm. (text)
reads fuir with B2DEKL; 25 mss.;
Amiat., Syr. (both), al.; Orig. (Cat.),
Chrys. (Comm.), Theod., al.,—but
scarcely on sufficient authority, as the
pronoun of the first person might have
been probably suggested by the fuébs
in ch. v. 2; see crit, note in loc.

CHAPTER V. I. T'lverfe odv x.7.\.]
¢ Become then jfollowers (imitators) of
God ; resumption of the +lvesfe in
ch. iv. 32, the olv deriving its force
and propriety from the concluding
words of the last verse. Stier, onrather
insafficient grounds, argues against
the connexion of these verses, refer-
ring ofv to the whole foregoing subject,
the new man in Christ. In this latter
case, ofv would have mere of what has
been called its reflexive force (‘lectorem
revocat ad id ipsumquod nunc agitur,’
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 717); that it
is here however rather collective (‘ad
ea que antea revera posita sunt lecto-
rem revocat,” Klotz, b.) seems much
more probable; comp. Hartung, Par-
tik. odv, 3. 5, Vol. 11. p. 22.
dyawnrd] ‘beloved” not liebe Kin-
der,’ Riick. (compare Chrys.), but ‘ge-
liebte.” The reason is given by (Ecum.,
who however does not appear to have
felt the full force of the word; rols
ydp TowobTOIS (i.e. dyamwnyrols) € dvdy-
ks Twds 4 plpnots.  The dvdyky con-
gisted in the fact of God having loved
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2. Huds] Tisch. (ed. 2 and %) reads duds with ABN'; 37. 73. 116, &o.;
Sah., Aith. (both); Clem. (2), Theoph., al. The text is supported by DEFGK
LN4; most mss. and Vv.; Chrys., Theod., Lat. Fathers (Kec., Lachm.).

o, Hudv] So Rec., Lachm.

Here Tisch. (ed. 2 and %) reads dudy, which is

supported by B; 37. 73. 116; Sah., Jth. (both) ; but without sufficient reason,
as it is plainly a conformation to the preceding vuds.

them ; love must be returned by love ;
and in love alone can man imitate God :
see 1 Johuiv. 10, and comp. Charnock,
Autrib. p. 618 (Bohn)., For two prac-
tical sermons on this text, see Farin-
don, Serm. LXXXVIL. (two parts), Vol.
1IL. P. 494 8q. (ed. Jackson).

2. kal wepur, &v dydmy] ‘and walk
in love: continuation of the foregoing
precept, xai serving to append closely
a specification of that in which the
imitation of God must consist.
kafds xal 6 Xp. k.r.\.] ‘even as Christ
also loved,’—mnot ‘ has loved; the pure
aoristic sense is more appropriate and
more in accordance with the historic
aor. which follows. Kal
mwapéBukey éavr.] ‘ and gave up Him-
self;’ specification of that wherein
(‘non tantum ut Deus sed etiam ut
homo,’ Est.) thislove was pre-eminently
shown, kal having a slight explana-
tory force; see Gal. ii. 20, and comp.
notes on Phil. iv. 12. The supple-
mentary idea to wapés. must surely be
els @dvaror (Harl), as in every case
where mapad. is used by St Paul in
ref, to Christ, els fdv, or some similar
idea seems naturally included in the
verb: see esp. Rom. iv. 25, where
wapedddn is followed by Hyépbn, and
comp. Rom. viii. 32, Gal. ii. 20, Eph.
v. 25. For a sound and clear sermon on
this text (Christ’s sacrifice of Himself),
see Waterl. Serm. xxx1. Vol. V. p.737
8q. unlp rpdv] ¢ for us,’'—

and also, as the context indisputably
shows, ‘in our stead:’ on the mean-
ing of mep in this connexion, see '
Usteri, Lekrb. 11, 1. 1, p. 115 8q., and
notes on Gal. iil. 13, comp. i. 4.

wpoordopav kal Svolav] an offering
and sacrifice;” not ‘a sacrifice offered
up,’ Gvsiav mpospepoudvyy, Conyb.,—
4 mode of translation ever precarious
and insufficient. 1t may be doubtful
whether fvg. and mpoop. are intended
to specify respectively bloody and un-
bloody sacrifices, for mpoog. is else-
where used in ref. to bloody (Heb. x.
10), and fvo. to unbloody offerings
(comp. Heb. xiii. 15, 16), aud further,
the rough definition that fveia implies
‘the slaying of a victim’ (Eadie) is by
no means of universal application ; see
esp. John Johuson, Unbl. Sacr, 1. 1,
p- 73 87. (A.-C. L.). Equally doubs-
ful, esp. in reference to Christ, is
the definition that a fusia is a ‘rpoce.
rite consumpta,” Outram, de Sacrif.
VIIL 1, p. 182 (ed. 1677). Still it is
probable that a distinction was here
intended by St Paul, and that mpos¢.,
as the more general term, relates not
only to the death but to the life of
obedience of our blessed Lord (comp.
Heb. v. 8), His fvsia {Goa (Rom. xii.
I1); fvoia, as the more speciul, more
particularly to his atoning death.
On this accus., which in its apposition
to the foregoing is also practically
predicative, and serves to complete
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Avoid fornication,
covetousness,and all
forms of impurity,
for on such comes
the wrath of God.
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Ye were once in heathen darkness, but now are
light : reprove the works of darkness, awake and arise.

the notion of the verb, see Madvig,
Synt, § 24. TS
@®e¢ is commonly explained either
(@) as the ordinary transmissive dative,
se. Tapéd. 73 Oe (Mey. ; so appy. J.
Johns. Vol. 1. p. 161), or (b) as a dat.
of limitation to els dop. answering to
the Heb. M0 miMY) 0" (Stier). As
however the meaning of wapédwrer (see
above) and the distance of the dat.
(De W. compares Rom. xii. 1, but
there 7¢ ©ed is not joined with the
verb) do not harmonize with the for-
mer, and the prominent position of
7¢ Oed is difficult to be explained on
the latter hypothesis, it seems more
simple to regard 7 Oeg as an ethical
dative or dat. commodi appended to
the two substantives; so Beng. and
appy., by their studied adherence to
the order of the original, all the an-
cient Vv.; see Scheuerl. Synt. § 23. 1,
p. 186. els dop. evwbdlas]
‘for, sc. to become, a savour of sweet
smell ;> sc. a Ousla evmpiodexros,
Chrys. ; see Phil. iv. 18, Lev. i. o,
13, 17, ii. 12, iii. 5, comp. Gen. viii.
21, The authors of the Racov. Catech.
(§ 8) have correctly explained the
constr., but have erroneously asserted
that these words (‘quae de pacificis
creberrime, de expiatoriis autem vix
uspiam usurpantur,’—but see Deyling,
Obs. Vol. 1. p. 315, No. 65) .do not
represent Christ’sdeath as an expiatory
sacrifice; comp. even Ust. Lehrb. 1L
I. 1, p. 113. To this, without need-
lessly pressing vwrép, We may simply
say with Waterland, that the contrary
‘ig as plain from the N.T. as words
can make it,” and that St Paul’s per-
petual teaching is that Christ’s death
was ‘a true and proper expiatory

sacrifice for the sing of mankind ;’ see
proof texts, Vol. 1v. p. 513, and esp.
Jackson, Creed, Book 1X. 55, Vol. IX.
P. 589 s8q. (Oxf. 1844). The
nature of the gen. edwdlas is rightly
explained by Wordsw. as that of the
characterizing quality ; see notes on
Phil. iv. 18, and comp. Winer, Gr,
§ 34. 3. b, note, p. 212.

3. Ilopvela 8¢] ¢ But fornication;’
gentle transition to another portion of
the exhortation, with a resumption of
the negative and prohibitive form of
address (ch. iv. 31): the &¢ being
mainly peraBarikéy (see on Gal.i. 171),
though perhaps not without some
slight indication of contrast to what
has preceded. On the Apostle’s con-
stant and emphatic condemnation of
the deadly sin of woprela, as one of
the things which the old Pagan world
deemed ddibgpopa, comp. Mey. on Acts
XV, 20. wdoa] ¢ of every kind :°
on the use of wds with abstract
nouns compare notes on ch. i. 8.
Rec. has réo. axaf. with DEFGKL;
mss. ; Vulg., al. 7
mwheovefla] ‘or covetousness;’ the 7 is
not explanatory (Heins. ZFxercit. p.
467), but has its full and proper dis-
Junctive force, serving to distinguish
mAeov. from more special sing of the
flesh ; see notes on ch. iv. 19.
pdt dvopatéou] ‘let it not be even
named,’—not ‘ut facta’ (Beng. 1), a
meaning which évouaf. will scarcely
justify; but ‘let it not be even men-
tioned by name’ (Beng. 2), ol yép
Néyou 7@ wpaypdrwy eloly 8dof, Chrys. ;
gee ver. 12, and comp. Psalm xvi, 4,
Meyer cites Dio Chrys. 360 b, crdow
58 ovde dvopd{ew ditov wap' Sulv.
kadas mwpéme dylows] ‘as Becometh

1
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4 wpémer dylows, kal aloxpdrns ral uwpoloyla i ebTpa-

saints,’—sc, thus to avoid all mention
even by name of these sins; ikards 7o
puoapdy Téy elpnuévey médele, kal
adrds adrdy wposnyoplas THs viuns
étoploar xehevoas, Theod.

4. kal aloxpérns] < and filthiness,”
not merely in words (Ath., Theoph.,
(Ecum.), which would be aloypolovyia
(Col. iii. 8), but, as the abstract form
suggests, 70 aloxpby, whether actively
exhibited or passively approved, in
word or gesture or deed. The context
obviously limits its reference to draf.
and sins of the flesh; aloxpbrys d¢
Tls éoTw kad’ €kacrov €ldos drohaclas,
Orig. Cat. Lachm. reads § aloxp.
4 pwpoh. with AD'E'FG; 4 mss.;
Clarom., Vulg., Sahid.; Bas., al. (Mey.),
but in opp. to the good authority of
the text [BD3E?KLN?; nearly all
mss.; Syr., Copt., Ath. (both), al.;
Clem., Chrys., al.], and to the inter-
nal probability of a conformation to
the following #. N! reads xal aloxp. 7
JwpoN. pwpoloyla] ‘foolish
talking,’ stultiloquium, Vulg., Clarom.,

]2&_@;2 IO [sermones stul-
titim] Syr.; a &?ﬂaf Aeybu. in the
N.T., of which the exact meaning
must be defined by the context. Of
the two definitions of Origen, the first,
% doxovpdyy Imd TGP pwpoNbywy kal
yeAwromrotdy, is too lax; the second,
70 pwpdv elvar év Tols Soyuarifouévors,
too restrictive. The terms with which
it stands in connexion may at first
sight appear to preclude any idea of
positive profanity (comp. Calv.); how-
ever Trench is probably right in here
superadding to the ordinary meaning
of idle, aimless, and foolish talk, a
reference to that sin and vanity of
spirit which the talk of fools is cer-
tain to bewray; see Synon. § 34, and
Wordsw. in loc. ebrpamella]

‘jesting,’ “wittiness:’ a second &mwaf
Neybp.: #la yéhws draipos éxel 7 el-
7pameNia, Chrys. The word, as its
derivation suggests, properly means
versatility, whether in motion, man-
ners, or talk (Dissen, Pind. Pyth. 1.
93); from which a more unfavourable
signification, ‘polished jesting’ (ev-
TpdmeNos, 6 Surduevos srWPar éupmeNds,
Aristot. Moral. 1, 31), ‘use of witty
equivoque’ (‘ingenio nititur,” Beng.),
is easily and naturally derived: see
Trench, Synon. § 34, and the famous
sermon on Wit by Barrow from this
text, Serm. X1v. Vol. 1. p. 383sq.
The disjunctive § (surely not ‘ conjunc-
tive,” Bp. Taylor, Serm. xx111. Golden
Grove) marks it as a different vice to
pwpoX., and thus appy. as not only
a sin of the tongue (Trench), but as
including the evil ‘urbanitas’ (in man-
ners or words) of the witty godless
man of the world. The practical ap-
plication may be found in Taylor, Z.c.
and esp. in the latter part of Chrys.
Hom. xvI1, Td 0VK
awvikovra] ‘things which are not con-
vendent;’ in apposition to the last two
words, to both of which edxap., as de-
noting oral expression yet implying
inward feeling, forms & clear contrast.
It is instructive to compare Rom. 1. 28,
74 pY kabhkorra : there the subjective
denial seems appropriately introduced
(“facere quas, si que, essent indecora,’
Winer, Gr. §59. 4, p. 564, ed. 5):
here is a plain objective fact that such
things odk dvirer. The reading d ovx
éviikev is found in ABN; 3 mss.;
Clem., al. (ZLachkm.), and has very
strong claims to attention. In a
cage of this kind the Vv. cannot be
put in evidence. On the use of o0
and u7y with participles, see Gayler,
Partic. Neg. p. 287, but observe
the caution suggested in notes on
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1 Thess. ii. 13, iii. 1. elxape-
arla] € giving of thanks” see Trench,
Synon. Part 11. § 1. The meaning
of this word adopted by Hammond,
several of the older, and some later
expositors, ¢ edifying discourse,” ¢de-
voutness,” canuot be justified by St
Paul’s use either of the verb or
the subst.; comp. Petav. Dissert.
Eccl. 11. 10. 4, 5, and on the true
force of the ethical connexion, see
Harl, Zthik, § 32. a. On the duty
generally, so frequently inculcated
by St Paul, see notes and reff. on
Phil. iv. 6, and on Col, iii. 13. The
verb here omitted ¢ per brachylogiam’
(Jelf, Gr. § 8gs5) is differently sup-
plied; perhaps ywéofow év Ypiv is
the supplement most natural, dwixes
(Beng.) that least so.

5. Tobro ydp lore ywdok.] ¢ For
this ye know, being aware, or as ye are
aware;’ confirmation of the preceding
prohibitions by an appeal to their own
knowledge of the judgment against
those who practise them. It is not
critically expct to comnect this with
the Hebraistic (but comp. also Jelf,
Gr. § 705. 3) mode of expression, ywd-
axwy yydoy, Gen. xv. 13, ‘ thou shalt
know full well,’ &c. (Stier), as frre
and ywdok. are not portions of the
same verb. The part. must be joined
more immediately with §r¢, and seems
used with a slightly causal force which
serves to elucidate and justify the ap-
peal; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 8, p. 318,
Whether ore be taken as imperative
or tndicative must be left to individual
judgment, The former interpr. is
adopted by Vulg., Clarom,, Arm.
(comp.,—but, with a different reading,

undels vuas 6

Syr., Zth.), and by some Ff, e.g.
appy. Clem. Alex. (Pedag. 1IL 4),
but seems scarcely so impressive as
the latter (Copt.), and somewhat tends
to diminish the force of the now iso-
Jated and emphatic imperative in ver.
6; comp. Alf. ¢n loc. The reading
éore yw. (Rec.) is supported by D3?
EKL ; mss.; Syr. (both), al. ; Theod,,
Dam., but is altogether inferior to lore
in external authority [ABD!FGN;
30 mss.; Vulg., Clarom., Copt., al.;
Clem., al.], and is rightly rejected by
nearly all recent editors. mwas...
ovk] On this Hebraistic mode of ex-
pression, see notes on ch. iv. 29.

8s &ormwv refers immediately to w\eo-
véxrns, not to the three preceding sub-
stantives; comp. Col. iii. 5, 7%» w\eo-
vetiav HTis éariv eldwhoharpela. Co-
vetousness is truly a definite form of
idolatry, it is the worship of Mammon
(Math. vi. 24) instead of God; comp.
Theod. To this therefore, rather than
to the other sins, which are veritable
but more subtle forms of the same sin,
the Apostles give the above specific
designation. The passages adduced
by Wetst. and Schoettg. illustrate the
form of expression, but nothing more.
The reading 8 is found in BR; 3.
67**, al.; Cyr. (Zackm., Alf.), and,
followed by eldwhoharpela, in FG;
Vulg.: as the less obvious reading it
deserves notice. ovk ¥X. KAnp.]
¢ hath no inheritance;? a weighty pre-
sent, involving an indirect reference to
the eternal and enduring principles by
which God governs the world,—not so
much “has no inheritance, and shall
have none’ (Eadie), as ‘has...and can
have none;’ comp. ver. 6, and Col.

I2
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iil. 6, 8’ & &pxerac 7 dpyi Tob Oeol: Bee
Winer, Gr. § 40. 2, p. 237. Tol
Xp. kal B.] ‘of Christ and God,’—not
‘of God,” Auth, This is the first decid-
ed instance (the reading being doubt-
ful in Acts xx. 28) adduced by Granville
Sharp to prove that the same Person
in Seripture is called Christ and God,
see Middleton, Greek Art. p. 362 sq.
(ed. Rose), and ch. IIL. 4. 2, p. 57 sq.
‘When however we maturely weigh the
context, in which no dogmatic asser-
tions relative to Christ find a place
(as in Tit. ii. 13, 14),—when we
recall the frequent use of ©eds with-
out an article, even where it might
have been expected (compare Winer,
Gr. § 19. 1, p. 110),—and lastly, when
we observe that the presence of the
art. Toi Oeol would really have even
suggested a thought of subordination
(as if it were necessary to specify that
the kingdom of Christ was also the
kingdom of God,—the inadvertence of
the Auth.), we seem forced to the con-
viction that here Sharp’s rule does not
apply. Christ and God are united
together in the closest way, and pre-
sented under a single conception (comp.
‘Winer, Gr. § 19. 4, p. 116),—an in-
direct evidence of Christ’s divinity of
no slight value,—still the identity of
the two substantives (‘of Him who is
Christ and God,” Wordsw.) cannot be
safely or certainly maintained from
this passage. On the meaning of the
term Bagilela Ocol, see notes and reff.
on Gal. v. 21.

6. pndels vpds k.1.\.] “ Let no one
decetve youw with vain words, i.e. so-
phistries:’ emphatic warning (without
any particle) against all who sought
to deceive them ag to the real nature
of the sins condemned. It does not
seem necessary to limit the regular
meaning of xevbs (‘empty,” oddauds

énl 7oy Epywy Sewkviuevor, Chrys.,—
hence “a veritate alieni,” Kypke, 0Obs.
Vol. 11."p. 299), and to refer the xevol
Aéyor specially to-heathen philosophers
(Grot.), to Judaizers (Neand. Planting,
Vol. 1. p. 184, note, Bohn), or to
Christian Antinomians (Olsh.). The
Apostle generally condemns all apo-
logists for vice, whoever they might
be. These would of course be most
commonly found among the heathen,
and to them the passage most patu-
rally points. The palliation or tacit
toleration of vice, especially sensuality,
wasg one of the most fearful and repul-
sive features of heathenism; see esp.
Tholuck, Influence of Heathenism, Part
v. 2. 81d radra ydp]
¢ for on account of these sins:* confir-
mation of the preceding warning; it
is on account of these things (obs. the
emphasis on &ud Tafra) that God’s
wrath and vengeance is directed
against the perpetrators. The reference
of rabre is clearly to the sins above
mentioned (rodrwy EkacTor Epuwv,
Theod.); comp. Col. iii. 6, &’ &, and
Gal. v. 21, & mpoNéyw Uuly, in reference
to a foregoing list of vices. The pro-
noun has been referred to the 4o d 7 7 of
the xevol Aéyor (Theoph. 2), or to the
dwd7y and the foregoing vices. The
first interpr. is not grammatically un-
tenable, as the plural rafra may be
idiomatically used to denote a single
object in its different manifestations
(see Bernhardy, Synt. v1. 8.d, p. 282,
Winer, Gr. § 23. 5, p. 146), but,
equally with the second, is open to
the contextual objection that ver. 7
seems a general warning against Gen-
tile sins, to which consequently the
present verse will be more naturally
referred.

1 Spy Tol Beod] ¢the wrath of God
certainly not to be restricted to this
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life, ‘ordinaria Dei judicia,’ Calv.,
but, as the solemn present (comp. &xet,
ver. 5) indicates, to be extended also,
and perhaps more especially, to the
judgments é& 7 Bas. Tob Xp. xal
Oe¢ob, Tovs viels Tis dmed.]
‘the sons of disobedience;’ scil. in
effect Tols o@pbddpa dmwefels, Chrys.,
Exovres T THS pyrpds xapaxtipa,
Orig.: see esp. notes on ch. ii. 2, and
Suicer, Thes. Vol. 1. p. 1357. The
dwetf. here is disobedience to the prin-
ciples and practice of the Gospel; see
more on ch. ii. 2.

7. B ovv yiveoBe] ‘Do not then
become;’ odv having its full collective
force (see on ver. 1), and referring to
the previous statement that the wrath
of God certainly does come on all
such. The vlvesfe (‘ nolite fieri,’” Cla-
rom.; ‘nolite effici,” Vulg.,—perhaps
somewhat too strongly) is not to be
explained away: the Apostle does not
warn them only against being (Alf),
but against becoming (‘ni vairpaip,’
Goth.) partakers with them, against
allowing themselves to lapse into any
of their prevailing sins and depravities.
quvpéroxor avriv] ‘partakers with
them ;> mnot in their punishment
(Holzh.), nor their punishment and
sins (Stier), but, as the context, esp.
ver. 11, obviously suggests, their sins;
¢nolite similia facere,” Esting. On
cgwwuéroxos, see notes on ch. iii. 6, and
on the orthography ouwu- (which has
here the authority of ABIDIFGN),
comp. Tisch. Prolegom. p. XLvIL

8. Wre ydp] ‘ For ye WERE;’ em-
phatic, the time is now past, Rom. vi.
7. Itis this very difference between
the past and present state that con-
firms and proves (yé&p) the propriety

of the preceding warning; ‘as that
state is past, do mnot recur to it,—do
not lapse again into a participation
in vices from which you have now
turned away;’ comp. note on yivesfe
in ver. 7, of which the present verse
seems tacitly confirmatory.

The assertion of Riick. that in this
and several other passages in St
Paul's Epp. (e.g. Rom. v. 13, vi. 17,
1 Cor, iii. 12, 21, Gal. ii. 6, 135, vi. 8)
pév ought to be inserted is sufficiently
refuted by Harless. The rule is
simple, —if the first clause is intended
to stand in connexion with and pre-
pare the reader for the opposition in
the second, wév is inserted ; if not,
not: see the excellent remarks of
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 356 sq.,
Fritz. Rom. x. 19, Vol. 11, p. 433, and
notes on Gal. ii. 15.

okéros] ‘darkness;’ not merely living
or abiding in it (comp. Rom. ii. rg,
1 Thess. v. 4), but themselves actual
and veritable darkness; for examples
of this vigorous and appropriate use
of the abstract term, see Jelf, Gr.
§353. 1. $ds v Kupiv]
“light in the Lord;’ not 86 7#s Geias
xdpiros, Theoph., but ‘in fellowship
with the Lord;” ‘extra Christum
Satan omnia occupat,” Calv. The
continued and corresponding use of
the abstr. for coner. (see above) suit-
ably prepares for the energetic exhor-
tation (without ofw) which follows.
They were ¢ds, not only in themselves
(repwriopévor), but to others (comp.
Matth. v. 14), and were to pursue
their moral walk in accordance with
such a state of privilege. On the use
of the terms ¢ds and oxéros, see
Usteri, Lekrb. 1L -1. 3, p. 229.
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ds wikve dorss wepum.] ‘walk as
children of light,) as those who stand
in nearest and truest connexion with
it; see motes on ch. ii. 3. The ab-
sence of the article can hardly be
pressed (Alf.), as it appears due only
to that common principle of correla~
tion, by which, if the governing noun
is without the article, the governed
will be equally so; see Middleton,
Art. 1L 3. 7, p. 49 (ed. Rose). On
the meaning of wepwarely, which
however must not always be too
strongly pressed, see notes on Phil.
iil. 18, and on 1 Thess. iv. 12.

9. 6 ydp k.T.\.] “for the fruit of
the light ;* parenthetic confirmation of
the foregoing command, and incite-
ment to follow it. T'ép is thus not
simply explanatory (Gomep épepunveve
7t éori 7O Téxva 10D Pwrds, Theoph.),
but, as the order seems to suggest,
confirms the propriety of using the
term wepuwareirte, and also supplies its
fuller explanation; ¢As children of
the light walk ye, for the fruit of
light is shown in a moral walk, in
practical instances of dyafwoiry.’
The modal participle Soxiud{orres (see
below) is thus closely joined with
wepurareire, and ver. g is clearly
parenthetical in sense, though mnot
fully so in form: contra Stier, who
however fails to explain properly and
grammatically the use of the parti-
ciple. The reading wveduaros
[Rec. with DE?KL; most mss. ;
Syr.-Phil., al ; Chrys.,, Theod.] for
¢wrds is clearly a gloss from Gal.
V. 22, and is rightly rejected by near-
ly all recent editors.

&] ‘consistit in,” Beng., or, more
exactly, ‘continetur, ponitur in:’ the

assertion that é is here the ‘Beth
essentie’ (compare Gesen. § 151. 3. a)
is distinctly untenable; see Winer,
Gr. § 29. 3. obs. p. 160.

wdon dyabweidvy] ‘all goodness, i.e.
all forms and instances of it; see
notes on ch. i. 8.  On the meaning of
dyaf. see notes on Gal. v. 22. The
special appositions which Chrys. finds
in these three nouns, mpds Tods dpyifo-
umévous, wpds Tobs wAeovexTolvTas, Wpos
Tiw Yevdsi Hdoviy, are too limited. As
Meyer correctly observes, the whole
of Christian morality is presented
under its three great aspects, the
good, the right, the true; the dvri-
arorxa are kaxia, ddikta, Yeddos: comp.
Harl. in loc., and for a Sermon on
this text, see Tillotson, Serm. cxLvIIL
Vol. L. p. 311 (Lond. 171%).

10. Soxwpdlovres] ¢ proving,”  test-
ing;’ predication of manner appended
to wepimrareire;, defining its character
and distinctive features. The verb
Soxtpd{ew is not ‘to have a just con-

- ception of,” Peile, nor ‘examinando

cognitum habere,” Borger, ad Rom.
p. 12 (cited by Fritz); but in its
simple and primary sense, ‘to prove,
to try,’” the word marking the activity
and experimental energy that should
characterize the Christian life; see
Rom. xii. 2, and Fritz. <n loc., Trench,
Synon. Part 1. § 24, and notes on
PRil. i. 10, where the meanings of
this word are briefly discussed. The
sense then is well expressed by Eadie;
‘the one point of the Christian’s
ethical investigation is Is it well
pleasing to the Lord?” dpa ddokluov
kal madiss Stavolas T8 dAAa, (Beum,

II. p cuvkowevelte] ‘have no
Fellowship  with,” Auth.—a good
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+alolato [commercium ha-
x
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bentes] Syr., ¢ gadailans,’ Goth. The
version of Eadie and De W., ‘take no
part in,” is questionable if not erro-
neous, as this would imply a genitive ;
comp. Rom. xi. 1%, 1 Cor. ix. 23,
Phil, i. 7. Though the sense is nearly
the same, there is still no reason,
either here, in Phil. iv. 14, or Rev.
xviil, 4, for departing from the exact
translation. The form surxow. is
found in ABID'FGLN; and on such
evidence is appy. rightly adopted by
Tisch. ed. 7; see Prolegom. p. XLVIT.
Tois ¥pyois Tols drdpm.] ‘ the unfruit-
Jul works? comp. Gal. v. 19, 22,
where there is a similar opposition be-
tween #ya and kapwéds. The com-
ment of Jerome (cited by Harl) is
very good, ‘vitia in semet ipsa fini-
untur et pereunt, virtutes frugibus
pullulant et redundant;’ see notes on
Gal. v, 22. paNov 8¢ kal
cannot be correctly considered as a
single formula, ‘yea much more,’
Eadie: upd@M\or 8¢ is corrective (see
notes on Gal. iv. g), while xal is closely
connected with the verb, preserving
its full ascensive force, ‘not only uj
ourk. but rather even é\éyyere,” “non
satis abstinere est,” Beng.; comp.
Fritz. Rom. viii. 34, Vol. 11. p. 216.
é\byxere] ‘reprove them,’ ‘redarguite,’
Vulg., Clarom.,—not by the passive
virtual reproof of your holy lives and
conversation (Peile), but, as St Paul’s
use of the word (see esp, 1 Cor. xiv.
24, 2 Tim. iv. 2, Tit. i 9, 13, ii. 15)
and still more the context suggest,—
by active and oral reprobation. The
antithesis is thus most fully marked ;
“do not connive at them or pass them
over unnoticed, but take aggressive

measures against them ; try and raise
the Gentiles to your own Christian
standard ;’ see Olsh. in loc.

12. 1d ydp K.T.A.] ¢ For the things,
&e. ;’ confirmatory reason for the com-
mand in the preceding clause. The
connexion of this verse with the pre-
ceding has been differently explained.
If the correct meaning of é\éyy. (see
above) be retained, there seems but
little difficulty; <ap then gives the
reason for the xal é\éyxere, ‘reproof
is indeed necessary, for some of their
sins, their secret vices for instance,
are such that it is a shame even to
speak of them, much less connive at
or join in them.” Harl. refers ~vap
more to uy owwk., ‘do mnot commit
these sins, for they are too bad even
to mention.” This however assumes
a perfect identity between 74 .
70D ok. and T& kpupf yw., which (see
below) is highly doubtful; and also
gives to the negative part of the com-
mand (which, as the corrective u@\\ov
8¢ suggests, is obscured by the posi-
tive) an undue and untenable promi-
nence, Td...kpvdij k.T.\.]
“ the things which are done in secret by
them,” sc. by the viol 7fs dwebeias,
ver. 6. There is not enough in the
context to substantiate a reference to
the mysteries and orgies of heathenism
(Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11, p. 223). The
use of xpugpf (which obviously has
here a simple, and not an ethical
meaning like oxéros) and its emphatic
position, seem alike to show that 7&
Kkpugij yw. ate sins, not simply identical
with 74 Zoya 7ol oxbrovs, ver. I
(Harl.), but a specific class of the
genus. These ‘deeds done in secret’
then were all those ‘peccata occulta’
which presented the worst features of
the genus, and which, from their na-.
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ture and infamy, shunned the light of
day and of judgment.
kal Aéyewv] ‘even to speak of,’ ‘ only to
mention.” 'This is an instance of what
may be termed the descensive force of
kal: see exx. in Hartung, Partik. xal,
2. 9, Vol. 1. p. 136; comp. Klotz,
Devar, Vol. 11. p. 364, and notes on
Gal. iii. 4. Elsner compares, not in-
appropriately, Isocr. Demon. p. 5, d
wowely aloxpby, Tadra vbuse undé Néyew
elvac xalby.

13. 76 8 wdvra] ‘bul all of

them,’ “they all,’ <._.(3'!35‘ CIAO"

[illa omnia] Syr.-Phil.; continuation
of the reason for the command ug\\ov
8¢ kal é\éyx.—with antithetical refer-
ence to the xpvg# ywbueva, 5¢ retain-
ing its proper force in the opposition
it suggests to any inference that might
have been deduced from ver, 12; ‘it
is true these deeds are done in secret,
but all of them, &c.;’ see Klotz, Devar.
Vol. 1t. p. 363, 365. Ta wdvra is not
‘all things’ taken generally (Riick.,
Alf.), but, as the antithesis between
xpugpf and gavep. (comp. Mark iv. 22)
clearly suggests, ‘all the xpvp® ywbu.’
‘haud dubie quin ea que occulte
fiunt,” Jer.; so rightly De W, and
Meyer <n loc.

E\eyxSpeva] ¢ when they are reproved,’

ta.?.m.?[\&m? !Qy [dum redargu-

untur] Syr.-Phil. ; predication of man-
ner or perhaps rather of #ime ap-
pended to 7& wdvra. The absence of
the art. before é\eyy. distinctly pre-
cludes the translation ‘quee arguun-
tur’ (Vulg., Clarom., Auth,,—comp.
Copt.), and shows that the participle
is not an epithet but a secondary pre-
dicate ; see Scholef. Hints, p. 103.

Ve Tod darés k.. \.] ¢ are made mani-
Jest by thelight, for, &c.’ Itis somewhat

difficult to decide whether these words
are t0 be connected with the part.
(Syr., Copt.), or with the finite verb
(Ath., Syr.-Phil.,—appy.): a con-
nexion with both (Scholef., comp.
Stier) is an evasion, but not an expla-
nation of the difficulties. The follow-
ing positions will perhaps serve to
narrow the discussion. (a) ‘EAeyxé-
ueva, both in tense as well as meaning
(contr. Hamm,, Peile), must stand in
closest reference to é\éyxere: it may
still be said however that the second-
ary meaning of the word (comp. Clem.
Alex. Protrept. 1. p. 19, \éyxet Tdv
"Taxyor 70 ¢ds) may have suggested
the metaphorical language which fol-
lows. (b) ®ds (pdos, ¢avepds) and
¢pavepbw are closely allied terms; the
one so obviously explains, elucidates,
and implies the other, that the con-
nexion of the two in the same clause
seems in a high degree natural and
probable. (¢) $&s must have the
same meaning in both clauses; if
simply metaphorical in the latter
clause, then also simply metaphorical
(not ethical, as in Tékva pwrids) in the
former. (d) The voice of ¢avepbw
must be the same in both clauses, and
is certainly passive; the verb occurs
49 times in the N.T., and never in
a middle sense; see Winer, G7. § 38.
6, p. 230. These
premises being applied, it seems clear
that if we adopt the first-mentioned
connexion é\eyx. Uwd Tob Ppurés
(Chrys., al.), conditions («) and (c)
cannot be fully satisfied; for either
éAeyx. must be taken as nearly syn-
onymous with ¢avep. (De W.), or
¢&s must have an ethical reference
(“lux verbi,” Croc.) in the former
clause which it can scarcely bear in
the latter; and further, éxeyxdu. will
thus have a specification attached to
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it, which is not in harmony with ver.
12, where the act alone is enjoined
without any special concomitant men-
tion of the agent. It would thus seem
to be almost certain that iwd 700 Pw-
7és must be joined with ¢avepoirar,
which it somewhat emphatically pre-
cedes. We translate then, in ac-
cordance with (a), (0), (¢), (d), as fol-
lows; ‘but all things (though so kpvef
yw.) when reproved are made manifest
by the light (thus shed upon them), for
everything that is made manifest is
light (becomes daylight, is of the na-
ture of light) ;* comp. Scholef. L. ¢., and
Wordsw. in loc. In a word, the rea-
soning depends on the logical proposi-
tion which Meyer has adduced,—
¢quod est in effectu (Ppds éori), id
debet esse in causd (vrd 70D Puwrhs).
That this pavépwois however does not
necessarily imply or involve a ‘muta-
tio in melius’ (Jer., comp. Wordsw.),
seems clear from (c). All that is
asserted is that ¢ whatever is illumined
is light;” whether that tend to con-
demnation or the contrary depends
upon the nature of the case, and the
inward operation of the outwardly
jlluminating influence ; see Alf, in loc.

14. 88 ¢ On which account ;’ since
this &\eyfes is so urgent and necessary
a duty, and its nature such as described.
On the use of 36, see notes on Gal.
iv. 31. Aéye) ¢ He saith ;’
geil. 6 Oebs, according to the usual
form of St Paul’s quotations ; see notes
on ch. iv. 8, and on Gal. iii. 16, The
words here quoted are not found
exactly in the same form in the O.T.,
but certainly oceur in substance in
Isaiah Ix. 1 8q. Meyer represents it
as a quotation from an apocryphal
writing which the Apostle introduces

by s lapse of memory; De W. as an
application from a passage in the O.T.,
which he had so constantly used as at
last to mistake for the original text.
Alii alia. It seems much more reve-
rent, as well as much more satisfactory,
to say that St Paul, speaking under
the Inspiration of the Holy Spirit, is
expressing in a condensed and sum-
mary form the spiritual meaning of
the passage. The Prophet's immediate
words supply in substance the first part
of the quotation, N 3 "IN DI
?DﬁN; while xal émiup. k. 7.\ is the
spiritual application of the remainder of
the verse, viz. T2} T2y i) T2,
and of the general tenor of the pro-
phecy : see esp. Is. Ix. 19, and comp.
Surenhus. B{gA. Karal\. p. 5§8. Any
atteropt to explain Aéyer impersonally
(‘one may say,” Bornem. Schol. in
Luc. p. XLvIIL) is not only opposed to
St Paul’s constant use of Néye, but
is grammatically unsupported: ¢nol
(comp. Lat. ‘inquit’) is so used, espe-
cially in later writers, but no instances
have been adduced of a similar use of
Aéyee: comp. Bernhardy, Synt. XIL 4,
p- 419. "Eyewpe] ‘ Awake,’
“Ups’ This expression is now gene-
rally correctly explained : it is not an
instance of an ‘act. pro medio’ (Por-
son, Eurip. Orest. 288), or of an ellip-
sis of geavréy, but simply a ‘ formula
excitandi;’ consult the excellent note
of Fritz. Mark ii. 9, p. 55. The read-
ing of the.Rec. &yeipar, found only in
gome cursive mss,, is undoubtedly a
correction, and is rejected by all the
best editors. dvdora] ¢ arise.’
This shortened form occurs Acts xii.
7, and may be compared with xardfa,
Mark xv. 30, dvdfa, Rev.iv. 1; see
‘Winer, Gr. § 14. 1, p. 73.
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Walk strictly: avoid
excess, but be filled
with the Spirit; sing
psalms outwardly with

your lips, and make melody with thankfulness in your hearts within.

kal émbavoe k. TN] ‘and Christ
shall shine upon thee,—obviously not
in the derivative sense, ¢ Christus tibi
propitius erit’ (Bretsch.), but simply
“illucescet tanquam sol’ (Beng.), ¢ per
gratiam te illuminabit’ (Est.): &rav
ofw éyepfh Tis Awd THs Guaprias, Tére
émpatoe. adbrg 6 Xpiorbds, TovréoTw
érduger domep kal 6 1fheos Tols €£
Umvou éyepbeiow, Theoph.

15. B\éwere ov] < Take heed then
resumption of the preceding exhorta~
tions (ver. 8) after the digression caused
by the latter part of ver. 11. If is
quite unnecessary to attempt to con-
nect this closely with the preceding
verse (Harless, Eadie) ; this resumptive
use of ofp being by no means of rare
occurrence (see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11,
P- 718, notes on Gal. iil. 5), and indeed
being involved in the nature of the
particle, which nearly always implies
vetrospective reference rather than direct
inference ; see Donalds. Gr. § 548. 371,
p- 571. It is scarcely mecessary to
add that BAémere has no reference
whatever to the ¢ds previously alluded
to (comp. Est.), but simply implies
‘take heed;’ see 1 Cor. xvi. 10, Col
iv. 17 and notes in loc.
wds dkpiPds meprmateire] ‘how ye
walk exactly, or with strictness, scil.
‘quomodo illud efficiatis ut provide
vivatis’ (wds 7O GxpiBds épydfecde),
Fritz. Fritz. Opusc. p. 208, 209, note,
where this passage is carefully in-
vestigated ; see also Winer, Gr. § 41.
4. c. obs. p. 268, who has long since
given up the assumption that the text
is an abbreviated expression for SAé-
were olv wds mwepurareiTe, det 8¢ uds
drpids wepurarely, though cited by
Meyer (ed. 2, 1853) as retaining it.
Thus then the indic. is not used for

the sulj. (Grot.), which (if an admis-
sible structure) would be ¢quomodo
provide vivere possitis;’ mnor for the
Suture, which would be ¢quomodo
provide vitam sitis acturi;’ but simply
calls attention to that in which 70 dxpe-
Bds wepurareiy finds its present mani-
festation, and which is specified more
precisely in the clause which follows.
As mepur. appy. here implies little
more than {7 (see Fritz. Rom. xiii. 12,
Vol. 111, p. 141 ; notes on ver. 8 above),
there is no necessity to depart from
the literal meaning of dkpiBds,—not
‘ caute,” Vulg., Syr., still less with-
out stumbling,” Conyb., but ‘ exactly,’
faccurate,” Beza, ‘tanquam ad regu-
lam et amussim,” Fritz. Opusc. lc.;
see Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 486
{Bohn). B ds daodo
k.7.\.] “to wit, not as unwise but as
wise;” more exact specification of the
terms of the preceding clause. It is
thus not necessary to supply either
wepuraroivres to this clause (Harl),
or wepurarfire to its second member
(as in effect Fritz., ‘sed ut homines
sapientes [vitam instituatis’], Opusc.
P- 209): the clause is simply dependent
on wepirareire, explaining the fore-
going adverbs first on the negative
and then on the affirmative side; both
the strictness of their walk and the
way in which that strictness was to be
shown were to reflect the spirit of
wise men and not of fools: comp.
Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 63, where simi-
lar positions of the negative clause
are incidentally cited.

16.  ayopafdpevor TOV Kkapdy]
‘buying up for yourselves, making your
own, the opportunity, the fitting season;’
part. of manner exemplifying the wise
spirit of action specified in the fore:
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going member. This expression occurs
twice in the N, T, ; here with, and in
Col. iv. 5 without an appended causal
sentence: compare also Dan. ii. 8, xat-
pov éayopdfere (appy. ‘hanc oppor-
tunitatem capiatis,” see Schoettg. Hor.
Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 780, not ‘dilationem
queritis,” Schleusn.). The numerous
and in most cases artificial explana-
tions of this passage arise from the
attempts to specify (a) those from whom
(comp. ‘mali homines,” Beng.; *Dia-
bolus,” Calv.) the kaipds is to be pur-
chased, or (b) the price (all worldly
things, r& wdvra, Chrys., Theoph.,
Schrader) paid for it; both of which
are left wholly undefined. The force
of éx does not appear intensive (Mey.,
comp. Plutarch, Crass. § 2), or simply
latent (a Lap.), but directs the thoughts
to the undefined time or circumstances
out of which in each particular case
the kaipds was to be bought; comp.
Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5, where however the
meaning is more special, and the re-
ference of the preposition better de-
fined by the context. The expression
then seems simply to denote that we
are to make a wise use of circumstances
for our own good or that of others,
and, as it were, like prudent merchants
(comp. Beza, Corn. a Lap.) to ‘buy up
the fitting season’ for so doing ; ‘dili-
genter observare tempus, ut id tuum
facias, eique ut dominus imperes,’
Tittm. Synon. p. 42; so Sever. (ap.
Cram. Caten.), andineffect Origen (¢b.),
though he has too much mixed up the
ideas of a right purchase of the time
and a right expenditure of it. For a
sermon on this text see August. Serm.
oLxviL Vol. v. p. 9og (ed. Migne).

Tov kapdv] ‘the opportunity;’ not
‘hoc tempus, scil. tempus. breve quod
restat hui¢ @vo,” Bretsch. (6 xapds
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6 mwapdw, Sever., comp. Stier), but, as
rightly explained by Cornel. a Lap.,
¢occasionem et opportunitatem scil.
mercandi.” On the use of xaipds (‘tem-
pus, seu punctum temporis opportu-
num’) and its distinction from alwy,
xpbvos, and Spa, see Tittm. Synon. p.
39 8q,, comp. Trench, Synon. Part 1.
§4. wovnpal] ‘evil,” in a
moral sense (Gal. i. 4), not ‘difficulta-
tum et asperitatis plena,” Beza (comp.
Gen. xlvii. 9), which would introduce
an idea foreign to the context. Chris-
tians are bidden to walk dkpBds, and
to seize every opportunity, because
“the days’ (of their life, D'}, or of
the period in which they lived) were
marked by so much moral evil and
iniquity ; émel oy & kaipds Sovheder
Tols mowypols, €Efayopdoagfe alrly,
dore karaxphoacfar aiT@ wpds edoé-
Betav, Sever. ap. Cram. Caten.

17. 8ud roliro] ¢ For this cause;’
commonly referred to the clause im-
mediately preceding, émeidh % mwovyplia
arfet, (Beum., Theoph. (so De W,
Olsh.), but far more probably (see
Mey.) to ver. 15, 16,—*for this cause,
sc. because ye ought to walk with such
exactness;’ el yap Ereale deppoves drpi-
Bis ob wepirarioere, Schol. ap. Cram:
Caten. ddpoves] ‘un-
wise,” senseless; ¢ dppwy est qui mente
non recte utitur,” Tittm. Synon. p. 143,
—where the distinctions between this
word, wfmios, dvbyros, and dolveTos
are investigated ; but see notes on Gal.
iii. 1. cwwévres] ‘understand-
ing,” ‘plus est curiévar quam yivdorew,
ut apparet ex hoc loco cum Luc. xii,
47 3 ywdakew est nosse, cwidvar attente
expendere,’ Grot. (Pol. Syn.). The
reading is doubtful. Lackm. reads
owlere with ABN; 6 mss.; Chrys.
(ms.): but though the external evi-
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dence is strong :—that for the parti-
ciple suviévres being D3EKL (ouvwioy-
res, DIFG; Alf.); nearly all mss.;
Clarom., Vulg., Goth., Syr.-Phil,, al,
and many Ff.—there remains the high
probability that the imper, is due to a
conformation to ver. 18.

18. xal p1j pebiok.] ‘Adnd be not
made drunk with wine;’ specification of
a particular instance; xal being here
used to append the special to the gene-
ral: on this and on the converse use,
see notes on Phil. iv. 12, and comp. the
good note of Fritz. Marki. 5, p. 11.

&v @] “wherein,” Auth.; referring not
simply to olvos (Schoettg.), but to
unebvorkerfar otvy, scil. ‘in inebria-
tione,” Beza ; so rightly Orig. 1, ap.
Cram. Cat. dowrla] ©disso-
luteness, Hamm., ‘luxuria,” Vulg.,
Clarom.; not inappropriately Goth.,
¢ usstiurei’ [unyokedness]; Tods dipa-
T€ls kal €ls dxohaciar damavypods dod-
Tous kahoDuev, Arist. Ethic. Nic. 1v. 1;
comp. Cie. de Fin. 11. 8.
(sd§w) appears to have two meanings,
the rarer ¢ qui servari non potest,” a
meaning which Clem. Alex. (Pedag.
II. 2, p. 184, ed. Pott.) applies to this
place, 70 doworov Ths péfys da Tis
dowrlas almiduevos,—and the more
common ‘qui servare nequit; see
Trench, Synon. §16. The latter mean-
ing passes naturally into that of °dis-
soluteness,” the only sense in which
dowrla and dodrws are used in the
N.T., e.g. Luke xv. 13, Tit. i. 6, 1 Pet.
iv. 4 : the substantive is found in Prov.
xxviii. 7 (Trench), to which add 2
Mace. vi. 4, where it is joined with
kGpuot : see also Titbm. Synon. p. 152.
& Ivedpar] “with the Spirit;’ év being
appy. primarily, though not exclu-
sively, instrumental (Vulg., Arm. ; see

"Aowros

Orig. Cat.),—an unusual construction
with 7\9péw : see however ch. i. 23.
Meyer cites algo Phil. iv. 19, but this
is a doubtful instance; still more so
are Col. ii. 10, iv. 12 (cited by Eadie
after Harl), as in the first of these
passages év is obviously ‘in,” and in
the second the true reading differs
from Rec.: see notes in loc. There
would seem to have been an inten-
tional inclusiveness in the use of this
prep., as Matthies (misrepresented by
Eadie) suggests : the Spirit is not the
bare instrument by which, but that in
which and by which the true Christian
is fully filled. Whether the passive
TAnpolofe hints at our ‘reluctant will’
(Mey.) seems doubtful: there is no
doubt however that the opposition is
not between olvos and Ilvedua, but, as
the order of the words suggests, be-
tween the two states expressed by the
two verbs. On the omission of the
article (which is inserted in FG), see
notes on ch. ii. 20, and on Gal. v. 5.
19. Aadofvres éavrols] ‘speaking
to one another’—mot ‘to yourselves,’
Auth.; éavrols being used for dAN#Aous,
a8 in ch. iv. 32; comp. Col. iii. 16, and
see Jelf, Gr. § 654. 2. Scholefield
(Hints, p. 103), and before him Bull
(Prim. Trad. 1. 12), compare the well
known quotation, ‘carmen Christo
quasi Deo dicere secum invicem,’ Pliny,
Epist. X. 97. Whether the reference
is here to social meetings (comp. Clem.
Alex. Pedag. 11. 4, p. 194, Pott.), or
expressly to religious service (Olsh.),
or, as is more probable, to both, can
hardly be determined from the con-
text. Yakpols k.T.N] “with
psalms and kymns and spiritual songs.
The distinctions between these words
have been somewhat differently esti-



V. 18, 19, 20.

1925

4 ' ~ ~
ddovres kal \aNhovres &v T kapdia Sudv ¢ Kuple,

3 ~ ’ \ ’ ] ’ -~
GUXaPlG'TOUUTGS‘ TAVTOTE l;7|'€p TAYTWY €V (;VO#a’TL TOV 20

mated. Olsh. and Stier would eonfine
Yarp. to the Psalms of the Old Test.,
Upwos to any Christian song of praise:
this does not seem borne out by 1 Cor.
xiv. 26 (see Alf.), compare James v.
13. Harless refers the former to the
Jewish, the latter to Gentile Chris-
tians ; Origen (Cat.) still more arbi-
trarily defines the Yadu. as wepl Tov
mpaktéwy, the @3} as wepl tfs Tod
kbopov Tdfews xal TOv Nowlv On-
povpynudrowy.  In a passage so gene-
ral as the present, no such rigorous
distinctions are called for: JaApds
most probably, as Meyer suggests,
denotes a sacred song of a character
similar to that of the Psalms (6 yaA-
pos éuuens doriv edhoyla kal odppwy,
Clem. Alex. Pedag. 11. 4, p. 194):
{puvos & song more especially of praise,
whether to Christ (ver. 19), or God
(ver. 20, comp. Acts xvi. 25, Heb. ii.
12); @by a definition generally of the
genus to which all such compositions
belonged (@dWr wveumarciy 6 "Amé-
aTohos elpnre TOv Yaruby, Clem. Alex.
l.¢.): so Trench, Synon. Part 11. § 28.
To this last the epithet mvevuaricals is
added,—sc. not merely ¢of religious
import,’ Olsh. (‘sancta,’ Ath.), ‘having
to do with spiritual things,” Trench,
but in accordance with the last clause

of ver, 18, ‘such as the Holy Spirit

inspired and gave utterance to;’ WYd\-
Novres yap Hveduaros mAypolvrar aylov,
Chrys. Much curious information
will be found in the article ¢ Hymni
a Christianis decantandi,’ in Deyling,
0bs. No. 44, Vol IIL. p. 430 sq. : for
authorities, see Fabricius, Bibliogr.
Antig. XI. 13, and for specimens of
ancient Yuwot, ib. Bibl. Graca, Book v.
1. 24. Lachm. inserts & in brackets
before Yahpois on the authority of B;
5 mss.; Clarom., Sangerm., Vu'g.,

Goth., al.; Chrys. On nearly the
same testimony, viz. B; Clarom.,
Sangerm. ; Ambrst. ed., he (so Alf.)
similarly encloses the scarcely doubt-
ful mvevuaricals.  §Sovres kal Y-
Novres k.T.N.] ‘singing and making
melody in your heart; participial
clause, co-ordinate with (Mey.) not
subordinate to (so as to specify the
moral quality of the psalmody, werd
guvéoews, Chrys.) the foregoing NaXoiy-
res k.7 Harl. very clearly shows
that & 7 xapdig even without udv
could not indicate any antithesis be-
tween the heart and lips, much less
any qualitative definition,— ¢without
lip-service’ (comp. Theod., Eadie), or
‘heartily,” like éx r7s xapdlas (xatd
79w kapd, (Ecum.), but that simply
another kind of psalmody is mentioned,
that of the inward heart; *canentes
intus in animis et cordibus vestris,’
Bulling. (cited by Harl.). The
reading év 7als kapdlas, though well
supported [Lachm. with ADEFGN?;
47; Clarom., Vulg., Syr.,, Goth,
Copt., Syr.-Phil. in marg.; Bas,
Chrys. (2), al.], is still properly re-
jected by Tisch., as an emendation
of é&v 17 xapdlg [BNR! (both omit év)
KL; nearly all mss.; Syr.-Phil.;
Chrys., Theod., al.] derived from Col.
iit. 16.

20. e¥xapioT. wdvr.] ¢ giving thanks
always ;> third and more comprehen-
give participial member, specifying the
great Christian accompaniment of this
and of all their acts (see notes on ver.
4, Phil. iv. 6, and Col. iv. 2), and pre-
paring the way for the further duty
expressed in ver. 21. It would thus
appear that the imperative wAnp. év Iy,
has four participial clauses appended,
two of which specify more particular,
and the third a more pervading mani-
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Church is to Christ.

Husbands love your wives as Christ loved His Church, Mar-
riage is a type of the mystical union of Christ and the Church.

22. dvdpdow] Tisch. has with good judgment rejected the addition of dmro-
Tdggesfe,—whether after yuvalces with DEFG; Lect. 19; Syr., al.: or after
drdpdow, with KL; very many Vv.; Chrys., al. (Rec., Scholz),—though sup-
ported in the omission only by B, all Gr. MSS. used by Jerome, and Clem.
(Harl.,, Mey., De W.). Lackm. inserts dmoraceéofwoar after dvdpdow with
AN; 10 mss. ; Vulg., Copt., Goth. ; Clem. (1), Bas., al. ; the variations however,
and still more the absence of the word in the MSS. mentioned by Jerome,
render it in a very high degree probable that the original text had no verb in

the sentence.

festation of the fruits of the Holy
Spirit, viz, ¢dal yehéwy (Ecclus. xxxix.
15), ¢dal & T kapdlg, and edyapio-
7ia, while the fourth, iworacs., passes
onward to another form of Christian
duty; see notes on ver. 21, and for
two good sermons on this text, Bar-
row, Serm. viIL. 1X. Vol, I. p. 179 sq.
Ymip wdvrav] ¢ for all things,” Auth.;
not masc., sc. drép wdrrwy TV THs €U-
epyeaias perel\yyérwy, Theod. Meyer
needlessly limits the wdvra to bless-
ings; surely it is better to say, with
Theoph., olx dmép 7w dyalddy udvov,
GANG kal TOY Avmypdy, kal Sv touer,
xal &v otk lopew, kal yap Sid wdvTwy
edepyeTolpela kdv dyvoduer, Numer-
ous instances of similar cumulation
and waphynaes are cited by Lobeck,
Paralipom. p. 56, 57. &
dvépar] “inthe name;’ obviously not
¢ ad honorem’ (Flatt.), nor even ¢per
nomen,’ scil. ‘per Christum’ (a Lap.),
but ‘in nomine,” Vulg., Clarom., Copt.,
al. : the name of Christ is that general
and holy element, as it were, in which
everything (as Harless forcibly re-
marks) is to be received, to be enjoined,
to be done, and to be suffered; see
Col. iii. 17, The context will always
indicate the precise nature of the ap-
plication ; see the exx. cited by Alf.

in loc, 79 Oed kal waTpi]
‘to God and the Father; see notes
on ch. i. 3, on Gal. i. 4, and on the
most suitable mode of translating this
special and august title, notes to Gal.
i. 4 (Transl.).

21.  vworacodpevor AANGN.] ¢ sub-
mitting yourselves to one another;’ not
for the finite verb (Flatt. ; see contra
Hermann, Viger, No. 227, Winer, Gr.
§ 45. 6, p. 314), but a fourth parti-
cipial clause appended to wAnpolofe.
The first three name three duties, more
or less special, in regard to God, the
last a comprehensive moral duty in
regard to man, which seems to have
been suggested by the remembrance of
the humble and loving spirit which is
the moving principle of elxapioria.
In the following paragraph, and under
a somewhat similar form (dwaxo}) in
vi. 18q. and vi. 5 sq., this general duty
is inculeated in particular instances:
émeldh) xowhy T mepl Tis tmoTayds
vouofeaiay mwpochveyke xar’ €ldos Aot-
mov mwapawel T4 kardMnia, Theod.
On the distinction between dmorace.
(sponte) and wewapyely (coactus), see
Tittm. Synon. Part 1r. p. 3. It
must be admitted that there is some
difficulty in the connexion between this
and the foregoing participial member.
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‘We can however hardly refer the clause
to the remote uh uebvox. (‘don’t blus-
ter, ... but be subject,” Eadie, Alf.),
but may reasonably retain the con-
nexion indicated above, the exact con-
necting link being perhaps the dmép
mdvrwr; ¢ thanking God for ail things
(joys—yea sorrows, submitting your-
selves to Him, yea), submitting your
selves one to another;’ comp. Chrys.,
va wdvrwy kparduer Ty mabdy, a
T O Sovhelwuey, va THy wpds GAN-
Aovs dydryy Swasd{wuer. &v
$éBw Xp.] “in the fear of Christ.’ the
prevailing feeling and sentiment in
which dmroeray is to be exhibited ; ‘ex
[in] timore Christi; quia scilicet Chris-
tum reveremur, eurque timemusoffen-
dere,” Corn. a Lap. The reading
év ¢. Oeod (Rec.) is only supported by
some mss. ; Clem., Theod.; and is right-
ly rejected by all modern editors.

22. Al yvvatkes] ¢ Wives,—sc. be
subject:’ first of the three great exem-
plifications of the duty of subjection
previously specified :—wives and hus-
bands ver.22—33; children and parents
ch. vi. 1 8q.; slaves and masters ch.
vi. 5—0. A verb can easily and ob-
viously be supplied from the pre-
ceding verse,—either dmoracoérfwoay
(Lachm.), or more probably as the
imper. in ver. 25 and Col. iii. 18 sug-
gests, vrordeaecte (Rec.). Tols
8lows dvBpdawv] ‘your own husbands .’
those specially yours, whom feeling
therefore as well as duty must prompt
you to obey; comp. 1 Pet. iii. 1. The
pronominal adject. i8iocs is clearly more
than a mere possess. pronoun (De W),
or, what is virtually the same, than
a formal designation of the husband,
¢der Ehemann’ (Harl., Winer), for
St Paul might bave equally well used
Tots dvdpdow, as in Col. iii, 18. It
seems rather to retain its proper force

both here and 1 Pet. iii. 1, and imply
by a latent antithesis the legitimacy
(comp. Johniv. 16), exclusiveness (1 Cor.
vii. 2), and speciality (1 Cor. xiv. 35)
of the connexion; see esp. 1 Esd. iv.
20, éykaralelme... Ty 8. xuwpor kal
wpds Thw 8. ~yuvalka xoNNdrar We
may also adduce against Harl. his
own quotation, Stobsus, Flori. p. 22,
Oeavd...épwrnleloa i wpdrov ey yv-
vawt T 7§ bly Epn dpéorew dvdpt-
clearly ¢her own husband,’—no one
except in that proper and special re-
lationship. It may still be remarked
that the use of Sios in later writers is
such as to make us cautious how far
in all cases in the N.T. {see Matth.
xxii. 5, John i. 42) we press the usual
meaning: see Winer, Gr. § 22. 7, p.
139, and notes on ch. iv. 28.

s 76 Kuplw] ‘as to the Lord ;’ clearly
not ‘asto the lord and master,” which
perspicuity would require to be 7ois
kuptots, but—to Christ; ¢vir Christi
imago,” Grot., ka\év 79 yvvaiwi Xpiorov
aideigfar St ToU dvdpbs, Greg. Naz.
The meaning of ws is somewhat doubt-
ful. Viewed in its simplest gram-
matical sense as the pronoun of the.
relative (Klotz, Devar, Vol. 1t. p. 737),
the meaning would seem to be ‘yield
that obedience to your husbands which
you yield to Christ;’ comp. Beng. As
however the immediate context and
still more the general current of the
passage (comp. ver. 32) represent mar-
riage in its typical aspect, os will seem
far more naturally to refer (as in ch.
vi. 8, 6, comp. Col. iii. 23) to the aspect
under which the obedience is to be re-
garded (‘quasi Christo ipsimet, cujus
locum et personam viri representant,’
Corn. a Lap.), than to describe the
nature of it (Eadie), or the manner
(De Wette) in which it is to be ten-
dered ; see notes on Col. iii. 23, Still,
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less probable is a reference merely to
the gimilarity between the duties of
the wife to the husband and the Church
to Christ (Koppe, comp. Eadie), as
this interp. would clearly require s
% éxxh. ¢ Kup. : see Meyer. It
is thus well and briefly paraphrased
by Chrys., 8rav meluys 7§ avdpl, os
7§ Kuplw dovhedovea dpyol melfecOar
(Sav.): see also Greg. Naz. Oraf. XXXI.
P- 500 (ed. Morell.).

23. dwvip] ‘a husband.” The omis-
sion of the article (which Ree. inserts
with a few mss.) does not affect the
meaning of the proposition, but only
modifies the form in which it is ex-
pressed: & dvip would be ¢the hus-
band,’ ¢.e. ‘every husband’ (see notes
on Gal. iil. 20); drhp is ¢a husband,’
1.¢. any one of the class; comp. Winer,
Gr. § 19. 1, p. 111: ~ur, on the con-
trary, has properly the article as
marking the definite relation it bears
to the dvfip (‘his wife’), on which the
general proposition is based.
ds kal & Xp, x.T.\.] ‘as Christ also is
kead-—of the Chureh :’ the ‘being head’
is common to both dvijp and Xp.; the
bodies to which they are so are dif-
ferent. In sentences thus composed of
correlative members, when the enun-
ciation assumes its most complete
form, xalappears in both members, e.g.
Rom. i, 13; comp. Kiihner, Xen.
Mem. 1. 1. 6. Frequently it appears
only in the demonstrative, or, as here,
only in the relative member ; see Har-
tung, Partik. kal, 2. 2, Vol. L p. 126.
In all these cases however the particle
kol preserves its proper force. In the
former case ‘per aliquam cogitandi
celeritatem’ a double and reciprocal
comparison is instituted between the
two words to each of which xal is an-
nexed ; see Fritz. Rom., Vol. 1. p: 38:

in the two latter cases a single com-
parison only is enunciated between the
word qualified by xal and some other,
whether expressed or understood ; see
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 635, and comp.
‘Winer, Gr. § 53. 5, p. 390, Who how-
ever on this construction is not wholly
satisfactory. avTés k.T.\.]
¢ He himself is the Saviour of the
body:’ declaration, apparently with a
paronomasia (cwrip...cduaros), of an
important particular in which the com-
parison did not hold; the clause not
being appositional (Harl.), but, as the
use of ¢\ in the following verse
seems distinetly to suggest (see notes
on ver. 24), independent and emphatic
(Mey.); ‘He—and, in this full sense,
none other than He—is the cwrhp of
the body.” The reading xal airés éae
[Rec. with D?D3E?KLN*; majority
of mss. ; Syr. (both.), Goth,, al. ; many
Ff.] seems clearly an explanatory gloss,
and is rightly rejected by nearly all
recent editors.

24. dANA] ¢ Nevertheless.' The ex-
planation of thig particle is here by no
means eagy. According to the usual
interpr. abvrds k.7, (ver. 23) forms
an apposition to the preceding words,
the pronoun airds (comp. Bernhardy,
Synt. VI. 10, p. 287) being inserted
with & rhetorical emphasis. The proof
is then introduced by aihd, which,
according to De W., preserves its ad-
versative character in the fresh aspect
under which it presents the relation;
¢ But as the Church, dc.:’ see Winer,
Gr. § 53. 10. 1. &, p. 400. This is
plausible, but, as Meyer has ably
shown, cannot be fairly reconciled with
the clear adversative force of dA\Ad,—
‘aliud jam esse de quo sumus dic-
turi’ (Klotz, Devar. Vol. IL. p. 2): 8¢
or ofw would have been appropriate;
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dAA& is wholly out of place. Riickert
and Harless explain it as resumptive
(Hartung, Partik. 4\, 2. 7, Vol. IL.
P- 40), but surely, after a digression of
only four words, this is inconceivable.
Eadie supposes an ellipsis, ‘ be not dis-
obedient, 4c.” an assumption here still
more untenable; as in all such uses of
&\\d, and in all those which he has
adduced (some of which, e. g. Rom.
vi. 5, 2 Cor. vil. 11, are not correctly
explained), the ellipsis is simple and
almost self-evident ; compare Klotz,
Devar, Vol. 1. p. 7. Amid this
variety of interpretation, that of Calv.,
Beng., Meyer, and recently Alf., alone
seems simple and satisfactory. Adros
k. 7.A. is to be considered as forming
an independent clause; it introduces
a particular peculiar to Christ, and
therefore in the conclusion is followed,
not by odv or 8, but by the fully ad-
vergative d\\d : ¢ He is the saviour of
the body (man certainly is not that),
nevertheless, as the Church is subject
unto Christ, so, &t¢.” The various at-
tempts to explain the cwrypla in
reference to the other members of the
comparison, the husband and wife
(comp. Bulling., Beza, Hofm. Schrifth.
Vol. 11. 2, p. 115), are all forced and
untenable.  The reading dorep [ Rec.
with D3EKL; most mss.; Theod.,
Dam.] for s is rightly rejected by
most recent editors. oiTws
kal K.T.A.] “so let wives also be sub-
ject to their husbands in everything,'—
scil. droraccéofwoav, supplied from
the preceding member. The Rec. in-
serts [diois before dwdpdow with AD3
E2KL; manymss., Vv. and Ff.,,—but
in opp. to preponderant authority

[BD'EIFGN; Clarom,, Sangerm., al.],
and to the internal objection that the
word was an interpolation taken from
ver. 22.

25. O dv8pes k.mA.] ‘ Husbands,
love ybur wives,;’ statement of the re-
ciprocal duties of the husband ; dxove
kal wds ce wdAw dvoykd{er dyamdy
adrip, dAN olxi Seocmorikds mwpospépe-
cla drydma yap adrie: woiy uérpw; &
kal 6 Xp. Thr éxkhnoiav. wpovde adris,
s kal 6 Xp. éxelvys kdv 3én 7o walbely,
ki Gmwofavely 8 alriv, uY wapairioy,
Theoph. On this and the two fol-
Iowing verses, see a good sermon by
Donne, Serm. LXxxv. Vol. 1v. p. 63sq.
(ed. Alf.). After ~yuvaixas Rec. in-
serts éavrdy with DEKL ; most mss. ;
al, FG read ras ywaixas dpdv. Itis
rightly omitted by Lachm. and Tisck.,
with ABN; mss.; Vulg. (not all
codd.); Clem.-Alex., Orig., as being
probably an explanatory insertion.
kabus kal k.T.\] ‘even as Christ also
loved the Church and gave Himself for
it;’ nearly a repetition of the latter
part of ver. 2, where see the notes on
the different details.

26. tva abdriv dy.] ‘in order that
He might sanctify i; immediate, not
(as De W.) remote purpose of the ma-
padidbvar,—sanctification of the Church
attendant on the remission of sins in
baptism ; see Pearson, Oreed, Vol. L.
p. 435 (Burt.), Taylor, Bapt. 1x. 17,
‘Waterland, Eucharist, 1X. 3, Vol. 1v.
p- 645. Both sanctification and puri-
fication are dependent on the atoning
death of Christ, the former as an act
contemplated by it, the latter as an
act included ¢n it. There is thus no
necessity to modify the plain and’

K
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natural meaning of the verb; dyudf.

here neither implies simple consecra-
tion (Eadie) on the one hand, nor ex-
piation, absolution (Matth.), on the
other, but the communication and in-
fusion ol holiness and moral purity ;
see Pearson, Creed, Vol. 1. p. 404,
comp. Suicer, Thesaur. 8.v. 11. &, Vol.
L p. 54- kabaploas] having
purified it;’ temporal participle, here
more naturally denoting an act antece-
dent to éyudey (Olsh., Mey.) than one
contemporaneous with i, as appy.
Syr., Vulg., al, and, as it would seem,
the Authorized Version. Eadie is far
too hasty in imputing ¢ error’ to Harl.
for maintaining the latter: it is clearly
tenable on grammatical (see Bernhar-
dy, Synt. X. g, p. 383, and notes on ch.
i. 9), but less probable on dogmatical
grounds: comp. 1 Cor. vi. 11, dA\\&
drelodoacle, A& Frydodyre.

7@ hovrpd 7od USatos)] ¢ by the well-
known laver of the water;’ gen. ‘ma-
terie,” Scheuerl. Synt. § 12, p. 82;
comp. Soph. Fd. Col. 1599. The
reference to baptism is clear and dis-
tinct (see Tit. iii, 5, and notes in loc.),
and the meaning of Nobrpov (‘lava-

IR

» 4
Syr., ¢pvahla,” Goth.)—indisputable :
instances have been urged in behalf
of the active sense of Aofrpor (adopted
by Auth., and perhaps by Copt.,
Zth.), but in all that have yet
been adduced (e.g. Ecclus. xxxiv. 25
[30], 7L dpéanoer TG Novrp adrolis),
the peculiar force of the termination
(instrumental object ; comp. Donalds.
Crat. § 267 ; Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol.
II. p. 403) may be distinctly traced :
see exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v.
Vol. 1. p. 83, and comp. Suicer,
Thesaur. 8.v. Vol 1. p. 277. It seems
doubtful whether Olsh, is quite correct

crum,” Vulg, Clarom.,

IIPOZ EPEZIOYZ.

14 I
év pupati, tva mapacTiocn

in denying that there is here any allu-
sion to the bride’s bath before marriage
(Elsner, Obs. Vol. m. p. 226); see
ver. 27, which considered in reference
with the context, and compared with
Rev. xxi. 2, makes such an allusion
far from improbable. év pripar]
‘in the word, ‘in verbo, Vulg.,
Clarom., Copt., Goth. There is great
difficulty in determining (1) the exact
meaning, (2) the grammatical connexion
of these words. With regard (1) to the
meaning we may first remark that
phiua occurs (excluding quotations) five
times in 8t Paul's Epp. and four in
Heb., and in all cases directly (Rom.
x. 17, Eph. vi. 17, Heb. vi. 5, xi. 3)
or indirectly (Rom. x, 8, 2 Cor. xii. 4,
Heb. i. 3, xii. 19) refers to words
proceeding ultimately or immediately
Jrom God. The ancient and plausible
reference to the words used in baptism
(Chrys., Waterl. Justif. Vol. vI. p.
13) would thus, independently of the
omission of the article, scarcely seem
probable; see Estius in loc. The same
observation applies with greater or less
force to every interpr. except the
Gospel, 7o pAua ris wlorews, Rom.
x. 8, the word of God preached and
taught preliminary to baptism (comp..
notes on ch. i. 13) ; the omission of the
article being either referred to the
presence of the prep. (Middleton, Gr.
Art. VI. 1), or miore probably to the
fact that words of similarly definite
import (e. g. wépos, xdpis, k. 7.A)
are frequently found anarthrous; see
Winer, Gr. § 19. 1, p. 112, (2)
Three constructions obviously present
themselves ;—(a) with dyidop* (b) with
7@ Novrpd 70l Hdaros® (¢) with xafa-
ploas, or rather with the whole ex-
pression, kaf. 7. Novrp. 7. U8. Of these
(@), though adopted by Jerome and
recently maintained by Riick., Winer
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(Gr. § 20, 2, p. 125), and Meyer, is
seriously opposed to the order of the
words, and (if & be considered simply
instrumental) introduces an idea (ay.
év fiu.) which is scarcely doctrinally
tenable. The second (b) is plainly in-
consistent with the absence of the
article, this being a case which is not
referable to any of the three cases
noticed on ch. i. 15,—appy. the only
ones in which, in constructions like
the present, the omission can be justi-
fied. The third (c), though not with-
out difficulties, is on the whole fairly
satisfactory. According to this view
év phuare has neither a purely instru-
mental, nor certainly a simple modal
force (‘verheissungsweise,’ Harl.), but
specifies the n Ty accompaniment,
that in which the baptismal punﬁca-
tion is vouchsafed (comp. John xv. 3),
and without which it is not granted:
comp, Heb. ix. 22, & alpare wdvra
rafapiferar k. 7.\, where the force of
the prep. is somewhat similar.

27. Wa wapacrioy] ‘inorder that
He might present:’ further and more
ultimate purpose of éavrér Tapédwker
Vmwép airfs (ver. 25), the full accom-
plishment of which must certainly be
referred to 6 alor 6 uwéMAwry (August.,
Est.), not to 6 aldw odros (Chrys.,
Beng., Harl.), see Pearson, Creed,
Vol. 1. p. 406 (ed. Burt.). Schoettg.
appositely cites the Rabbinical mterpr
of Cant. i. 5, MINJ) "IN 'mnw
which the swarthlness is referred to
the Synagogue I D‘?WJ {in hoc
seculo], the comelinesstoit N33 D‘?WD
[in seculo futuro]; see Petersen, von
der Kirche, 111, 220. The verb wapa-
orhoy is here used as in 2 Cor. xi. 2, of
the presentation of the bride to the
bridegroom,—notof an offering (Harl.;

2
a'yta Kal Gpuew-

¢

Rom. xii. 1), which would here be a
reference wholly inappropriate.
avrds éavrd] ‘Himself to Himself;’
not ‘for Himself,” i.e. for His joy
and glory (Olsh.), but, with local re-
ference, ‘to Himself.' Christ permits
neither attendants nor handmaids to
present the Bride: He alone presents,
He reccives. The reading mapaosr.
alriw éavrd [Rec. with D3EK ; most
mss.; Syr. (both); Chrys., Theod.] is
rightly rejected on conclusive evi-
dence [ABD!FGLN; 15 mss.; Cla-
rom., Vulg., Goth., al.; Greek and
Lat. Ff.] by most modern editors.
#dokov Tiv dkkhnolav] ‘the Church
glorious;’ the tertiary predicate &rdotor
(Donalds. Gr. § 489) being placed em-
phatically forward and receiving its
further explanation from the partici-
pial clause which follows: so, with a
correct observance of the order, Copt.,
Aith., probably Vulg., Clarom., and all
the best modern commentators,
Wi éxovoav omllov] ‘not having a
spot.” The word omilos (miaoubs, po-
wos, Suid.) is a 8ls Aeydu. in the N.T.
(2 Pet. ii. 13), and belongs to later
Greek, the earlier expression being
knAls, see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 28.
Lackm., Tisch., Bruder (Concord.),
Meyer and others still retain the ac-
centuation omilos. As the iota is
short (comp. &owilos, Antiph. ap.
Anthol, Vol. v1. 252) the accentuation
in the text seems most correct; comp.
Arcad. Accent. vI. p. 52 (ed. Barker).
puriBal ‘a wrinkle:’ purls, % ouver-
kvouéry adpf, Etym. M.; derived from
PYQ, épvw, see Benfey, Wurzeller.
Vol. 11.p. 317. Rugaand ‘wrinkle’ are
probably cognate forms; see ib. p. 314,
and comp. Diffenbach, Lex. Vol. 1;
p- 236. dAN Tva ] ‘but in order
K2
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that it might be;’ change of construc-
tion, as if {va uy &y had preceded:
similar exx. of ‘oratio variata’ are
cited by Winer, Gr. § 63. 1L 1, p. 509.
On the true meaning of dyla as ap-
plied to the Church, see Pearson,
Creed, Art. 1X, Vol. L. p. 403 (Burt.),
Jackson, Creed, XIL 4. 3, and on duw-
pos, see notes on ch. i, 4. The context
might here seem to favour the transla-
tion ‘omni maculd carens’ (comp. Cant.
iv. %), but it seems more correct to say
that the first part of the verse presents
the conception of purity, dec. in meta-
phorical language, the second in words
of simply ethical meaning.

28. ovrws] ‘Thus,’ ‘in like man-
ner;’ ¢ dta, scilicet uti Christus dilexit
ecclesiam quemadmodum jam dixi,
Corn, a Lap. Even should we retain
the reading of Rec. (ofirws d¢p. o &vdp.
dy. k.7.\; see below), the reference
must still clearly be to xabws xai é
Xp. k.7.\. ver. 25—27, not as Est.
(comp. De W.) suggests, to the fol-
lowing «s; this latter construction
being contrary, not necessarily ‘to
grammatical law’ (Eadie; for comp.
John vii. 46, 1 Cor. iv. 1), but to the
natural use of ovrws, of which ‘non
alia est vis quam que nature ejus
consentanea est, ut eo confirmentur
pracedentia,” Herm. Viger, Append.
X. p. 747. In passages like 1 Cor.
Lc. there is an obvious emphasis,
which would here be out of place.
The reading is doubtful, as in addition
to the evidence in favour of the text
[KLN; nearly all mss.; Syr.,, Arm.;
Chrys., Theod., al. (Rec.) that of B
(6pein, kal ol dvdpes) may be urged
for the inversion. The authority for
the longer and non-inverted reading,
kal ol dvdpes épelhovarw, viz. ADEFG;
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2 mss, ; Clarom., Vulg., Goth., Copt.;
Clem., Lat. Ff. (Lackm.), is not
inconsiderable, but may be rightly
considered inferior to that for the
text. s T éavrdy cdpara]
‘as being their own bodies;’ mnot ‘wie
ihre eigenen Leiber,” Meier (comp.
Alf), but ‘als ihre eigenen Leiber,’
Luth,, Mey. The context clearly
implies that Christ loved the Church
not merely just as (comparatively)
He loved His own body (scil. s
éavréy, Schoettg.), but as being His
own body, the body of which He is
the Head. In the hortatory applica-
tion therefore &s must have a simi-
larly semi-argumentative force ; other-
wise, as Harl. remarks, we should
have two comparisons, the one with
olTws, the other with ws, which would
mar the perspicuity of the passage.
In the present view, on the contrary,
the distinction is logically preserved:
oUTws alone introduces the compari-
son; os with its regular and proper
force marks the aspecis (see notes on
ver. 22) in which the wives were to
be regarded (‘as being, in the light
of, their own bodies’), and thus
tacitly supplies to the exhortation an
argument arising from the acknow-
ledged nature of the case. For a
defence of the simple comparative
use of ws, see Alf. in loc.

6 dyawdy k.7.\] ‘He that loveth his
own wife loveth himself ;> explanation
of the preceding ws 7& éavrdw odp.
The Apostle’s argument rests on the
axiom that a man’s wife is a part of
his very self. Husbands are to love
them as being their own bodies: thus
their love to them is in fact self-
love; it is not xar’ épefy, but kard
Plow.
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29. ov8e's ydp T \] ¢ For no one
ever hated ;' confirmation and proof of
the position just laid down, ¢ dyamdy
&7\ : first, it is ultimately based on
a general law of nature, oddels wore
«.7.\. (‘insitam nobis esse corporis
nostri cavitatem,’” Senec, Epist. 14,
cited by Grot.); secondly, it is sug-
gested by the example of Christ,
kabis xal 6 Xp. «.71.X. The whole
argument then seems to runm, ‘Men
ought to love their wives as Christ
loves His Church, as being in fact (I
might add) their own (éavrdy) bodies;
yes, I say the man who loves his wife
loves himself (éavréy) ; for if be hated
her he would hate (according to the
axiom in ver. 28) his own flesh, where-
as on the contrary, unless he acts
against nature, he nourishes it, even as
(to urge the comparison again) Christ
nourishes His Church.’

v éavrod odpka] ¢ His own flesh.
This word appears undoubtedly to
have been chosen in preference to
edua, on account of the allusion to
Gen. ii. 23, which is still further sus-
tained by the longer reading of ver. 30
and the quotation in ver. 21.

aAAd dxTpéde] ¢ but nourisheth, ‘mi-
nisters to its outward growth and
development.” The prep. does not ap-
pear intensive (¢ valde nutrit,” Beng.),
but marks the evolution and develop-
ment produced by the rpépew : comp.
Xen, Econ. XVII. 10, ékrpépew Tiw
vy 70 owéppa els kapmév,

kal 0dhre] ‘and cherisheth;” ‘fovet,
Vulg., Clarom.,—more derivatively,

@’s:o [et curat] Syr., sim. Ath.-

Platt, ¢solicite conservat;’ Meyer

maintains the literal meaning, ¢ warm-
eth’ {comp. Goth. ‘varmeip’), citing
Beng., ‘id spectat amictum, ut nutrit
vicbum.” This seems however here an
interpr. far too definite and realistic:
OdAmrew certainly primarily and pro-
perly implies ¢ to warm,’ but still may,
ag its very etymological affinities Gy,
Odw) suggest, bear the secondary
meaning ‘to cherish,’ the fostering
warmth of the breast (comnp. Theocr.
Idyll. x1v. 38) being the connecting
idea; see 1 Thess. il 7, s éar Tpogds
fdhwy 76 éauri)s Tékva.
kabos xal k.TAN] ‘even as Christ
the Church, scil. éxrpégpe kal dhme,
with general reference to the tender
love of Christ towards His Church.
Any special applications (‘nutrit eam
verbo et Spiritu, vestit virtutibus,’
Grot.) seem doubtful and precarious.
The reading of Rec. Kvpeos (for Xpi-
orés) rests only on D3KL; majority
of mss. ; Dam., (Ecum., and is rightly
rejected by nearly all modern editors.
30. 8rv pé\y éopév] ‘because we
are members;’ reason why Christ thus
nourishes and cherishes His Church.
The position of wéAn seems emphatic;
¢ members,’—mnot accidental, but in-
tegral parts of His body (Mey.), united
to Him not only as members of His
mystical body the Church, but by the
more mysterious marital relation in
which Christ in His natural and now
glorified body stands to His Church.
On the important dogmatical applica-
tion of this passage to the Holy Com-
munion, see Waterland, PEucharist,
ch, vii. Vol. 1v. p. 6oo, 608, and
comp. J. Johnson, Works, Vol. 1. p.
1298q. (A.-C. L.).,
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30. ¢k 71fis capkds adrol kal éx &y doréwy avTov] Tisch. (ed. 2) and Lackm.
omit these words, with ABN!; 7. 67%*; Copt., Ath. (both) ; Method. (?),
Ambrst, (Mill, Prolegom. p. 69). The external authorilies for their insertion
are DEFGKLY?; nearly all mss., and Vv. ; Iren., Chrys., Theod.,, Dam,, al. ;
Hier., al. (Rec., Scholz, Harl., Mey., De W. (%, Al., Words.,— to which now
may be added Tisch., ed. ). The preponderance of external authority (owing
to the divided nature of the testimony of N) perhaps may still not be decisive;
and paradiplomatic considerations (see Pref. to Galat. p. xxiv. ed. 4) also
suggest the probability of an accidental omission, from the transcriber’s eye
having fallen on the third airoi instead of the first; and lastly, internal consi-
derations seem to suggest that the words, if inserted from the LXX, would
have been cited more exactly, while the omission might easily have arisen

from the appy. material conception presented by the clause.

the longer reading is still retained.

& s oapkés k..\N] ‘being of His
Sesk and of His bones; more exact
specification of the foregoing words,
éx with its primary and proper force
pointing to the origin to which we
owe our spiritual being; comp. notes
on Gal. ii. 16, The true and proper
meaning of these profound words has
been much obscured by a neglect of
their strict reference to the context,
and by the substitution of deductions
and applications for the simple and
grammatical interpretation. We must

thus set aside all primary reference.

to the Sacraments (Theod.), to the
Holy Communion (Olsh.), to Baptism
(comp, Chrys.), and certainly to the
Crucifizion (‘per corporis ejus et san-
guinis pretium redempti,” Vatabl. ap.
Poli Syn.). A reference to the évodp-
kwois (Iren. Her. v. 2) is plausible,
but untenable; for Christ, thus con-
sidered, is of our flesh, not we of His,
John i. 14; and even if this be ex-
plained away (¢ quia in hic naturd ipse
caput est,” Est., comp. Stier), the
reference would have to be extended
to all mankind, not, as the context
requires, limited to the members of
Christ's Church. The most simple

On these grounds

and natural view then (comp. Chrys.,
Beng., Mey.) seems to be this, that
the words are cited in substance from
Gen, ii. 23, to convey this profound
truth,—that our real spiritual being
and existence is as truly, as certainly,
and as actually (not &omwep, Theod.-
Mops., but yrqoiws é¢ adred, Chrys.)
‘a true native extract from His own
body’ (Hooker), as was the physical
derivation of Eve from Adam ; see esp.
the forcible language of Hooker, Eccl.
Pol. v. 56. 7, and comp. Bp. Hall,
Christ Mystical, ch. 111. § 2, 3, and
the good note of Wordsw. inloc. This
is the general truth, which of course
admits a forcible secondary application
to the Sacraments (comp. Kahnis,
Abendm. p. 1438q.): we may truly
say with Waterland, ‘the true and
firm basis for the economy of man’s
salvation is this, that in the Sacra-
ments we are made and continued
members of Christ’s body, of His flesh
and of His bomes. QOur union with
the Deity rests entirely in our mystical
union with our Lord’s humanity,
which is personally united with His
divine nature, which is essentially
united with God the Father, the head



V. 31.

L L) ’ ’ L4 ’ )
avTtL TOoUTOV Ka'Ta?\Et\bEl avepw'n'os‘ TQTGPCC Kat 31

avTob.

135

’ \ >\k 9/ \ M ~ k] ~
/urrepa Kat WPOO'ICO nungeTal 77"005‘ Thy 'yUValK.'a avTov,

and fountain of all,” Charge, A.D. 1739,
Vol. v. p. 212. These are weighty
words.

31, dvrl rodrov] ¢ For this cause,’
&vexer TodTou, Gen.ii. 24. The mean-
ing is practically the same: dvrl passes
by a natural transition from its pri-
mary idea of local opposition (Xen.
Anab. 1v. 4. 6) through that of counter-
change (see Winer, Gr. § 47. a, p. 326)
to that of mere ethical relation. It
can scarcely be doubted that this
verse is mothing more than a free
citation from Gen. ii. 24, dvrl taking
the place of &veker, and referring to
the same fact, the derivation of woman
from man, which is clearly presup-
posed in the allusions of wver. 30.
Meyer with punctilious accuracy re-
fers dvrl 7Tovrou to the words im-
mediately preceding, and gives the
passage a directly mystical interpreta-
tion in reference to the final and future
union of Christ with His Church.
Somewhat differently and more pro-
bably, Chrys., Theod., Theoph., Jer.,
refer to Christ’s coming in the flesh ;
compare Taylor, Serm. XvIL 1, ¢ Christ
descended from His Father's bosom
and contracted His divinity with flesh
and blood, and married our nature,
and we became a Church;’ see Beng.
én loc. To denounce summarily such
an interpr. as ‘wild and visionary®
(Eadie), seems alike rash and incon-
siderate. That St Paul adduces the
verse as containing a definite alle-
gorical meaning, may perhaps be con-
gidered doubtful; but that St Paul
intended his readers to make some
such application, seems to have been
the general opinion of the early com-
mentators, is by no means incompa-
tible with the context, and cannot be
confidently denied: see Alf. in loc,

Thue then in a certain sense, we may
with Hofmann (Weiss. u. Erf. Vol. 1.
p. 71) recognise in this the first Pro-
phecy in Scripture; ‘primus vates
Adam,’ Jer. karalelye k. T.\.]
‘shall @ man leave father and mother.
Mey. presses the tense somewhat un-
necessarily, as referring to something
yet to come. Even if in the original
passage it designate something posi-
tively future, there is no reason why
in this application and free citation it
may not state not only what will, but
whatever skall and ought to happen:
on this ethical force of the future, see
Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 250, Thiersch,
de Pent. 111 11, p. 158 &q.

The longer reading of Rec. tév mar.
avrol kal Thy uyr. is fairly supported
[AD3EKLR!omitting adr.)N*: most
mss.; Syr., Copt., al.; Orig., al],
but is rightly rejected by Lackm.,
Tisch., Mey., al., as a conformation to
the LXX ; see especially the critical
comment of Origen, cited by Zisch. in
loc. wpookoAN. wpds THY yuv.
abr.] ‘shall be closely joined unto his
wife:’ comp. Matth. xix. 5, xoAAy04-
gerar 7§ yvvaiki avTol, where the dat.
is used, but with little difference of
meaning. On the close affinity be-
tween the dat. and the accus. with els
and mpés, and their interchange in
many passages, see Winer, Gr. § 31.
5, p- 190. The reading is doubtful;
Lachm. for wpds Ty ywvalka main-
taing 77 ywwawl with ADIE'FGN! (om.
atTol); 3 mss.; Meth., Epiph. (comp.
1 Cor. vi. 16); but owing to the good
evidence for the text [BD3EKILN¢;
nearly all mss. ; Orig., Chrys., Theod.],
and the distinct notice by Origen (see
Tisch. in loc.), the accus. with mpds
(Rec., Tisck., Mey., al.) is the mors
probable reading.,
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32. 1o pvordpiov kT.N] ‘This
mystery is greatl, sc. deep ;> explanatory
comment on the preceding verse. But
what mystery? The answer is not
easy, as four antecedents are pos-
sible, (@) the text immediately pre-
ceding ; 70 elpnuéroy, 7O yeypauuévo,
Stier, Meyer, comp. Chrys., Theodo-
rus. (b)) The whole preceding sub-
ject, the strict parallelism between
the conjugal relation and that between
Christ and His Church. (¢) The spi-
ritual purport, ‘non matrimonium
humanum sed ipsa conjunctio Chr’sti
et ecclesiee, Beng. (d) The simple
purport and immediate subject of the
text, ‘arctissima illa conjunctio viri
et mulieris,’ Est.  Of these (@), though
not otherwise untenable, involves a
meaning of uvorfpior which cannot
be substantiated by St Paul’s use of
the word ; pvor. being only used by
the Apostle to imply either something
not cognizable by (ch. i. 9, iii. 4, and
appy. vi. 19), or not fully comprehen-
sible by unassisted human reason (1
Cor. xiv. 2, 1 Tim. iii. g, 16), but not,
as here (compare Schoettg. Hor, Hebr.
Vol. 1. p. 783), ‘a passage containing
an allegorical import:’ see Tholuck,
Rom. xi. 25, and comp. Lobeck,
Aglaoph. Vol. 1. p. 85, 89. Of the
rest (b) and (¢) are less plausible, as
in both cases—more especially in the
latter—the remark éy® 8¢ Aéyw k. 7. A,
would seem superfluous and the force
of the pronoun obscure. On the whole
then (d) seems best to harmonize with
the context. Thus then ver. 29 states
the exact similarity (xafs) of the
relationship; ver. 30 the ground of
the relation in regard of Christ and
the Chureh; ver. 31 the nature of the
eonjugal relation, with a probable ap-
plication also to Christ; ver, 32 the

EPEZIOYZ.
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Néyw els XpioTov kal els Ty

mystery of that conjugal relation in
itself, and still more so in its typi-
cal application to Christ and His
Church. It is needless to
observe that the words cannot possibly
be urged in favour of the sacramental
nature of marriage (Concil. Trid,
XXIV. init.), but it may fairly be said
that the very fact of the comparison
(see Olsh.) does place marriage on a
far holier and higher basis than modern
theories are disposed to admif: see
Harl. in loc., and for two good ser-
mons on this text, Bp. Taylor, Serm.
xvIL xviL Vol. 1. p. 705 sq. (Lond.
1836). éyw 8¢ Néyw] ‘but
I am speaking ;’ antithetical comment
on the foregoing; éys having no spe-
cial reference to his own celibacy
(comp. Stier), but, as De W. admits,
marking, and that with emphasis, the
subjective character of the application
and comparison (Winer, Gr. § 22. 6,
p. 138), while the slightly oppo-
sitive 8¢ contrasts it with any other
interpretation that might have been
adduced (Mey.): ‘the mystery of this
closeness of the conjugal relation is
great, but I am myself speaking of it
in its still deeper application, in refe-
rence to Christ and the Church;’ uéya
Bvrws puaTpiov, Téws pévroc els Xpiordw
éxhaufBdverar, wap éuol Tobré, oy,
s wpopnTik@s wepl avTob Aexfév,
Theoph, On the general use of Aéyw
8¢, formula ‘explanandi atque pressivs
eloquendi ea quee antea obscurius erant
dicta,” see Raphel on 1 Cor, i. 12, and
notes on Gal. iv. I. €ls Xp.]
“in reference to ;’ not ‘of,” Conyb., still
less ‘in Christo,” Vulg., but ‘in Chris-
tum,” Beza (comp. ZAth., Syr.-Phil.),
the preposition correctly marking the
ethical direction of the speaker’s
words ; comp. Acts ii. 25, and see
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cording to God’s commandment: fathers, pro-
voke not your children, but educate them holily.

Winer, G § 49. a, p. 354, and notes
on 2 Thess. i, 11. The prep. els
before 7ip éxk\. is omitted by BK;
10 mss.; Iren., Epiph., Marc., and
is bracketed by Lachm. : but the ex-
ternal authority against it is not
strong, and the probability of its
omission, from its not being under-
stood, by no means slight.

38, whijv] ‘Nevertheless,’ i.e. not
to press the mystical bearings of the
subject any further ; the particle not
being resumptive (Beng., Olsh.), but
in accordance with its primary mean-
ing, comparative, and thence contrast-
ing and slightly adversative; see esp.
Klotz, Devar, Vol. 11. p. 725, Donalds.
Gr. § 548. 33, and also notes on Phil.
i, 18. kal dpels of kad’ &va]
‘ye also severally;’ ye also—as well
as Christ towards His Church. The
plural thus specified by the distributive
ol ka8’ &va, ‘vos singuli’ (cormp. 1 Cor.
xiv. 27, 31, and see Winer, Gr. § 49. d.
b, p. 357), passes easily and naturally
into the singular in the concluding
member of the sentence. On the strik-
ing equivalence of kard to drvé in
nearly all its meanings (here evinced
in the distributive use), see esp. Do-
nalds, Cratyl. § 183sq.

&s éavrdv] € as himself, scil. ‘as being
one with himself,” see notes on ver. 28.
7 8¢ yuri x.1.A.] ‘and the wife I bid
that she fear her husband:' emphatic
specification, with slight contrast, of
the duties of the wife; % ~ur) being a
simple and emphatic nominative abso-
lute (Mey.; contra Eadie,—but erro-
neously), though not of a kind so
definitely unsyntactic as Acts vii. 40

and exx. cited by Winer (G § 18. 3,
P- 207, ed. 5; see p. 509, ed. 6), and
most probably dependent, not on an
imper., but on some verb of command
which can easily be supplied from the
context; see Meyer on 2 Cor. viii,
7, Frita. Diss. in 2 Cor. p. 126, Winer,
Gr. § 44. 4, p. 365, ed. 5. Alford sup-
plies ‘I order,” or ‘let her see,’ refer-
ring to his note on 2 Cor. l.¢c., where 1
Cor. xvi. 10 is cited as illustrative: this
is not fully in point, as the subject of
the imperative and the subjunctive is
not the same: more pertinent is Soph.
(Ed. Col. 156, where, as Ellendt cor-

.rectly observes, ‘¢ilafar adsignifica-

tum habet loquentis consilium; Aec
tibi dico ne, &c.,’ Lex. Soph. Vol. 1. p.
840.

CHAPTER VI, 1. vrakovere x. 7. \.]
“obey your parents in the Lord;’ év
Kuplw (Christ,—uot God, as Chrys.,
Theod. ; compare ch. iv. 7, v. 21) as
usual denoting the sphere to which the
action is to be limited (not for xard
Kvp., Chrys.), and obviously belong-
ing, not to rols yorefow, nor to rols-yor.
and to Ymak. (comp. Orig. Cat.), but
gimply to the latter,—serving thus to
define and characterize the nature and
possibly the limits of the obedience; év
ols &» ud) wpookpoboys [Kupiw], Chrys.
On the more exact nature of these limits
(here however perhaps not very defi-
nitely hinted at; comp. Alf.), see Tay-
lor, Duct, Dub. 11 5, Rule 1 and 4sq.
The reading is doubtful, as év Kupiep
is omitted by Lachm. on strong au-
thority [BD'FG; Clarom., Sang.,
Aug., Boern.; Clem.,al.]. The exter.,
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nal authorities however for its inser-
tion [AD?DSEKLN; neazrly all mss.
and Vv.; Chrys. (expressly), Theod.]
are of great weight, and the internal
arguments are in its favour, as it
would have been inserted after dixacor
if it had come from Col. iii. 20: see
Meyer, p. 238. TolTO
yp ot 8lk.] ¢ for this isright,;’ not
merely wpéwov, nor merely xard rov Tob
Ocol vbuov.(Theod.), but ‘in accord-
ance with nature’ (réeva...yovelow),
and, as the next verse shows, the law
of God: xal ¢pioer dlkacov, kal Omd Tob
vbuov wposrdogerat, Theoph.; comp.
Col. iil. 20. On the position of children
in the early Church, and the relation
such texts bear to infant baptism, see
Stier, Reden Jes. Vol. VI. p. 9245q.

2. wlpa k. 1.\.]  Honour thy father
and thy mother;’ specification of the
commandment as an additional con-
firmation of the foregoing precept, and
as supplying the reason on which it
was based. Had 8lxacov referred only
to this command, some causal particle
would more naturally have been ap-
pended. As it stands however, the
solemn recitation of the commandment
blends the voice of God with that of
nature. firs] the which;’
the pronoun not having here a strong-
ly causal, bat rather an explanatory
force ; see notes on Gal. ii. 4, iv. 24.

wpdTn dv ErayyeNlg] ‘the first in re-
gard of promise,’ scil. ‘as a command

of promise;’ comp. Syr. ]_._&),_Q

[ v * 14
7-.1_&&32 [primum quod promitsitur]:
= v

not exactly ‘with promise,” Beza, Alf.,
al., as the prep. here seems naturally
used not so much to state the accom-
paniment as to specify the exact point

in which the predication of wpdry was
to be understood; so rightly Chrys.
(o0 7 7dfec [‘in regard of order,
notes on Gal. i. 22] elwev alrip wpd-
71w, dAAG 7§ émayyellg), and expressly
Winer, Gr. § 48. a. obs. p. 349. Meyer
cites Diodor. Sic. XII. 37, év 8¢ ebye-
velg kal whobTe mpdros. Some little
difficulty has been found in the use of
wpdry, owing to the 2nd command-
ment seeming to involve a kind of
promise; see Orig. Cat. If this be
considered as not a definite érayyehia
(Calv.), still wpdry would seem un-
usual, as the fifth commandment would
then be the only one which has a pro-
mise: nor would the assumption that
it is ‘first” on the second table (not such
arecent division as Meyer after Erasm.
seems to think, see Philo, de Special.
Legg. Vol. 11. p. 300, ed. Mang.) re-
lieve the difficulty, as the same objec-
tion would still remain. We may
perhaps best explain the statement of
priority by referring it, not to all
other foregoing commands (Harl.), but
to all the other Mosaic commands
(Mey.) of which the decalogue forms
naturally the chief and prominent
portion; simply then ¢the first com-
mand we meet with which involves a
promise.’ It may be observed
that the article is not needed with
mpdros, ordinals being from their na-
ture sufficiently definite; comp. Acts
xvi. 12, and see Middleton, Greek Art.
VI. 3, p. 100.

3. tva el cou k. 1. \.] ‘in order that
it may be well with thee;’ a slightly
varied citation from the LXX, Exod.
xx. 12, Deut. v. 16, tva €0 cot yévyras
kal Wva paxpoxpbvios yévy éml Ths yis
[7s dyadfs, Exod.] s Kvpios ¢ Oebs
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The omission of the
latter words can scarcely have arisen
from the Apostle’s belief that his
Gentile hearers and readers were so
familiar with the rest of the quotation,
that it would be unnecessary to cite it
(see Mey.); for thus 7s y7s must be
translated ‘the land’ (of Canaan,—
simply and historically, Mey.) and the
promise denuded of all its significance
to Christian children. It is far more
probable (see Eadie) that the omission
was intended to generalize the com-
mand, and that, not merely toti
genti’ (Beng.), nor in typical ref. to
heaven (Hamm., Olsh., see Barrow,
Decal. Vol. v1. 524), but simply and
plainly to individuals, subject of course
to the conditions which always belong
to such temporal promises; see Leigh-
ton, Expos. of Command. p. 487
(Edin. 1845). kal foq paxp.]
‘and that thou be long-lived,” ‘et sis
longzevus,” Vulg. The future is com-
monly explained as a lapse into the
‘oratio directa’ (comp. Winer, Gr.

"§ 41 b. 1, p. 258), butis more probably
to be regarded as dependent on iva (so
Vulg., Ath.,, Arm., all of which use
the subjunct.),—a construction which
though not found in Attic Greek (see
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 630) certainly
does occur in the N, T. (comp. 1 Cor,
ix. 18, Rev. xxii. 14, and see Winer,
l.c.), harmonizes perfectly with the
classical use of dwws (see the nume-
rous exx, cited by Gayler, Partic. Neg.
p. 209, 8q.), and is here eminently
simple‘and natural; comp. Mey. in
loc. Whether however we can here
recognise & ‘logical climax’ (Mey.),
is doubtful : the future undoubtedly
does often express the more lasting
and certain result (compare Rev, l.c.,

cov dldwal oot

where the single act is expressed by
the aor. subj., the lasting act by the
future); still, as the present formula
occurs in substance in Deut. xxii, 7
(Alex.), and might have thence become
a known form of expression, it seems
better not to press the future further
than as representing the temporal evo-
lution of the eJ yevésbar.

4. Kaiol warépes] ‘dnd ye fathers;’
corresponding address to the parents
in the persons of those who bore the
domestic rule, the warépes: comp.
Meyer in loc. Bengel remarks on the
presence of the xal here and ver. g,
and its absence in ch. v. 25; ‘facilius
parentes et heri abutuntur potestate
sud quam mariti.” This distinction is
perhaps over-pressed : xal here and
ver. ¢ introduces a marked aud quick
appeal (see Hartung, Partik. kal, 5. 7,
Vol. 1. 149), and also marks that the
obligation was not all on oneside, but
that the superior also had duties which
he owed to the inferior. The duty is
then expressed negatively and posi-
tively. 11 wapopyllere]
¢ provoke not to wrath ;’ see Col. iii. 21,
ph épebifere T4 Térva (Rec., Tisch.):
negative side of exhortation (o0« elmey
dyandre abrd, Tolro yap kal dxbyvrwr
% ¢bais émowdrar, Chrys.), not with
reference to any stronger acts such as
disinheriting, &ec. (Chrys.), but, as
Alf. rightly suggests, all the vexa-
tious circumstances which may occur
in ordinary intercourse ; fepamedew xal.
ph Avwely éxéhevae, Theod.
txrpédere] ‘bring up, educate;’ in an
ethical sense, xal@s éxTpéper mwarip
dikacos, Prov. xxiil. 24; frequently so
in Plato; comp. Polyb. Hist. 1. 65. 7,
& wadefais kal vopois ékrebpappévuy
(Winer). In ch..v. 29 the reference
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Servants, obey and
do your duty faith-
fully to your ma -
ters as to Christ,

and ye shall receive your reward: masters, do the like in returu.

is simply physical, but the force of the
compound is the same in both pas-
sages; see notes in loc.

év waBelq kal vovleola] ¢ in the disci-
pline and admonition;® ‘in disciplind
et correptione,” Vulg. ; not instrumen-
tal, but as usual ‘in the sphere and
influence of ;* see Winer, Gr. § 48. a,
p. 346 note. These two words are not
related to one another as the general
(wraid.) to the special (Harl., Mey.),
but specify the two methods in the
Christian education of children, train-
ing by act and discipline, and training
by word; so Trench, Synon. § 32, and
before him Grot., ‘wa:d. hic significare
videtur institutionem per penas ; vovd.
autem est ea institutio quee fit verdis.
This Christian meaning of ra:dedw and
waidela, ¢ per molestiag eruditio’ (Au-
gust.), seems occasionally faintly hint-
ed at in earlier writers; comp. Xen.
Mem. 1. 3. 5, and Polyb. Hist, 11. 9. 6,
where the adverb d8\af&s marks that
the wa:deverr was a word that needed
limitation. On the latter form vovfecia
instead of vouféryais, see Moeris, Lex.
p. 248 (ed. Koch), Lobeck, Phryn.
p. 512, 520. Kuvplov] ¢ Of
the Lord ;> subjecti,—belonging to the
general category of the possessive geni-
tive, and specifying the Lord Christ
as Him by whom the »ovfesia and
wadele. were, 80 to say, prescribed,
and by whose Spirit they must be
regulated ; so Harl., Olsh., Mey. The
gen. objecti ‘about the Lord’ (‘monitis
ex verbo Dei petitis,” Beza), though
apparently adopted by all the Greek
commentators (comp. Theod. 7& feia
Todedew), seems far less satisfactory.
Meyer reads Tob Kuplov, but, as it
would seem, by accident : there is no
trace of such a reading in any of the

critical editions.

5. 7Tois kuplots kard odpka] ‘your
masters according to the flesh;’ rard
odpka here, as in Col. iii. 22 (where
it precedes xup.), serving to define
and qualify xuploss, ‘your bodily,
earthly masters :> comp, notes on ch.
i. 19, ii. 11. Both here and Col. l.c.
(where the mention of ¢ Kipios imme-
diately follows) the adverbial epithet
would seem to have been suggested by
the remembrance of the different re-
lation they stood in to another Master,
7§ xard wvedpo xal kard odpxa Kup.
Whether anything consolatory (xard
adpka éariy % Seamoreia, TpboKaipos xkal
Bpaxeia, Chrys.) or alleviating (‘ma-
nere illis nihilominus intactam liber-
tatem spiritualem,” Calv.) is further
couched in the addition, is perbaps
doubtful (see Harl.), still both, espe-
cially the latter, are obviously deduc-
tions which must have been, and
which the A postle might possibly have
intended to be made. On the stiicter
but here neglected distinction between
kbpios and deoméTys, see Trench, Synon.
§ 28. Lachkm. places kara odpxa
before xvplois with ABN; 10 mss;
Clem., Chrys, (1), Dam.,al.,—but such
a position is rejected by Tisch. and
most recent editors, as a probable
conformation to Col. iii. 22.
perd ¢dBov kal Tpdpov] ¢ with fear
and trembling. By comparing 1 Cor.
i1, 3, 2 Cor. vii. 15, Phil. ii. 12, where
the two words are united, it does not
seem that there is any allusion to the
‘durior servorum conditio’ (Wolf,
Beng., comp. Chrys.), but only to the
‘anxious solicitude’ they ought to feel
about the faithful performance of their
duties; comp. Hamm. on Phil. ii. 12,
where however the idea of ramewo-
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¢pootvy (Hamm.) is not 8o prominent
a8 that of distrust of their own powers,
anxiety that they could not do enough:
see notes in loc.

tv dmhérym riis kapSlas] ‘in single-
ness of heart,;” *in simplicitate cordis,’
Vulg.,, Clarom., Syr.; element in
which their anxious and solicitous
obedience was to be shown : it was to
be mo hypocritial anxiety, but one
arising from a sincere and single heart;
kal\@s elwev, &n yap perd ¢. kal Tp.
Sovhebew, odk € evvolas 8é dAN s dv
ét5, Chrys. The term daAérys occurs
seven times (2 Cor. i. 12 is doubtful)
in the N.T., always in St Paul’s Epp.,
and in all marks that openness and
sincerity of heart (not per se ¢libera-
lity,” see the good note of Fritz. Rom.
Vol. 1t. p. 62) which repudiates dupli-
city in thought (2 Cor. xi. 3) or action
(Rom. xii, 8), It is joined with
dxaxta (Philo, Opif. § 41, p. 38, § 55,
p- 61), and dyaférys (Wisd. i. 1), and
is opposed to woweNia (Plato, Rep.
404 E), mohvrporla (comp. Hipp. Min.
365 B, where Achilles is contrasted
with Ulysses), xaxovpyla, and xaxoy-
fela (Theoph., Theod., in loc.); see
Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 436, and
Trench, Synon. Part 1. § 6; comp.
Tittm, Synon. p. 29, and on the scrip-
tural aspects of singleness of heart,
Beck, Seelenl. 111. § 26, p. 105 5q.

6. i kat ddpbalpodovielarv] ‘not
in the way of eye-service;” further spe-
cification on the negative side of the
preceding é dmhér., the prep. with
its usual force designating the rule or
<normam agendi,” which in this case
they were not to follow; see exx. in
Winer, Gr. § 49. d, p. 358. The word
d¢Baruod. appears to have been coined

by St Paul, being only found here
and Col. iii. 22: the adj. épfarué-
dovhos occurs in Constitut. Apost. Vol.
1. p. 299 A (ed. Cotel.), but in refe-
rence to this passage. The meaning
is well expressed by Clarom., Vulg.,
‘non ad oculum servientes’ (comp.
Syr.), the ref. being primarily to the
master’s eye (uh uévov mwapdvrwy TOF
Seomordy kal OpdvTwy dANG kal dmwbv-
7wy, Theoph.; compare Xen. (Econ.
XII, 20); the word therefore meaning
generally as here, % odx é£ elhixpwobs
Kapdias wpoopepouévn Oepareia, dANG
7@ oxuar. kexpwouévy, Theod. The
more correct form is d¢pfaduodoviia
[DEFGLN], see L. Dindorf in Steph.
Thesaur. Vol. v. p. 1088, 2446.

avbpwrdpeokor] ‘men-pleasers,” § Oeds
Sieaxbpmicer doTd dvfpwrapéorwy, Ps.
lili. 6. Lobeck (Phryn. p. 621) re-
marks on the questionable forms evd-
pecxos, dusdpeoxos, but excepts dvbpw-
TApeTKos. dAN s
8olhov Xp.] ‘but as bondservants of
Christ ;° contrasted term to dvfpw-
wdp.: Tls ydp Ocol debhos v dvfpw-
wois dpéokew Bolherac; Tls 8¢ dvbpd-
Tous dpéoxwy Oeoll dUvarar elvar Sodhos ;
Chrys. : comp. ver. 7, where the op-
position is more fully seen. Riickert
removes the stop after Xp., thus re-
garding wowolvres as the principal
member in the opposition, doihoc Xp.
only a subordinate member which
gives the reason and foundation of it.
This, though obviously barsh, and
completely marring the studied an-
tithesis between GvOpwwdpeskor and
dothoc Xprorol, is reintroduced by
Tisch. (ed. 7), but properly rejected
by other recent editors.  The article
before Xpiorot [Rec. with D3EKL;
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most mss. ; Chrys., Theod.] is rightly
omitted by Lachm., Tisch., al,, on
preponderant external authority.
wowobvres k.T.N.] ‘doing the will of
God from the soul;’ participial clause
defining the manner in which their
dovhela to Christ was to be exhibited
in action. The qualifying words éc
Yyuxfis are prefixed by Syr.,, Ath.-
Platt, Arm., Chrys., and some recent
editors and expositors (Lackm., Alf.,
De W., Harl, al.) to the participial
clause which follows, but more natu-
rally, and it would seem correctly, con-
nected by Clarom. (where éx Yuxis
concludes the orfxos), Copt., Aith.-
Pol., Syr.-Phil,, Auth, (T%sck., Wordsw.,
Mey., al.), with the present participial
clause. Far from there being thus
any tautology (De W.), there is rather
a gentle climactic explanation of the
characteristics of the &o0A. Xp. ; he
does his work heartily, and besides
feels a sincere good-will to his mas-
ter: comp. Col. iii. 23, ék Yuxfs épyd-
{eabfe, which, though claimed by De
‘W. as supporting the other punctua-
tion, is surely more in favour of that
of the text. On the varied uses of
yux# (here in ref. to the inner prin-
ciple of action), see Delitzsch, Psychol.
1v. 6, p. 159 8q.

7. per edvolas SovN.] ‘with good
will doing service;’ further specifica-
tion of the nature and character of the
service; per evvolas implying mnot
merely ‘lubenti animo’ (Grinf. N.T\
Ed. Hell.), but ‘cum benignitate,’
Clarom., ‘cum cogitatione bon4,” Copt.,
in reference to the well-disposed (‘ well-
affected,” Eadie) mind with which the
service was to be performed, Raphel
(Obs. Vol. 11. p. 489) very appositely
cites Xen, Econ. XII. 5, okody efvoar
TplTow, Epmy éyd, Sedoer avrdy [Tdv

émirpomov] E€xew gol xal Tols cols el
néXhou dpkéoew dvrl ool wapdyt dvev
ydp evvolas 7{ 8gedros; k.7.A. This
quotation certainly seems to confirm
the distinction made by Harl. (to
which Mey. objects), that while é
Yyuxis seems to mark the relation of
the servant to his work, mer’ edvolas
points to his relation to his master: so
also the author of the Constit. Apost.
Iv. 22, elvowar elagepérw mpds Tov
deomérnw, Vol I. p. 302 (ed. Cotel.):
gee exx. in Elsner, Obs. Vol. 1. p.
228. The Atticists define elv. as
both dmd 7o pelfovos mpds T0¥ éNdr-
Tova and vice versd, evpévein as only
the former, see Thom. Mag. p. 368
(ed. Jacobitz), and exx. in Wetst. in
loc. The omission of &s before
7¢ Kup. by Rec. only rests on the
authority of D®EKL ; mss. ; Theod.,
al.

8. el8dres] ‘seeing ye know;’ con-
cluding participial member, giving the
encouraging reason (opddpa Oappeiv
wepl THs duoffs, Chrys.) why they
were to act with this honesty and dili-
gence, The imperatival translation,
¢ atque scitote’ (Raphel, Annot. Vol. 11,
p. 491), is not grammatically tenable
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 45. 6, p. 313),
and mars the logical connexion of the
clauses. The translation of participles,
it may be observed, must always be
modified by the context; see Winer,
Gr. § 45. 2, p. 307, but correct there
what cannot be termed otherwise than
the erroneous observation that such
participles admit of a translation by
means of relatives: the observation so
often illustrated in these commenta-
ries—that a participle without the
article can never be strictly translated
as a part. with the article—appears
to be of universal application; see
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8. 8 ddv 1 €aoros worhoy] So Tisch. with KL ; most mss.; Syr. (both),
al.; Chrys. (3) [but twice dv6p. for &.], Theod. (adds »5udv) Dam., Theoph.,
Ecum, (Rec., Griesh., Scholz, De W., Meyer). The easiest and therefore sus-
picious reading éav woufo. éxagros is found in N (X+ 8 éd») : while of the invert-
ed readings, &. édv 7 wou. is supported by B: and . 8 éiv woi. by good exter-
nal authority, viz. AE(D'FG dv); many mss.; Vulg., Clarom., al.; Bas., al.
(Lachm., Riick., Wordsw.); still the internal arguments derived from para-
diplomatic (see Pref. to Gal. p. xxiv., ed. 4) considerations are so decided that
we seem authorized in retaining the reading of TWsch. The example is in-
structive, as it would seem the numerous variations can all be referred either to
(a) correction, or (b) error in transcription, or both united. For example,
(@) the tmeasis seems to have suggested a correction § 7¢ édy, and then, on
account of the juxtaposition of 8r: 8 ¢, the further correction of AB, al. Again
it is. () not improbable that owing to homdeoteleuton, 8 édv . was in some
mss, accidentally omitted, and that the unintelligible reading 8¢ ékaoros movioy
then received various emendations: thus we may account for the insertion
of 6 édv Tis (L 27. 31), édv Tes (62. 179), édv Tt (46. 115), 6 édv (23. 47), be-
tween d7¢ and &.; all which readings have thig value, that they attest the posi-
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tion of &kaor. adopted in the text.

esp. Donalds. Gr. § 490.

8§ &dv v k.T.N.] “whatsoever good thing
each man shall have done;’ éov coa-
lescing with the relative and being in
such connexions used simply for &»
both by writers in the N.T., LXX,
and late Greek generally. In the pas-
sages collected by Viger (Idiom. viI.
6) from classical authors &v clearly
must be written throughout; see
Herm. in loc. and Winer, Gr. § 42. 6.
obs. p. 277, The relative is separated
from 7¢ by a not uncommon °tmesis,’
instances of which are cited by Meyer,
e.g. Plato, Legg. 1X. 864 B, v dv Twa
karaBdyn- [Lysias] Polystr. p. 160,
&s dv s buds €d woufj,—but here some
edd. read drav. The form xoucei-
ras [Rec. with D¥3EKLN4; most mss. ;
Bas., Chrys, Theod.] is rightly re-
jected both on preponderant external
authority, and as derived from Col. Z.c.
The 700 [Rec. with KL; mss.] is also
rightly omitted before Kuplov.

Toito kop. mapd Kuplov] ‘this shall
he rececve back from the Lord Christ;’
‘this,—and fully this,” expressed more
at length in Col. iii. 24, 25. The ‘ap-
propriative’ middle xoulfecfar (see
esp. Donalds. Gr. § 432 bb, and § 434,
p. 450) refers to the roceiving back
again as it were of a deposit; so that
in koutetrat 8 Biknaer, Col. l.c. (comp.
2 Cor. v. 10) there is no brachylogy ;
see Winer, G'r. § 66. 1. b, p. 547, and
compare notes in loc. The tense seems
obviously to refer to the day of final
retribution ; érewd? elkbs éore woXlols
7&v deomordy pul) duelBecBar s ebvolas
Tois dovhous, Ekew alrols vmioxvetras Ty
duotBiy, (Ecum. elre
Sovhos eire éN.] ‘ whether he be bond-
slave or free: whatever be his social
condition here, the future will only
regard his moral state; perd iy ép-
Tetfer éxdnulay [Edefer] odk & Sov-
Nelas duagpopdy, Theod,

9. Kal ol kvpioi] ‘And ye masters;’
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Put on the panoply
of God; arm your-
selves against your

spiritual foes with all the defensive portions of Christian ar-
mour, and the sword of the Spirit. Pray that we may be bold.

corresponding duties of masters simi-
larly enunciated positively and nega-
tively (dviéeres Thv ém.), concluding
with a similar participial clause ex-
pressing the motive. The negative
statement of the duty is omitted in
the parallel passage Col. iv. 1. On the
use of xal, see notes on ver. 4.

Td avTd woiite wpos air.] ‘do the
same things towards them ¢ evince in
action the same principles and feelings
towards them ; preserve the jus ana-
logum (Calv.) in your relations to
them.” It does not seem necessary to
restrict 76 adrd to per’ edvolas Sov-
Aedev (Chrys.), or to wouely Td Oé\.
k.7.\. (Riick.), or on the other hand,
to extend it to év aw\., as well as to
the other details (Orig. Cat. ; comp.
Eadie) ; the reference being rather to
the general expression of feeling, the
efvore which was to mark all their
actions, Wa edvoikds—Oeparelawot,
Theod., or, as more correctly modified
by Stier,—xupiedowot ; ‘ea quee bene-
volentie sunt compensate,” Beng.
daviévres Ty dralijv] ¢ giving up your
threatening,’ ¢ the too babitual threat-
ening,” ¢ quemadmodum vulgus domi-
norum solet,” Erasm. Paraplr. (cited
by Meyer) : explanatory participial
clause (De W,, here wholly mis-cited
by Eadie), specifying a course of ac-
tion, or rather of non-action, in which
the feeling was to be particularly ex-
hibited. As drely expresses, by the
nature of the case, a certain and single
course of action, the article does not
appear to be used, as with d&dikia,
dxolaola, al,, to specify the particular
acts (Middleton, Art. v. 1. 1), but to

hint at the common occurrence of
dmwey, see ib. V. 1. 4. It is thus not
necessary to modify the meaning of
dr. (‘hardness of heart,” Olsh.): St
Paul singles out the prevailing vice
and most customary exhibition of bad
feeling on the part of the master, and
in forbidding this naturally includes
every similar form of harshness.
cidéres 87v k.T.N.] ‘seeing ye know
that both their and your master is in
heaven,;’ causal participial member
exactly similar to that in ver. 8; see
notes in loc. Rec. reads xal Vudv
atrév with K; al.; Syr. The text
is adopted by Lachm., Tisck., and long
since by Simon Colinzus (ed. N.T.
1534) with ABDN! (éavr.); mss.;
Vulg., Goth,, Copt., al.; Clem., al.
[kal du. Kkal abr. is given by LN4
(éavr.) ; 6 mss. ; al.).—but designated
by Mill, Prolegom. p. 115, as ‘argu-
tius quam veriug,” This is not a
judicious criticism, for the probability
of an omission of xal Judy, owing to
homceoteleuton, is far from small, and
seems very satisfactorily to account
for the various readings; see Meyer
in loc. (Crit, Notes), p. 239.
wpocwmolnpla] ¢ respect of persons,’
¢ personarum acceptio,” Vulg,, Clarom.,
¢ vilja-hatpei,” Goth. : on the meaning
of this word, see notes on Gal. ii. 6,
and on the orthography, Tisch. Prole-
gom. p. XLVIL

10. 'T6 hovmév] ¢ Finally, ‘as to
what remains for you to do;* uera 7o
dwardéar, ¢nol, T& elkbra Tobro dxb-
Aovfov kal tmbhourov, (Beum.: *for-
mula concludendi [see Chrys.] et ut ad
magznam rem excitandi,” Beng. ; see 2
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Cor. xiii. 11, Phil. iii, 1 (see notes),
iv. 8, 2 Thess. iii. . On the distine-
tion between 78 Aowrdy and 7o Nocrod
[adopted here by Lachm. with ABN!;
3 mss.; Cyr.,, Dam.—evidence of
great weight], see notes on Gal. vi.
17; and between it and 76 méAhov
(merely ‘in posterum’) the brief dis-
tinctions of Tittmann, Synon. p. 175.
The insertion of ddeAgol uov hefore
&duv. [Rec., Wordsw., with KLNYFG,
al.,, Vulg., omit xov) ; most mss. ; Syr.,
Copt., al. ; Theod., al.] has the further
support of A, which adds ddeigol
after évd.,—but is rightly rejected by
Lachkm., Tisch., al. on good external
authority [BDEN!; Clarom., Sang.,
Goth., Ath, (both), Arm.; Cyr., al.],
and besides, as being alien to the
style of an Epistle in which the
readers are not elsewhere so address-
ed; see Olsh. and Alf. in loc.

&dvvapoliole] ‘be stremgthened ;’

Q.;-I—NJZ.] [corroboremini] Syr.,—
4 L

less definitely, ‘bestrong,” Auth.; not
middle, ¢corroborate vos,” Pisc., but
(as always in the N.T.) passive;
comp. Acts ix. 22, Rom. iv. 20, 2
Tim. ii. 1, Heb. xi. 34, and see Fritz.
Rom. l.c. Vol. L. p. 245. The active
occurs in Phil. iv. 13, 1 Tim. i. 12, 2
Tim. iv. 17, in each case in reference
to Christ. The simple form dvvau.
[here in B; 17; Orig. Cut.] is only
found in Col. i 11, and Heb. xi. 34
[AD'R1], see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 60s.
kal é&v v k.7.N.] ‘and in the power of
His might,;’ not a & 3w dvoly, Beng,,
but with a preservation of the proper
sense of each substantive, on which
comp. notes on ch. i. 19. This ap-
pended clause (xaf) serves to explain
and specify the principle in which our
strength was to be sought for, and

in which it dwelt; comp. 2 Cor. xii.
9, ba émioknpiioy ém’ éué 3 Shvaues T00
Xpworol. On the familiar é&v Kuply
‘in the Lord,” our only element of
spiritual life, see notes on ch. iv. 1,
11. &8e. v mwavowrhiav] Put
on the whole armour, the panoply.
The emphasis rests on this latter word
(Mey.), as the repetition in ver. 13 still
more ¢clearly shows, not on 7o Oeod
(Harl.): ‘significat debere nos omni
ex parte instructos esse, ne quid nobis
desit,” Calv.; the term here plainly
denoting not merely the ‘armatura,’
Vulg., but the ‘universa armatura,’
Beza, the armour in all its parts, of-
fensive and defensive; ‘omnia armo-
rum genera, quibus totum militis cor-
pus tegitur,” Raphel, Annot. Vol. 11.
491; see Judith xiv. 3, mwavowMlas,
compared with ver. 2, rd okedp 7d
woreuikd, and comp. wavreNis wav-
om\a, Plato, Legg. viI. 796 B. It
has been doubted whether St Paul is
here alluding to the armour of the
Hebrew or the Roman soldier; the
latter is most probable, but both were
substantially the same: see esp. Polyb.
Hist. vi. 23, a good Art. in Kitto,
Cyclop. (‘ Arms, Armour’), and Winer,
RWA. Art, ‘Waffen,” Vol. 11. p. 667.
For a sermon on this text see Latimer,
Serm. 1L p. 23 (Lond. 1858).
Tob Ocod] ‘of God,;’ ‘qum a Deo do-
nantur,’ Zanch.; gen. of the source, ori-
gin, whence the arms came (Hartung,
Casus, p. 23, notes on 1 Thess. i 6),
well expressed by Theod. draow dia-
véuer Ty Bac\ikty wavrevxlav.
mpds 76 Suvaclar k.T.N] ‘in order
that yemay beable to stand firm against 2
object and purpose contemplated in
the equipment ; see notes on ch, iii. 4,
iv. 12. The verb ¢7fvas, as Raphel
(Annot. Vol. 1L p.. 493) shows, is a

L
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military expression, ‘to stand one’s
ground,” opp. to ¢eyew; see esp.
Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 301. The
second wpds in this connexion has
thus the meaning ‘adversus’ (Vulg.,
Clarom.), with the implied notion of
hostility (‘contra’), which is other-
‘wise less usual unless it is involved
in the verb; see Winer, Gr. § 49. h,
p. 361 note. vos pefodelas
700 Suaf.] ‘the wiles of the Devil'—
or perhaps, as more in harmony with
the context, *the stratagems’ (Eadie;
pebodeboal éore 76 dmarfoar kal 8:d
pnxavis é\ely, Chrys.); the plural
denoting the various concrete forms
of the abstract singular; see notes
‘on Gal. v. 20. On the form uefodias,
which is here very strongly supported
[AB'D'EFGKLN; many mss.], see
notes on ch. iv. 14. The only reason
for not accepting it is that in cases of
apparent itacism caution is always re-
quired in estimating the value of exter-
nal evidence. The number of those in
N, in this Ep. alone, is very great.
12.  8ru odk omv rplv 1 wdAn]
¢ because our struggle i3 mnot’ ‘the
struggle in which we are engaged:’
reason for the special mention of the
uefodelas Tob daBéhov, ver. 11. It is
commonly asserted that the metaphor
is not here fully sustained, on the
ground that wd\y (wd\\w) is properly
“Jucta ;’ see Plato, Legg. VIL 796 A.
As however we find wdAy Sopds, Eur.
Heracl. 160; wdAyy uifavres Aéyxns,
Lyec. Cassand. 1358, it is clear that
such a usage as the present can be
justified: indeed it is not unlikely that
the word (a dm. Aeyou. in N. T., not
found in LXX) was designedly adopted
to convey the idea of the personal, indi-
vidualizing, nature of the encounter.
The reading duiv adopted by Lackm.

(text) is well supported [BD'FG; 3
mss. ; Clarom., Sang., Aug., Boern.,
Syr., Goth., al.; Lucif., Ambrst.],
but appy. is less probable than #uir
[AD?*EKLN; most mss. ; Vulg.,Copt.,
Syr.-Phil,, al. ; Clem., Orig., al.], for
which it might have been substituted
as a more individualizing address.
wpos alpa kal odpka] ‘against flesh
and blood,” mere feeble man; od mpds
ToUs TuxOrTas Exoudv @now, otde wpds
dvbfpdmouvs OSpowomalels Huiv kal loo-
dwduovs, Theoph.: comp. Polyznus,
Strateg, 111 11, puy ©s woleuiols guu-
BdMovres dAN  dvfpdwros alua  kal
odpka éxovae [the exhortation of Cha-
brias to his soldiers], and see notes on
@al. i. 16, where the formula is more
fully explained. AANd] There
is here no ground for translating oix...
d\\d ‘non tam...quam;’ comp. Glass.
Philolog. 1. 5. 22, Vol. 1. p. 420sq.
(ed. Dathe). The negation and affir-
mation are both absolute; ‘non con-
tra homines [‘vasa sunt, alius utitur,’
August.], sed contra deemones,’ Cornel,
a Lap.; see esp. Winer, Gr. § 55. 8,
P- 439, where this formula is very
satisfactorily discussed, and comp.
Kiihner on Xenoph., Mem. 1. 6. 2,
and notes on 1 Thess. iv. 8. In those
exx. where the negation cannot from
the nature of the case be considered
completely absolute, it will be ob-
served, as Winer ably shows, that the
negation has designedly a rhetorical
colouring, which in a faithful and-
forcible translation ought always to
be preserved without any toning down ;
see Fritz. Mark, Excurs. 1. p. 773 8q.,
Klotz, Devar. 11. p. 9, 10.

wpds Tds dpXds] ¢ against the princi-
palities;’ see esp. notes on ch, i. 21,
and observe that the same terms which
are there used to denote the classes
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and orders of good, are here similarly
applied to evil angels and spirits;
comp. Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2. B, p. 335.
ToUs koopokpdropas K.T.A.] ‘the
world-rulers of this darkness;’ those
who extend their world-wide way over
the present (comp. ch, ii. 1) spiritual
and moral darkness; molov orbrovs;
dpa s vukrds [comp. Wetst.]; odda-
pds, GA\& Ths wovyplas, Chrys., see
ch. v. 8. Meyer rightly maintains
(against Harless) the full meaning of
Koguokp., a8 not merely ‘rulers’ (‘mag-
nates,” /Bth.), ¢ fairwuhabandans,’
Goth., but ‘rulers over the world,’
munditenentes, Terbull. (Mare. v, 18),
kbouos preserving its natural and pro-
per force. So even in the second of
the three exx. cited by Schoettg. Hor.
Hebr, Vol. 1. p. 790, out of Rab-
binical writers (‘qui vocem hane
MOPINP civitate sud donarunt’),
which Harl, here adduces,—‘Abraham
persecutus est quatuor {MIIPIVNP,
sc. reges,”—the word appears used
designedly with a rhetorical force: ex.
3 is perfectly distinct. Further exx.
from later writers are cited by Elsuer,
Obs. Vol. 1. p. 219. The dogmatical
meaning is correctly explained by the
Greek commentators : the evil spirits
exercise dominion over the kéouos, not
in its mere material nature (ovxl 77s
krlgews kparolvres, Theoph.), but in
its ethical and perhaps intellectual
character and relations (ds karaxpa-
ToUyTes TAV T4 Kookl ¢povolvrww,
(Ecum.), the depravation of which is
expressed by 7o ok. Tolrov: see
John xvi. 11, 6 dpxwv Tob k. TotToU"
1 John v. 19, 0 k. 8hos & ¢ Iovnp
[see notes on ver. 16] kefrac 2 Cor. iv.
4, 6 Oecds 7ol aldves TovTou' comp.
John xiv. 30. On the meanings of
xbapos, see Bauer, de Regno Divino,

1t 2, 3 (Comment. Theol. Vol. 11, p.
144, 154), and comp. notes on Gal.iv.
3. The insertion of 700 al@vos before
Tobrov [Rec. with D3EKL(N* ¢sed
rursus abstersit’); majority of mss. ;
Syr.-Phil. with an ast. ; Orig., Chrys.,
Theod., al.] seems clearly explanatory,
and is rightly rejected by mnearly all
modern editors. T4 WVEURQ-
Tika Tijs wovnplas] ‘the spiritual hosts,
communities, of wickedness,” sc. charac-
terized by essential wovnpla, gen. of
‘the characteristic quality’ (Scheuerl.
Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, Winer, Gr.
§ 34. 3. b, p. 211) ; émwedh ydp elot kal
ol dyyehou wveduara mwpooébnke THs
wovyplas, Theoph., comp. (Ecum. in
loc. T mvevparikd are not however
merely 74 wveduara (Elsn. 1, comp.
Syr., Ath.), but, in accordance with
the force of the collective neut. adject.
(Bern. Synt. V1. 2, p. 326; Jelf, Gr.
§ 436, 1. 9), denote the bands, hosts,
or confraternities of evil spirits : Winer
and Meyer aptly cite 7& Aporpud
(‘robber-hordes’), Polyen. Strateg. v.
14. 1 [T dobha, 74 alyudiwra, cited
by Mey. after Bernhardy, are not fully
appropriate; see Lobeck, Plryn. p.
378]; comp. 74 daiubria, and see esp.
Winer, Gr.§ 34. 3. b. obs. 3, p. 213.
The gloss of Auth. (from Tynd.)
¢ gpiritnal wickedness’ is hardly defen-
sible, for if 74 mvevuarika be taken
as the abstract neuter (so perhaps
Copt.,—which adopts the singular
mrevuaTikor) expressive of the proper-
ties or attributes (the ¢ dynamic neut.
adj.” of Kriiger, Sprackl. § 43. 4. 27;
comp. Stier), the meaning must be,
not ‘spiritales malignitates,” Beza, but
¢ gpiritualia nequitiz,” Vulg., Clarom.
(comp. Goth.), <.e. ‘spiritual elements,
properties, of wickedness’ (see Jelf,
Gr. § 436. obs. 2),—an abstract mean-
L2
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ing which obviously does not harmo-
nize with the context; see Meyer in
loc. The concrete interpretation, on
the other hand, is grammatically cor-
rect, and far from unsuitable after the
definite Tods xoocuokpdropas.

&v Tois tmovpaviows] ‘in the heavenly
regions,” ‘in the sky or air;’ Dobree,
Adp. Vol. 1. p. 574 : see ch. 1. 20, ii.
6. Here again we have at least three
interpretations: (a) that of Chrys. and
the Greek commentators, who give 74
émwovp. an ethical reference, ¢ heavenly
blessings;’ (b) that of Riick., Matth.,
Eadie, al.,, who refer the expression to
the scene, the locality of the combat,
‘the celestial spots occupied by the
Church;’ (c) the ancient interpr. (see
Jer. in loc.; comp. Tertull. Marc. v.
18, where however the application is
too limited), according to which é
Tots éw. is to be joined with & wv. 75s
wov. as specifying the abode or rather
kaunt of the 7& wvevuar.; ‘qui infra
celum,” Ath. (both). Of these (a) is
opposed to the previous local interpre-
tations of the words, and involves an
explan. of & (=Umwép, Chrys., or mepi,
Theod.) wholly untenable ; (b) seems
vague and not fully intelligible; () on
the contrary is both grammatically ad-
missible (as the clause thus presents a
single conception ¢supernal spirits of
evil’ gee notes on ch. i. 18) and exe-
getically satisfactory, The haunt of
the evil spirits was indirectly specified
in ch. ii. 2 as being in the regions 7o
dépos ; here the latent opposition,—
alua kal oapf on earth, and 7d mrevu.
in supernal regions,—suggests a word
of greater antithetical force, which
still can include the same lexical
meaning ; comp. Matth. vi. 26, 74
meTewd Toi ofpavol.. As in ch.ii 2
there was no reason for limiting the

term to the mere physical atmosphere,
8o here still less need we adopt any
more precise specification of locality ;
see notes in loc., and comp. generally
Hofm., Schrifth. Vol. 1. p. 40T 8q.
The repetition of wpds before each of
the substantives is somewhat of a
rhetorical nature, designed to give
emphasis to the enumeration; sece
‘Winer, Gr. § 50. 7. obs. p. 374.

13. 8ud Tobro] ‘ On this account,’
‘wherefore:’ since we have such pow-
erful adversaries to contend with;
éradh ¢yor xahemol ol éxfpot, (Ecum.
dvakdBere] ‘assume,” ¢ take up,’ not
necessarily ‘to the field of battle,
Conyb., but with simple local refer-
ence, as opposed to kararifecfar;
dvalapB. T4 8mAa k7N being the
technical expression: see Deut. i 41,
Jer. xlvi. (xxvi.) 3, Judith xiv. 3, 2
Mace. x. 27, xi. 7, and exx. in Kypke,
0bs. Vol. 1. p. 302, Elsner, 0bs. Vol.
I. p. 231, and Wetst. in loc.

&v T fpépa T wovnpd] ‘in the evil
day—of violent temptation,” Fell,
Coce.: Huépav wovnpdy Tip THs mapa-
Tdfews Auépav kakel, dmd Tol évep-
yobvros alry SwafBbhov 70 Bvoua Teber-
ks, Theod.; Schoettgen compares
WY M3 “in kora mala, quando
periculum nobis imminet,” Hor. Hebr.
Vol. . p. 793. The use of #uépa
rather than aldw (Gal. i. 4) is opposed
to the interpr. of Chrys., (Ecum.,
Theoph., 7ov wapbrra Blov ¢yol, and
the foregoing earnest tone of exhorta-
tion to the idea that any consolation
(scil. 70 Bpaxd édhAwoe, Theoph.,
comp. Chrys.) was implied in the use
of Huépa. Still more untenable is the
view of Meyer, that St Paul is here
specifying the day when the last great
Satanic outbreak was to take place
(comp. notes on Gal. i. 4); the Apo-
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stle has at heart what he knew was
much more present and more con-
stantly impending; ‘bellum est per-
petuum ; pugna alio die minus, alio
die magis fervet,” Beng,

dravra katepyaodpevol] ¢ Laving ac-
complished, fully done, all,’ not mere-
ly in preparing for the fight (Beng.),
but, as srvac (‘to stand one’sground’)
obviously suggests, in and appertain-
ing to the fight; all things that the
exigencies of the conflict required.
The special interpr. of cum. (comp.
Chrys.) karepyac. = karamoheusioarres,
i.e. ‘having overcomeall,’ Auth. Marg.
(comp. Fzek. xxxiv. 4, 3 Esdr. iv. 4),
though adopted by Harl., is very doubt-
ful; for in the first place, the masc.
would have seemed more natural than
the neut. dravra (Est., contr. De W.);
and secondly, though karepyd{. occurs
20 times in St Paul’s Epp., it is only
in one of two senses, either perficere
(¢ notat rem arduam,’ Fritz.) as here,
(Rom. vii. 18, Phil. ii. 12, al., or per-
petrare (¢ de rebus quee fiunt non ho-
neste’) as Rom. i. 27, il. g, al.: see
Fritz. Rom.ii. g, Vol. 1. p. 107, and the
numerousexx. cited by Raphel, Annot.
Vol. 11. p. 495 sq. The concluding
orfvac is then not ‘stare tanquam tri-
umphatores’ (Zanch. ap. Pol. Syn.,
comp. even Meyer), but as in ver. 11,
‘to stand firm’ (the battle is life-long),
‘ut non cadatis aut loco cedere coga-
min’,” Est.

14. oTireoiv] ¢ Stand ithen,’ not
as in ver. 13, ¢n the fight, but, as the
context obviously requires, ready for
the fight; ‘kampflertig,” De Wette.
The several portions of the wavoriia
are then specified in regular order;
wapabapsivas alTovs Aourdv adrods kal
kafomri{e, Chrys. mweplwo,
v doduv ] ¢ having girt your loins

about ;' comp. Isaiah xi. 5, &rrac 8i-
xatostvy éfwouévos Ty bodly airob,
xal dAnfelg eiAnuévos Tas mhevpds. The
remark of Holz., that the aorists are
improperly used for presents, is wholly
mistaken; the different acts specified
by the participles were all completed
before the soldier took up his position ;
comp. notes on ch. iv. 8. It
may be observed that the girdle was
no mere ornament(Harl., comp. Eadie),
but the first and most necessary part
of the equipment; a srparidrys dfw-
oros was, a3 Meyer observes, a very
‘ contradictio in adjecto.” Independ-
ently of serving to keep the armour in
its proper place, it appears also—ex-
cept in the Homeric age, when it
formed a part of the cuirass, and in
later times, when ornamented ‘baltei’
came into use (Smith, Dict. of Antig.
Art. ‘Balteus’)—to have been com-
monly used to support the sword ; see
plates in Montfaucon, L’Antiq. Expl.
Vol. 1v. 1, p. 19 8q., and Suppl. Vol.
IV. p. 14 8q., Smith, Dict. Art. ‘ Zona,’
and Winer, RWB. Art. ‘Giirtel,’
Vol. . p. 448. év dnbelq] “with
truth,’ as the girdle which bound all
together, and served to make the Chris-
tian soldier expedite and unencum-
bered for the fight; év being instru- -
mental, or perhaps rather semilocal,
with a ref. to the cincture and equip-
ment; comp. Psalm lxv. 7, wepiefwe-
wévos &v dwaorelg, and see Green,
Gramm. p. 289. It has been doubted
(see Bcum. in loc.) whether by dX#fe:a
is meant what is termed ofjective truth
(dNAfea Soypdrwr, Beum. 1), i.e. ‘the
orthodox profession of the Gospel®
(Hamm. on Luke xii. 35), or suljective
truth: the latter is most probable, pro-
vided it is not unduly limited to mere
‘truthfulness’ (Chrys. 1) or sincerity
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(Calv., Olsh.)., Tt must be taken in
its widest sense aA9f. év 74 "Inood, ch.
iv. 21, the inward practical acknow-
ledgment of the truth as it is in Him ;
dtvy 8¢ ws wpos Tov Xp. vofjoar TOV
8vrws dAjfeiav, (Heum.; comp. Reuss,
Théol. Chrét. 1v. 16, Vol. 11. p. 169.
Tis Swkatoaivns] ¢ of righteousness;’
gen. of apposition or identity ; see
Winer, Gr. § 59. 8 p. 470, comp.
Scheuerl. Synt. §12.1, p. 82 : similarly
in regard of sentiment, Isaiah lix. 17,
kal dvedboaro dikatoolryy ws fwpaxa’
Wisd, v. 19, &ddserar fdpaka Sducato-
abyyr. This Swaiootvy is not ‘righte-
ousness’ in its deeper scriptural sense,
scil. by faith in Christ (Harl.), as wiors
is mentioned independently in ver. 16,
but rather Christian moral rectitude
(Mey., Olsh., Usteri, Lehrb. 11 1. 2,
P- 190 ; Tov kafolwov kal évdperov Blov,
Chrys.), or, more correctly speaking,
the righteousness which is the result
of the renovation of the heart by the
Holy Spirit; see Waterl. Regen. Vol.
IV. p. 434. RBadie presses the article,
but without grammatical grounds; its
ingertion is merely due to the common
principle of correlation; see Middl.
Art. 1L 1. 7, p. 36.

15. vUmodnodpevor Tods wdBas]
¢ having shod your feet,’ * calceati pedes,’
Vulg., Clarom. It does not seem ne-
cessary to refer this specially to the
Roman ‘caliga’ (Mey.; see Joseph.
Bell. Jud. v1i. 1. 8), as the reference to
the Roman soldier, though probable,
is not certain: any strong military
sandal (Heb. IND, Isaiah ix. 4, see
Gesen. Lex. s.v.) is perhaps all that is
implied ; comp. Lydus, Synt. Sacr. 111,
2, p. 46 sq. &v érowpacia] < with
the readiness ;' not ¢ in preeparationem,’
Clarom., but ‘in preparatione,” Vulg.
(Amiat.), Copt.; év being instrumental,

or semi-local, as in ver. 14. Thesome-
what peculiar form érouasia, used
principally in the LXX and eccl.
writers, denotes properly ¢ preparation’
in an active sense (érotu. Tpodiis, Wisd.
xiii, 12; dokyolv Te kal éroyu., Mart.
Polyc. § 18) ; then ‘a state of readi-
ness,” whether outwardly considered
(Joseph. Antig, x. 1. 2,
érocu. wapéyew) or inwardly estimated
(Hippocr. de Dec. Habitu, Vol. 1. p.
74, ed. Kilhn; comp. Psalm x. 17,
éroun. xapdlas, é.e. 18 éumapdoievor,
Chrys.); and thence by a conceivable
transition (esp. as |'Ji1 admits both
meanings, see Gesen. Lex. s. v.) ‘some-
thing fixed, settled’ (comp. Prov. iv.
18 Theod., érownacta Huépas=oradept
ueanufpta), and further even ¢ a basis,
a foundation,” Heb. ]137? (Dan. xi. ¥
Theod., Tijs pl{ns avris THs érowuacias
avrod* compare Ezra ii. 68, Psalm
lxxxix. 15). This last meaning how-
ever may possibly have originated from
a misconception of the translator (see
Holzh. and Meyer i loc.), but at any
rate is very inappropriate in this place.
There is then no reason to depart from
the more correct meaning, ¢ readiness,’

irwovs els

RN
(o2, Sy,
‘ manvipa,” Goth.), not however dore
éroluovs elvac mpds 71O edayyéhiow
(Chrys.), but, as the context and me-
taphor suggest, ¢ ad militiam, impedi-
mentis omnibus soluti,” Calv,

Tob evayy. Tis elprfims] ¢ of the Gospel
of peace;’ scil. caused by the edayy.
7is elp.; the first gen. edayyeriov
being that of the source or agent (see
notes on 1 Thess. i. 6, Scheuerl. Synt.
§ 17, p. 126), the second elphwys that
of the purport and contents : compare
ch. i. 13, 70 edayyé\. 7is cwryplas,
where see notes, and Bernhardy, Synt

¢ preparedness’
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III. 44, P. 161. The sum and sub-
stance of the Gospel was +f elprfvm,
Peace, not with one another merely,
but with God (Est.), a peace that can
only be enjoyed and secured if we war
against His enemics: dv 76 daBihg
woheudper elpnredouer wpds Tov Ocby,
Chrys. Oun the words with which
evayy. is joined in the N. T., see note
and list on ch. 1.13, and Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 8, Vol. 11. p. 81.

16. émi waaw] ‘in addition to all;’
not with local ref. ‘super omnibus,
quecunque induistis,” Beng. (comp.
Goth. ‘ufar all’), nor with ethical
ref. ‘above all,” Auth.,—but simply in
ref. to the last accompaniment ; comp.

Luke iii. 20, mpocéfnker kal ToiTo éwi,

wéot, and see Winer, Gr. § 48. ¢, p.
350. Eadie cites Col. iii. 14, éwl wéoe
TovTows, but neither this passage nor
Luke xvi. 26 are strictly similar, as
‘the addition of rovrais implies a re-
ference to what has preceded, while
érl waow is general and unrestricted,
and more nearly approaches a ‘for-
mula concludendi ;* see Harl., and exx.
collected by Wetst. on Luke xvi. 26.
In both the force of émi is the same,
“accession,” ‘superaddition;’ comp.
Donalds. Gr. § 483. aa. The
reading & wiow, adopted by Lachm.
(text) with BN; 10 mss.; Clarom.;
Vulg. (appy.); Method., Greg.-Naz.;
al., deserves consideration, but may
have been a correction for the ambi-
guous éml . Tdv Bupedv]
‘the shield,” ‘scutum,” Vulg., Clarom.
The term fupebs, as its derivation sug-
gests, is properly anything ‘quod vi-
cem janue prestat’ (Homer, Od. 1x.
240, 313, 340), thence in later writers
(see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 366) a large
oblong or oval shield (old 7is 8dpa pu-
Nrrwr 70 odpa, Theoph.), differing

both in form and dimensions from the
round and lighter dowis (‘clypeus’):
see esp. Polyb. Hist. V1. 23. 2, comp.
Lips. de Milit. Rom. 1L 2, and exx.
in Kypke, Elsner, and Alberti in loc.
Harless doubts whether 6fupeds was
intentionally used instead of doris, and
cites the very similar passage Wisd,
v. 20, Myerar dowida...oqbryra. It
is not however improbable that in the
time of St Paul (perhaps 150 years
later) the distinction had become more
commonly recognized ; see Plutarch,
Flamin. § 12. s wloTews)
‘of faith;’ appositional gen. similar
to r7s dukatoglvys, ver. 14.

tv & SuvioeaBe] ‘with which ye will be
able;’ scil. as protected by and under
cover of which (comp. ver. 16), or, with
a still more definite instrumental force
(Goth., Arm.), as specifying the de-
fensive implement by which the ex-
tinction of the fire-tipt darts will be
facilitated and effected; % wloris otw
Tavra oBérwvow, Theoph. The future
must not be unduly pressed (Mey.);
it points simply and generally to the
time of the contest, whenever that
might be: the future is only ‘a con-
ditioned present ;’ see Bernhardy, Synt.
X. 5, p. 377%. ToVU ovmpot ]
‘the Evil One;’ ‘nequissimi,” Vulg.,
Clarom. ; not ‘evil,’ 78 wornpéy, but in
accordance with the individualizing
and personal nature of the conflict
which the context so forcibly depicts,
—the Devil; ubvov éxeivos movnpds kar
&oxnv Néyerar, Chrys. de Diab. 11.
Vol. 1. p. 30y (ed. Ben. 1834), comp.
2 Thess. iii. 3 and notes, 1 Johnv. 18,
probably Matt. v. 37, John xvii. 13,
al., and see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. Vol,
1. p. 8oy, and on the conflict gene-
rally, the instructive remarks of Meyer,
Hist. Diab. § 7, p. 681 8q.; comp. also
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Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 1v. 20, Vol. II,
p. 226 sq. Td Bé\n...Td
wemwvp.] ‘the five-tipt, or fiery, darts;’
the addition of the epithet serving to
mark the fell nature of the attack, and
to warn the combatant; mwer. 5¢ aira
kékhqkey  Sieyelpwy Tods gTparidras,
kal kehehwr dogal@s mepippdTreadar,
Theod. Allusion is here distinctly
made to the mvppépor disrol, arrows,
darts, &e. tipt with some inflammable
substance, which were used both by
the Hebrews (Psalm vii. 14), Greeks
(Herod. viir. 52, Thucyd. 1. %5, Ar-
rian, Alex. 11. 18), and Romans (‘mal-
leoli,’ Cicero pro Milone, 24 : ‘falarice,’
Livy, xxI. 8, were much larger), in
sieges, or, under certain circumstances,
against the enemy in the field; see
Vegetius, de Re Mil. 1v. 18, Winer,
RWB. Art. ‘Bogen,” Vol. 1. p. 190.

Any reference’ to ‘poisoned’ darts
(Hamm., al.) is not in accordance with
the meaning and tense of the part.
Tervpwudva. We may remark that 7&
before rer.is not foundin BD'FG, and
is rejected by Lachm.; in which case
wemvp. will become a ‘tertiary’ predi-
cate, and must be translated ‘fire-tipt
ag they are,” see esp. Donalds. Gr.
§489 8q., and comp. Winer, G7. § 0.
I. obs. p. 122. It seems however
more probable that the art. was omit-
ted by an .oversight, than that the
transcriberfeltany grammat. difficulty,
and sought to remedy it by insertion.
oBéorar] ‘to quench.’ It seems too
much to say with Calv. in reference
to the metaphor, ¢ improprie loquitur.’
That the use of oBéra: was suggested
by memuvp. is not improbable ; as how-
ever it is certain that the larger shields,
which for lightness were made of wood,
were covered with hides (uooxeiw dép-
pare, Polyb. Hist. vi. 23. 3; Lips. de
Milit. 1. 2) and similar materials

designed to prevent the full effect of
the Bény memwvp., the particular verb
cannot in any way be considered here
a8 inappropriate ; comp. Arrian, 4lex.
1. 318,

17. kal ™y k.T.\.] Meyer rightly
objects to the punctuation of Lachm.
and Tisch.: a comma, or perhaps
rather a colon (Wordsw.), is here far
more suitable than a period. We have
here only one of St. Paul’s rapid trans-
itions from the participial structure
to that of the finite verb; see Col. i 6,
and notes on ch, i. 2o. SékaoOe]
¢ receive,” as from Him who furnishes
the armour (ver. 13), and whose Spirit
puts in our hands the sword; ‘accipite,
oblatam a Domino,” Beng. The
verb is omitted by DFG; Clarom.;
Cypr., Tertull,, al., and converted into
8éfacfas (but perhaps an itacism) by
Matth. with AD}*(E)KL; mss.; Cypr.
(1),—but in neither case on sufficient
external evidence. TOD
cwrnpiov] ¢of salvation;’ gen. of ap-
position, as in ver. 14, 16. The use of
this abstract neuter, is, with the ex-
ception of this place, confined to St
Luke (see Lukeii. 30, iii. 6, Actsxxviii.
28), though sufficiently common in the
LXX ; compare Isaiah lix. 17, wept-
kep. gwryplov,—a passage to which
its present occurrence may perhaps be
referred. There is no ground for sup-
posing that 700 cwr. is masculine
(¢ salutaris, i. e. Christi,’ Beng.), either
here or Acts /. c., nor can we say with
Mey. that 70 cwripwor is € any ideal
possession :’ in 1 Thess, v. 8 the mepi-
kepalala is the émis cwryplas, in the
present cagse there i3 no such limita-
tion. Salvation in Christ, as Harl.
remarks, forms the subject of faith;
in faith (by grace, ch. ii. 5) it is appre-
hended, and becomes, in a certain
sense, even a present possession ; see
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notes on ch. ii, 8. TOU
Ilvedparos] ‘of the Spirit;’ sec. given
by, supplied by the Spirit; the gen.
of the source or origin, as in verse 13,
i wavor\. 7ol Oeof. The gen. is
clearly not appositional (Ecum. 1,
Theoph. i, and even Harl., Olsh.), as
the explanatory clause would thus be
wholly out of place. Still less proba-
bly is it a gen. of quality, % pdxatpa
mvevparicy (Chrys. 2), or a simple gen.
of possession in reference to the Tipuw-
pricy dvépyea (Sever. ap. Cram. Cat.)
of the Spirit, both of which seem at
variance with the genergl tenor of the
passage, which represents the °arma-
tura’ as furnished to us by God. Thus
then it is from the Spirit that we re-
ceive the sword, that sword being the
Word of God, the Gospel (ver. 15),
which is the ddvapes Ocod (Rom. i, 16,
1 Cor. i, 18) to every one who be-
lieveth; comp. Heb. iv. 12.

18. 8ud wdoms k.T.N] ‘with all
(every form of ) prayer and supplication
praying ;* participial clause expressive
of the manner and accompaniments of
the action, dependent on the principal
imperative orfire ovy, ver. 14 (Mey.),
not on the subordinate aor. imper,
détacfe, which is only a variation of
the participial structure, and with
which the idea of duration expressed
in wdons and martl xawd would not
be consistent. The seeming tautology
and an imaginary logical difficulty in
wposebxeafar Bi& wdons wpos. év wayri
katp@ have induced Mey. to disconnect
84 wdans k.7 N\ and wpogevybduevo.
This, though not inconsistent with the
use of &ud (‘conditio in qua locatus
aliquid facias,’ Fritz. Rom. ii. 277, Vol. 1.
p. 138), ‘is still neither necessary nor

satisfactory: 8ud mdeoys & 7.\, simply
and correctly denotes the earnest, be-
cause varied character of the prayer
(see Theoph.); & wavrl kaw@ the
constancy of it (édehexds, Theod.,
comp. Luke xviii. 1, 1 Thess. v. 17,
2Théss. i. 11); & Ivedpar: (seeinfra)
the holy sphere of it. Conyb. (comp.
Syr., but not Ath., Syr.-Phil.) trans-
lates the part. as a simple imperat.,
and makes ver. 18 the beginning of a
new paragraph ; this however cannot
be justified; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 6,
p. 313. It has been doubted
whether there is here any exact dis-
tinction between mposeuxh (MPBR)
and §énaes (MINM). Chrys. and Theod.,
on 1 Tim. ii. 1, explain mpos. as airy-
ois dyafdv (see Suicer, Thesaur, s.v.
1), 3éno. as dw¥p dmalNNays Avmrnpdy
ikerela (so Grot., as dwd 7ol Seols, but
see 2 Cor. i. 11); comp. Orig. de Orat.
§ 33, Vol. xviL. p. 292 (ed. Lomm.}),
Alii alia. The most natural and ob-
vious distinction is that adopted by
nearly all recent commentators, viz.
that mpocevxi is a  vocabulum sacrum’
(see Harl.) denoting ‘prayer’ in gene-
ral, precatio; dénois a ‘vocabulum
commune’ denoting a special charac-
ter or form of it, ‘petition,’ rogatio,
see Fritz. Rom. x. 1, Vol. 1. p. 372,
Trench, Synon. Part 11. § 1, and notes
on ¥ Tim, ii. 1. &y wavtl kapd]
¢4in every season.’ There is no necessity
to restrict this to ‘every fitting season,’
Eadie: the mind of prayer (70 duely
7@ Oe@, Theoph. on 1 Thess. v. 17) is
alluded to as much as the ountward
act; see Alf. on Luke xviii. 1.

&y Ivebpart] “in the Spirit certainly
not the human spirit (‘cum devoto
cordis effectu,’ Est.), nor as in contrast
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to Barroroyely (Chrys.), bub the Holy
Spirit (Jude 20), tn whose blessed and
indwelling influence, and by whose
merciful aid, we are enabled to pray
(Rom. viii. 15, Gal. iv. 6), yea, and
who Himself intercedes for us (Rom.
¥iil. 26). €ls avTd] ¢ for it,’
“hercunto:’ seil. 13 wposetyesfar év
wavrl kap@ év Ilvedpari. The refer-
ence is obviously not to what follows
(Holzh.), but to what precedes. It was
¢ for this’ (scarcely more than *in re-
spect of this,” Mey.) that the Ephesians
were to be watchful; not that all
shouldabide in continual prayer(Olsh.,
Harl.), for the prayer for the Apostle
(ver. 19) is to be for a different spiri-
tual grace, but that they themselves
might have that grace (‘ut quotidie
oretis,” Est.}), and exercise it in gene-
ral, persistent, and appropriate suppli-
cations for all saints. The
addition of 7obro after adrd [Rec. with
D'EKL; mss.; Chrys.-text, Theod.,
al.] is rightly rejected by Lachm.,
Tisch., al., with ABD'FGN; Clarom.,
Vulg., Copt., al., as a mere explana-
tory addition: ‘adrds sepius dicitur
de eo de quo cummaxime sermo est,’
Kiihn, Xen., Mem. 111 10. 14, comp.
Matth, Gr. § 469. 7. dypvm.
&y wdoy wpookapt. k. T.N.] ‘watching
in all perseverance and supplication,’
‘in omni instantid et obsecratione,’
Vulg. ; supplementary clause, specify-
ing a particular accompaniment to

their prayer and watchfulness in re-

gard to themselves, and a particular
phase and aspect which it was to as-
sume ; ‘in praying for themselves they
were uniformly to blend petitions for
all the saints, Eadie: comp. Col. iv.
2, Yprryopolvres év avry [mwposevyy] év
eUxapiorig, where & edx. denotes the
accompanying act; one of the forms

which mpooevys} was to assume.

The two substantives wposkapr. Kkal
derjo., though not merely equivalent
to ¢precantes sedulo’ (Syr., comp.
Ath.), still practically amount to a
‘hendiadys.” According to the regu-
lar rule, the substantive which con-
tains the ‘accidens’ ought to follow
rather than precede (see Winer, de Hy-
pall.et Hendiad. p. 19), still here mpoox.
s0 clearly receives its explanation from
xal derjoet, that the expression, thaugh
not a strict and grammatical, is yet
a virtual, or what might be termed a
contextual & dit duolv: see esp. Fritz,
Matth. p. 857. On mpookapr. comp.
notes on Col. iv. 2. -

19. kai] ¢and, to add a particular
cage:’ on this use of xal in appending
a special example to a general classifi-
cation, see Winer, Gr. § 53. 3, p. 388,
notes on ch. v, 18, and on Phil. iv. 12.
vmép épot] ¢ for me,” ‘in behalf of me.
Eadie (after Harl. ) endeavours to trace
a distinction between wép here and
7epl in ver. 18, as if the former was
more special and individualizing, the
latter more general and indefinite;
¢ gorgt um Alle, auch fiir mich,” Harl.
This in the present case, where the
two prepp. are so contiyuous, is plau-
sible; but as a general rule little more
can be gaid than that dwép in its ethi-
cal sense perhaps retains some stronger
trace of its local meaning than wepl:
see notes on Gal. 1. 4, on Phil.i. 7, and
comp. Kriiger, Sprachl. § 68. 28. 3.
tva pou 808] ‘that there may be given
to me;’ particular object of the dypumry.
év mpookapr., with an included refer-
ence to the subject of the prayer;
comp. notes on ch. i. 17. The dof7,
as it position seems to indicate, is em-
phatic; it was a special gift of God,
and felt to be so by the Apostle, ‘non
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nitebatur Paulus habitu suo,” Beng.
The reading of Rec. 8ofely (which
rests only on the authority of a few
mss.) would give the purpose a more
subjective reference, and represent
the feeling of a more dependent reali-
zation ; compare ch. i. 17, and see
esp. Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 622;
Herm. Soph. Elect. 57.

tv dvolfe Tob oTdp. pov] ‘in the
opening of my mouth;’ act in which
and occasion at which the gift was to
be realized, the connexion clearly being
with the preceding (Syr., Chrys., al.),
not with the following words (Auth.,
Kypke), and the meaning not ‘ad a-
pertionem,’d.e. ‘ut os aperiam’ (Beza),
or in passive reference to himself and
active to God, ‘ut Deus aperiat os
meum’ (comp. Zth.), <.e. that my
mouth may be opened’ (a Lap., Olsh. ;
comp. Psalm 1, 17), but simply ‘in the
opening of my mouth’ (‘occasione
datd,” Grot.), ‘dum os aperio,” Est.;
so Mey., Eadie, al.; see esp. Fritz.
Dissert. 11. ad 2 Cor. p. 99 5q.

The expression dvolyew oréua may be
briefly noticed. When not specially
modified or explained by the context
(compare 2 Cor. vi. 11), it does not,
on the one hand, appear to have any
prelusive reference to the nature or
quality of the discourse (o0x dpa Zue-
Mo dmep E\eyey, Chrys.; ‘ore semi-
clauso proferuntur ambigua,’ Calv.),
nor, on the other, isit to be considered
as merely graphic and unemphatic
(Fritz. loc. cit, and on Matth, v. 2),
but nearly always appears to specify
the solemnity of the act and the occa-
gion ; comp. Matth, v. 2, Job iii. 1,
Dan. x. 16, Acts viil. 32, and appy.
xviii. 14 [it was a grave answer before
a tribunal], and see Tholuck, Bergpr.
p- 60 sq. ¢év wappnole yvoploa]
“with 'boldness of speech fo make

known,” ‘cum fiduci4 notum facere,’
Vulg., Clarom. ; specification of the
resnlt contemplated in the gift (‘ut
wihi contingat Aéyos, inde autem nas-
catur 70 & wapp. yrwploar,’ Fritz. ad
2 Cor. p, 100), and of the spirit by
which it was to be marked. As év
dvolf. ol orép. hinted at the solemn
and responsible nature of the act, so
év wapp. refers qualitatively to the
character and spirit of the preaching;
Gdpaos kal Noyov xopnyiay iva xard Tov
Betor Noyov TAnpdow Tdv dpbuov, Theod.
On the meaning of wappnofa, see notes
on 1 Tim, iii. 13. 70 puoT.
700 edayye\.] ‘the mystery of the
Gospel.! The gen, is somewhat differ-
ent to 7& uvor. ol fehjuaros, ch. i.
9 ; there it was ‘the mystery in the
matter of, concerning, the 8éAnua,’—
gen. objecti; here it is rather ‘the
mystery which the ejayyeX. has, in-
volves,’—gen. subjects. The distinc-
tion between these two forms of gen.
is briefly but ably stated by Kriiger,
Sprachkl. § 47. 7. On the meaning of
puoThpior, comp. notes on ch. v, 32.
The concluding words 7o edayvyel,
are omitted by BFG ; Boern.; Tert.,
Ambrst., and bracketed by Lachm.,
but retained by Tisch., Alf., Wordsw.,
on the evidence of ADEKLN; mss. ;
Vaulg., Syr.

20, vYmwip of] “in commodum cujus,’
‘to preach which.” The reference of
ov is doubtful ; it can however scarcely
be ‘to the preceding clause,” Eadie;
for as this involves two moments of
thought, év mapp. and yvwp., and as
ayrd would certainly seem to have the
same reference as &, there would be an
inevitable tautology in & airg (scil.
76 & mapp. k.T.N) wapenodowpar.
The reference must then be either
simply to 70 ebayyé\. (Harl.) or more
probably to 70 pver. 7ol edayyel.
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I have sent Tychi-
cus to tell you of
my state and to comfort you.

21. Kal tuels eidire] The reading is somewhat doubtful. The order in
the text is adopted with ADEFGR (AD'FGN (3.); Clarom., Vulg., al. ; Theod.,

Lat. Ff. (Lackm.).

Tisch. ed. 2 and 7 follows the order eldfre xal Uuels, with

BKL; great majority of mss.; Syr. (both), Basm.; Chrys., Dam., Jer., al.

(Mey.), as this was what the Apostle
&yvdpioev, and in the matter of which
he prayed for the grace of wappyoia.

wperBedo v dhioe] ‘7 am an am-
bassador in a chain,’ ‘in catend,’

Vulg., Clarom., but ]M fin
4 x

catenis] Syr., and similarly Copt.,
Goth., Arm. [gabanok, no sing.]; a
noticeable and appy. designedly anti-
thetical collocation, ‘I am an am-
bassador—in chains;’ ‘alias legati
jure gentium sancti et inviolabiles,’
Wetst., comp. Theoph. It seems
doubtful whether any historical allu-
sion to a ‘custodia militaris’ (Beza,
Grot.; on which see esp. Wieseler,
Synops. p. 394, note) is actually in-
volved in the present use of the sin-
gular; comp. Acte xxviii. 20, 2 Tim.
i. 16, Joseph. 4ntig. XvIII. 6. 10, and
see Paley, Hor. Paul. V1..5, Wieseler,
Synops. p. 420. As the singular is
not conclusive, being often used, es-
pecially in the case of material ob-
Jjects, in a collective sense (see Kriiger,
Sprachl. § 44. 1. 1, Bernhardy, Synt.
IL 1, p. 58), and as the use of the word
in St Paul’s Epp. (here and 2 Tim. i.
16) is confined to the singular, it
seems uneritical to press the allusion,
though it still may be regarded as by
no means improbable: d\vets is used
in the singular (eis 7 dAvow éumin-
Tew), but with the article and in a
more general sense, in Polyb. Hist.
XXIL 3. 3, IV. 76, 5. tva...

wappne.] ‘in order that I may speak
boldly ;* second purpose and. object of
the dypvrv. k. 7.\, ver. 18. There
seems no reason to depart from the
ordinary interpr. ; the second lva k.7.\,
is not dependent on wpesB. év d\loet
(Beng.), nor subordinate to Wa Jodf
(Harl.), but co-ordinate with it (comp.
Rom. vil. 13, Gal. iil. 14), and in-
volves no tautology. The first of the
two final sentences relates to the gift
of utterance and wapp. generally, the
second, to the gift of a conditioned
wapp.—scil. &s 86 ue Aalfoat.
&v ad1d] ‘in it, ‘therein;’ scil. &y T¢
wver, Tol ebayyeh.,—‘occupied with
it, engaged in preaching it.” ’'Ev here
marks, not so much the official sphere
in which (see Rom. i. 9, harpedw...&
T evayy.), as the substratum on which
the wappnoia was to be displayed and
exercised ; see Kriiger, Sprachl. § 68.
12. 6, and notes on Gal. i. 24. It can
scarcely denote the source or ground
of the wapp., Harl, ; for,—as 1 Thess.
il. 2, érappnoacducha & TH O
x.7.\ (cited by Harless) clearly shows
—God was the source and ' causal
sphere of the mwapp. (see notes in loc.),
the Gospel (here ‘the mystery of the
Gosp.’) the object in which and about
which it was to be manifested: see
exx. in Bernbardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p.
212.

21, “Ive 8¢ kal vp. el8fjre] ‘But
in order that ye also may know ;’ trans-
ition by means of the 8¢ weraBarkdy
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(see notes on Gal. i. 11) to the last
and valedictory portion of the Epistle.
In the words kai dueis the xal is cer-
tainly something more than a mere
¢ particle of transition’ (Eadie, Riick.).
It indisputably refers to others besides
the Ephesians, but who they were
cannot be satisfactorily determined.
If the Epistle to the Colossians was
written first, xal might point to the
Colossians (Harl. Finleit. p. 60; Wig-
gers, Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 453;
Meyer, Einleit. p. 17 ; Wieseler, Synops.
P- 432), but as the priority of that
Ep., though by no means improbable
both from internal (Neander, Planting,
Vol. L. p. 329 Bohn, comp. Schleierm.
Stud. w, Krit. 1832, p. 500) and per-
haps external considerations (see Wie-
seler, Syn. p. 450 sq.), is still very
doubtful (see Credner, Einleit. § 157;
Reuss, Gesch. des N.T. § 119), all
that can be said is this, viz. that the
use of kal is certainly noticeable, and
not to be explained away, and that
though per se it cannot safely be relied
upon as an argument in favour of the
priority of the Ep. to the Colossians,
it still, on that hypothesis, admits of
an eagy and natural explanation. The
article by Wiggers above referred to,
though in several points far from con-
clusive, deserves perusal.

7l wpdoow] ‘how I fare;” not ‘quid
[in carcere] agam’ (Wolf), but simply
‘quid agam,” Vulg.,, Clarom.,—in
simple explanation of 7& kar’ éué: see
Arrian, Epict. 1. 19, 7{ wpdooer dnhi-
klwp' Alian, Var. Hist. 11. 33, %pero
7t wpdrroe [6 ¥wd dofevelas karaly-
¢Oels) comp. Hor. Sut. 1. g. 4. Illus-
trations of Td kar éwé, ‘res meas’
(Phil. i. 12 and notes, Col. iv. 7), are
cited by Elsner, Obs. Vol. 1I. p. 234;
see Wetst. and Kypke. Tixwkos)

Not Tuyekds (Griesh., Lachm., Tisch.,
ed. 7), see Winer, Gr. § 6, p. 49. Ty-
chicus was an Agwavés, and is men-
tioned Acts xx. 4, Col.iv. 7, 2 Tim. iv.
12, Tit. ili. 12. Tradition represents
him as afterwards bishop of Chalce-
don in Bithynia, of Colophon, or of
Neapolis in Cyprus; see Acta Sanct.
April 29, Vol. 111, p. 613. The
order yvwploe duiv, though found in
BDEFGR; 3 mss.; Clarom., San:
germ., Aug., Boern., Goth., al.;
Ambrst. (Lachm.), is perhaps rightly
reversed by Tisch., Alf., Wordsw., on
the evidence of AKL ; nearly all mss.;
Vulg. (Amiat., Demid.,—not Fuld.),
8yr.-Phil.,, al.; Chrys., Theod., al ;
a8 being not unlikely a conformation
to Col. iv. 7. This however is one of
those cases in which it seems hard
to decide. morés) ¢ faithful,’
“trusty ;’ not d&idmioros, scil. 00déy Yeu-
oeTar GNN& mwdvra d\nledoe, Chrys.,
Beng. ; for, as Mey. remarks, he was
probably known to the Ephesians
(comp. Acts xx. 4), though probably
not to the Colossians. Bud-
xovos év Kvple] “minister in the Lord;’
Christ was the sphere of his ministra-
tions, Christ’s Spirit animated and ac-
tuated his labours. It does not seem
necessary to refer the term dudxovos to
any special (‘sacré ordinatione diaco-
num fuisse,” Est.), or even general
office (‘qui Evangelio navat operam,’
Grot.) in relation to the Gospel, but
merely in reference to his services to
St Paul ; see Col. iv. 7, mio7ds Sudkoves
xal otwdoulos év Kvp., where, as Meyer
and De W. observe, the latter term is
intended to beighten and dignify the
former; comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 11.

29. v dmepdra wpds Spds] ‘whom
I have sent to you,;’ not ‘I send>
(Wordsw. },—which, though not appy.
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inconsistent with the usage of the N.T.
(see Winer, G'r. § 40. 5. 2, p. 249), does
not seem accordant with the probable
circumstances. Tychicus appears to
have been sent with Onesimus to Co-
loss on a special mission (Col. iv, 8),
of which the Apostle availed himself
so far as to send this letter by him;
this mission however the Apostle na-
turally regards as an act belonging to
the past, and go probably uses &xeuipa
in its ordinary sense. els
avrd Tolro] ‘for this very purpose,
and no other,’ viz. in reference to what
follows ; not ¢for the same purpose,’
Auth.; comp. Phil. i. 6, Col. iv. 8 and
notes ¢n loc. The preposition is some-
times omitted ; see Plat. Sympos. 204
A, and Stalb. ¢n loc.; comp. th. Legg.
1. 686 p, Protag. 310 E.
tva yvére k.7.\.] ‘in order that ye may
know the things concerning us;’ ob-
viously similar in meaning to eldfre
T84 ka7’ éué, but perhaps with a more
inclusive reference both to himself and
those with him. mwapakaléoy]
‘comfort,” ¢ consoletar,” Vulg. (comp.
Goth. ‘gapvasstjai,” here judiciously
changed from the ‘exhorte[n]tur’ of
Clarom. ; see Col. iv. 8. The subject
of the wapaxdyois may have been ‘ ne
offenderetis in meis vinculis’ (Beng.),
or ‘ne animis deficiatis ob meas tri-
bulationes’ (Est. ; comp. ch. iii. 13) ; so
also (Ecum., Theoph.: it is better how-
ever, owing to our ignorance of the
exact state of the church, to leave the
precise reference undefined, and to ex-
tend it genmerally to all particulars in
which they needed it. On the mean-
ing of the word, see notes on ch. iv. 1,
and on 1 Thess. v. 11.

23. Eiprvm] ¢ Peace, simply; not

Peace be to the
brethren, and grace
to all true Christians.

¢ concordia,” Calv., ¢peaceableness,’
Hamm. (comp. elpyvedere, 2 Cor. xiil.
11), as the Epistle, though elpprixos
(De Wette) in relation to the doctrinal
aspects of the union of Jews and Gen-
tiles (see ch. ii.), contains no special
exhortations on the subject of concord
generally. Eipsvy is however no mere
parting salutation (comp. motes on
ch. i. 2, and Gal. i. 3), but is in effect a
valedictory prayer for that yakjry «al
evdia YuxHs (Orig. Cut.) which was the
blessed tesult of reconciliation with
God, and His Spirit’s special gift ; see
Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 2, Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 18, Vol. 11. p. 200 8q.

rols dBehdois] ¢the brethren at Ephe-
sus. Wieseler (Synops. p. 444) refers
43ehg. specially to the Jewish Chris-
tians, wavrwr to the Gentile Christians.
This is surely a very doubtful, and
even improbable interpretation : for is
it likely that in an epistle so opposed
in its tenor to all national distinctions
any such special recognition of their
existence would be found ? Clearly ol
édehgol can only mean ‘the whole
Christian brotherhood.’

dydam perd wlorews] ¢ love with faith,
not Gydwy kal wiocres: the Apostle
does not simply pray for the presence
of each of these graces in his converts,
for, as Olsh. coirectly observes, he
agsumed wioTis to be there already;
what he prays for is their co-existence.
As love (not here the divine love,
Beng.) is the characteristic of a true
faith, the medium by which its energy
is displayed (Gal. v. 6), 80 here faith is
represented as the perpetual concomi-
tant of a true love. If it had been
dydr. otw wiorel it would rather have
conveyed the here scarcely realizable
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conception of their cokerence ; compare
ch. iv. 31, mukpla...adv kakig [badness
of heart was the ‘fermentumn,’ the ac-
tive principle]; 1 Cor. x. 13, oiv 7¢
wepacmd kal Ty EBacw [not the one
without the other]: see Kriiger,
Sprachl. §68. 13. 1. On the connexion
of love and faith, comp. Reuss, Théol.
Chrét. 1v. 19, Vol. IL. p. 205; and on
the whole verse, a short but not very
connected sermon of Augustine, Serm.
cLxviIl Vol. v. p. 911 (ed. Migne).
24. "H Xdpis] ‘Grace,” kar’ éoxaiy,
the grace of God in Jesus Christ
(Mey.). The use of the article is in
harmony with the immediately preced-
ing and succeeding mention of Him
through whom % xdpes éyévero, John
i 17, perd wdvrev k. 7.\.]
‘with all that love the Lord J. C.;’
second and more comprehensive form
of benediction. Meyer compares the
similar maledictory form in 1 Cor. xvi.
22. &v adlapoia] ‘in

incorruption,’ MN D? [sine
4 L4

corruptione] Syr., ‘in incorruptione,’
Vulg., Copt., ‘incorruptione,” Cla-
rom., Arm., ‘in unriurein,’ Goth., “4n
non-interitu,” Ath.-Platt. The mean-
ing of the words and the connexion
of the clause are both somewhat
doubtful, and must be noticed sepa-
rately. (1) Meaning: excluding all
arbitrary interpretations of the prepo-
sition, e.g. bwép (Chrys. 2), 5d(Theoph.),
perd (Theod.), els (Beza), and all doubt-
ful explanations of &¢pfapsiq, whether
temporal (sc. els 7ov aldva, Matth.),
brachylogical (va {whp éxwow év d¢9.,
Olsh.), abstr. for concrete—really (&
dgfdprots, Chrys. 2) or virtually (‘in
unvergiinglichem Wesen,” Harl.),—we
have three probable interpr.; (a) ethi-

cal, ‘sincerity,” Auth., Chrys., comp.
1 Pet. iii. 4: (b) quasi local, in refer-
ence to the sphere of the d~ydmn, comp.
& é&movpavios: (c) simply qualitative,
i.e. imperishableness, (Ecum., Mey.,
al. To (@) the lexical meaning of the
word is seriously opposed : see Meyer.
St Paul's use of d¢fapsla is perhaps
rather in favour of (b), as in all the
six other passages where it occurs (Tit.
ii. 7 [Steph.] is extremely doubtful),
a.¢b. refers directly or indirectly to a
higher sphere than the present; still
a8 dgf. is anarthrous, and the expla-
nationdifficult unless theunsatisfactory
construction (3), see below, beadopted,
we decide in favour of (¢), and regard
éy as marking the manner, or rather
conditioning sphere, in which the ac-
tion takes place; comp. esp. Tit. iii.
15. (2) Connexion : three constructions
have been suggested; (a) with "Ins.
Xp., scil., ¢ Christum immortalem non
humilem,” Wetst.;—(8) with % xdpcs,
Harl., Stier;—(y) with dyamrdvror,
Chrys., Theod. Of these (aj is inad-
missible, being exegetically unsatisfac-
tory, and, on account of the absence
of the article, grammatically suspi-
cious; (8) is harsh, especially in a
simple benediction, on account of the
intercalation of so many words between
the nom. and the modal factor of the
sentence; (y) is adopted by all the
Greek commentators, and seems most
simple and satisfactory; we translate
therefore, ‘grace be with all who love
our Lord Jesus Christ in incorruption,
. e. in a manner and in an element
that knows neither change, diminu-
tion, nor decay;’ % ydp els Tov Xp,
dydmn dpapros kal dueiwros udAov
3¢ ka’ éxdarny émdidoloa THv Huépay
dpener elvas, Beum. Thus then this
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significant clause not only defines
what the essence of the dydmy is, but
indicates that it ought to be perennial,
immutable, incorruptible. The con-
cluding dugr [Rec. with DEKLN¢;
most Vv. and Ff] is rightly rejected

by Lachm., Tisch., al. [with ABF
GN!; 2 mss.; Aug., Boern., Amiat. ¥,
Tol.,, Basm., /th.-Pol,, and some
Ff], as a liturgical addition. See
notes on 1%, iii, 15.
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NOTICE.

HE principles on which this Translation is based are explained

in the general Preface to the Commentary on the Galatians,
and in the notice prefixed to the Translation of that Epistle. The
English Versions with which the Translation is compared are
those used in the Translation of the former Epistle: viz those
of Wiclif 1380, Tyndale 1534, Coverdale’s Bible 1535, Coverdale’s
Testament 1538, Cranmer 1540, Geneva 1560, Bishops 1568, and
the Rhemish Testament 1582. Of these Tyndale’s, the Rhemish,
and the Authorised Version are cited from the English Hexapla.
Coverdale’s Bible is quoted from the reprint, and Wiclif’s Testa-
ment from Pickering’s edition 1848. The student is reminded
that Wiclif’s and the Rhemish Version are taken from the
Vulgate, to which also the readings of Covewdale’s Testament are
much assimilated.

One change is here specified once for all. It has been sug-
gested that it might be better to change unio into 6, wherever
unto appears in the Awuthorised Version as marking a simple
dative, and to reserve the former for the translation of preposi-
tions with the accusative. As this is professedly a version for
private use, and as rhythm (the usual reason for the interchange
in the A, V.) is thus of less consequence, the suggestion has been
adopted.

In the last and present edition many additions and corrections
have been made, and all the citations have been verified anew.
With this volume is completed the uniformly revised Translation.



THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS.

AUL, an Apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, L
to the saints which are [in Ephesus], and the

faithful in Christ Jesus.

Grace be to you, and peace, 2

from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.

Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord Jesus 3
Christ, who blessed us with every blessing of the Spirit
in the heavenly regions in Christ: even as he chose us 4

1. Christ Jesus] *Jesus Christ,
AvTH. In Ephesus] At Eph.,
AUTH. and all Vv. The faithful]
To the f., AUTH.

2. And the Lord] Sim. RHEM.:
and of the lorde, WioL. ; and from the
Lord, AuTH. and remaining Vv. The
prep. in such cases as this should cer-
tainly be omitted, as its insertion
tends to make that unity of source
from whence the grace and peace come
less apparent than it is in the Greek;
«comp. note on Phil. i. 2 (Transl.).

3. God and the Father] So WicL.,
Cov. Test., RHEM.: the God and
Father, AvtH. ; God euen the Father,
GEN.; God the father, TYND. and
remaining Vv. Blessed us]
So WicL.: hath blessed us, AurH, and
all the other Vv. The aorist here
ought certainly to be maintained in
translation, as the allusion is to the
past act of the redemption. The idiom
of our language frequently interferes
with the regular application of the
rule, but it is still no less certain that
the English praterite is the nearest

equivalent of the Greek aor., see La-
tham, Engl. Lang. § 360, 361, and
compare Scholef. Hints, Pref., p. xi.
It is possible that there are cases
when the English present, owing to its
expressing an habitual action (Latham,
§ 573), might seem to correspond to
the Gr. aor., but as the iterative force
of the latter tense, even if admitted
(see notes on Gal. v. 24), seems radi-
cally to differ from that of the Engl.
pres. (the one expressing indefinite
recurrence in the past, see Jelf, Gr.
§ 402. 1, the other indef. recurrence
in the present), it will seem best not to
venture on any such translation.
Every blessing] So Cov. Test.; all
maner of...blessinges, TYND. (blessynge,
CrAN., Cov.); all...blessing, GEN.,
BisH., RHEM.: all...blessings, AUTH.
Of the Spirit] Spiritual, AvTH. and
all Vv.; see notes. The heavenly
regions] Heavenly places, AvTH,:
codestials, RHEM. ; heuenely thingis,
WicL. and remaining Vv.

4. Even as] According as, Avrs.,
TyxD., Cov., CRAN., BIsH.; as, WicL.

M2
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in Him before the foundation of the world, that we should
5 be holy and blameless before him ; in love having fore-
ordained us for adoption through Jesus Christ into Him-
6 self, according to the good pleasure of His will, unto the
praise of the glory of His grace, wherein He bestowed
7 grace on us in the beloved; in svhom we have redemption
through His blood, the forgiveness of our transgressions,
8 according to the riches of His grace, which He made to

Cov. Test., GEN., RHEM.: see note on
1 Thess. i, 5 (Transl.). Chose]
So WicL. (chees), RuEM. : hath chosen,
Avra., Cov, Test., GEN. ; kad chosen,
TYND. and remaining Vv.

Blameless] Without blame, AUTH.,
TyYxD., Cov., CraN., GEN. BISH.;
with outen wemme, WIOL. ; wnspotted,
Cov. Test.; immatulate, RamyM. The
slight change has been made for the
sake of retaining the same translation
both here and ch. v. 2. 'On the dis-
tinction between duwuos (‘in quo nihil
est quod reprehendas’) and dueumrros
(‘ in quo nikil desiderari potest ’), see
Tittm. Synon. p. 29.

5. In love having] AUTH. and all
Vv. connect ‘in love’ with the pre-
ceding verse; see notes. The parti-
ciple expresges probably a temporal
relation, ‘after He had, &ec.,” but in
so profound a subject it seems best to
retain the more undefined transl. of
AvurtH. Foreordained) Bifore
ordeynyde, WICL. ; ordeyned.. before,
TyYND., Cov., CRAN.; predestinated,
AvTH. and remaining Vv.

For adoption] Unto the adoption of
children, AurH., BisH. (into); in to
the adop. of sones, WicL.,, RHEM.
(znto); to be heyres, TYND., ORAN,;
to receaue vs as children,-Cov.; to be
adopted, GEN.,—a good translation,
but scareely sufficiently literal.
Through] So TYND. and 4 other Vv.:
by, AuTK., WicL., BisH., RHEM.

Into Himselif] To himself, AUTH. ; into

hym, WroL. ; vnto him silfe, TYND.,
CRrAN., GEN., BisH., REEM. ; i hym-
selfe, Cov. Test. Whether we adopt
the translation into or unfo matters
but little, both approximating to, but
neither fully ‘expressing the meaning
of the inclusive eis, perhaps English
idiom (‘adopt into’) is slightly in favour
of the former. It seems also best
in English, for the sake of perspicuity,
to retain the reflexive form ; ¢nto Him,
though literal, perhaps may seem am-
biguous.

6. Bestowed grace on us] Made vs

able lo his grace, WICL. ; hath yratified
vs, RHEM. ; hath made us accepted,
AxrH. and all other V.
. 4. Redemption] Here we must be
content to.omit (with all the Vv.) the
expressive artiole, our idiomn seeming
to mequire some adject., e.g. the pro-
mised red., to make the article per-
fectly intelligible. Of our
transgressions} ‘Of stns, AUTH. and all
Vv.

8. Which He made to abound
toward wus] Which grace he shed on
us aboundantly, TYND., and sim. Cov.:
wherof he hath minystred wnto vs
aboundantlye, CRAN. ; whereby he hathe
bene abundant toward ws, GEN.;
wherein he hath abounded toward
s, AUTH., BisH. On this
clause a friend and accurate scholar
has made the observation, that as all
verbs of the character of wepiooedw
may practically be resolved into a
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abound toward us in all wisdom and discernment; having g
made known to us the mystefy of His will, according to

His good pleasure which He purpesed in Himself in re-

10

gard of the dispensation of the fulmess of times, to gather
up again. together all things in Christ, the things that are
in heaven and the things that are on earth, even in Him
in whom we were also chosen as. His inheritance, having 11
been foreordained according to the purpose of Him who
worketh all things after the counsel of His will; that we 12
should be unto the praise of His glory, who have before

‘verbum faciendi’ with an appended
accus. elicited from. the verb (‘malke
an abundance of’), the gen. 7s may
here reeeive a simple explanation with-
out reference to the principles of attnac-
tion. This remark appears to deserve
some consideration. Discernment]
Prudence; AurH., WICL,, Cov. (both),
CraN., BisH.,, REEM.; perceavaunces,
“TYND: ; wnderstanding, GEN. The
transl.. prudence appears to give the
word a more decided reference to
practice than the context will admit;
understanding on the other hand is too
abstract and fails to recognise the dis-
tinction between gdvesis and ¢pbyyos.
Perhaps the transl. in the text, or
intelligence as indicating an applica-
tion and: exercise of the ¢ipiw and a
result of spiritual ogpla (comp. 1
Cor. ii. 13), approaches more neanly
to the true meaning of the word in
this passage.

9. Purposed). So WiaL., T¥¥D,
Cov. Test., RHEM. : had purp., AUTH.,
and remaining Vv.

10. In regard of the disp.] In the
disp., Avrs., Wion., Gexn., Bisa,
RuEM. Some paraphrase the clause—
to have it declared when the tyme were
Sfull come, TYND., CRAN. (was), sim.
Cov. The text, or ‘with a view to’
(see notes), seems to make the mean-
ing a little more distinct than the
simpler for. To

gather up again together] That...he
might gather togethen in owe, AUTH.,
GEN., BisH. ;. that he myght set vp...
perfectly, CRAN, ; that...shuld, be gad-
dered togedder, TYND,, Cov.; for to
instore, WICL. ; to set vp, Cov. Test.
The things that are...and thethings that
are] So TyND., Cov., CRAN., insent
the things twice: both which are...and
which are, AuTH.,, GEN., BisH. The
repetition which some translators thus
preserve- is- not without force in this
solemn enunciation.of the eternal pur-
pose of God.

1. We were also chosen as His in-
heritance] Also we have obtained an
inheritance, AUTH. ; vve also are called
by. lot, REEM.; we are made heyres,
TvNDp., CRAN.; also we are come to the
inheritaunce, Cov. ; also we are chosen,
GEN., BisH. It may be observed that
also is omitted by TYND., CRAN,
Having been foreordained] Bifore or-
deynyde, WICL. ; being predestinated,
AvutH,, Bisa. (-nate); and were ther-
to predestinate, TYND., CRAN.; when
we were p., GEN.; predestinate, Cov.
Test., REEM. The simple transla-
tion in the text seems decidedly pre-
ferable; see notes on ver. &

His will] So Wicr,, RBEM.: ki3 own
will, AUTH. and remaining Vv.,

12. Have before hoped] First trust-
ed, AuTH. (hoped, AuTH. Marg.), GEN. ;
bifore hopiden, WICL.; afore haue
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13 hoped in Christ: in whom ye too, having heard the word
of truth, the gospel of your salvation,—in whom I say hav-
ing also believed, ye were sealed with the holy Spirit of

14 promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance, for the
redemption of the purchased possession, unto the praise

of His glory.

15  For this cause I also, having heard of the faith which
is among you in the Lord Jesus and the love which ye
16 have unto all the saints, cease not to give thanks for you,
17 making mention of you in my prayers; that the God of
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, would give to

hoped, Cov. Test., RHEM. (before) ; be-
Jore beleved, Tyxp.,, Cov., CraN,
BisH. The force of the perf. part.
should be retained in transl., especially
ag this can so easily be done by the
inserted ‘have,’ as Cov. Test., RHEM.;
the English perfect expresses the past
in connexion by its effects or conse-
quences with the present: see Latham,
Engl. Lang. § 579 (ed. 3).

13.  Ye too, having heard] Also ye,

after that ye heard, BisH., and simi-
larly REEM., with a suspended mem-
ber: ye also trusted after that ye heard,
AvrH., sim. GEN. ; also ye beleued after
that ye herde, Cov.; also we beleue,
Jfor asmoche as we haue hearde, CRAN.
TYND. connects, ye also (after that ye
hearde...) were sealed.
I say having also] Also after that ye,
AvutH. The change to the particip.
structure in both members seems to
make the sentence a little more dis-
tinct, and to preserve in the latter the
close connexion of kal with wisred-
gavTes ; see notes. The holy]
So all Vv. except AUTH., that holy.

14. Which] On this form of the
relative, see notes onGal. i. 2 (T'ranst.).
For] 8o Cov, Test.,, CRAN.: until,
AvurH.,, GEN.; into, WioL.; wnlo,
BisH.; fo, RHEM. The translation
of TYND. (to redeme) is paraphrastic.

15, For this cause] Wherefore,

AvurH.,, TyND.,, Cov. (both), CrAN.,
BisH. ; therfore, WicL., GEN., REEM.
The transl. ‘for this cause’ is more
consonant with the general style of
AvurH. than the equally literal and
correct ‘on this account,” and so is
substituted for it. Wherefore (AuTH.)
is rather the transl. of §:6.

Having heard) After I heard, AUTH. ;
herynge, Wicr., Cov. Test., REEM.;
afterthat I heard, TYND., CRAN,, GEN.,
BisH.; in so moch as I haue herde,
Cov. The faith—you] Your
faith, AvtH., RHEM. ; the fayth which
ye have, TYND,, Cov., CRAN., GEN.,
BisH. ; youre f., that is, WicL., Cov.
Test. (whick).

The love which ye have] Love, AUTH,
and the other Vv. except WicL,
louynge, and Cov., of your love.

17. Would give] May give, AurH.,
Cov. (both), Craw., BisH.; myght
geve, TYND., GEN. The change in the
text is made as an attempt to express
the conditioned, hoped for, realization
(¢ would please to give’) expressed by
the opt. 8¢y, Comp. Latham, Engl.
Lang. § 592, Wallis, Gramm. Angl.
p. 107. Hermann (Soph. Elect. 57)
asserts that in German the distinction
may be observed by translating the
Greek subj. by theGerman indic. pres.,
the opt. by the German imperf. sub-
junctive. The transl. of TyND., al,,
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you the Spirit of wisdom and revelation in full knowledge
of Him ; having the eyes of your heart enlightened, that 18
ye may know what is the hope of His calling, and what
the riches of the glory of His inheritance are among the
saints, and what the surpassing greatness of His power s 19
to us-ward who believe, according to the working of the
strength of His might, which He wrought in Christ, when 20
He raised Him from the dead,-—and He set Hvm on His
right hand in the heavenly regions, over above all Princi- 27
pality and Authority and Power and Dominion, yea and
every name that 18 named, not only in this world, but also

though practically preserving the cor-
rect shade of meaning, violates the
law of the ‘succession of tenses;’ see
Latham, Eng. Lang. § 616,

Full knowledge) The knowledge, AUTH,
and all Vv. (knowyng, WicL.). I
may be doubted whether this stronger
translation can in all cases be main-
tained. That there is generally a
clear recognition of the increased
force of the compound may be in-
ferred from a comparison of the pas-
sages in which the simple and com-
pound forms are respectively used.
Caution however is required in exhibit-
ing this in translation.

18. Having the eyes of your heart
enlightened] The eyes of your *under-
standing being inlightened, AUTH.;
and Uighten the eyes of youre myndes,
Tyxp.,, Cov. Test. (harte), CraN.
(vnderstondinge, Cov.); the eyes of
your myndes beyng lightened, BisH.;
that y* eyes of your wvnd. may be
lightened, GEN. ; the eies of your hart
illuminated, REEM., WicL. (inligten-
yde). Are among] Amonge, Cov.
Test.: apon, TYND.,, Cov., CRAN. ; in,
AvtH, and remaining Vv. It may be
obgerved that TinD., Cov., Gzn.,
Bisn., similarly insert the auxiliary
verb immediately before the prep.
(Cov. Test., REEM. before the riches;
CRAN, after the glorye), showing that

they did not consider é Tols dylois
as merely appended to T7s xAnpovo-
wnlas atTol; see notes.

19. What the...power is] What is
the...power, AUTH. The same order
is kept by all the other Vv.
Surpassing} Ouersemynge, WIOL. ; pass-
ing, RHEM.; exceeding, AUTH. and
remaining Vv. To us-ward] So
AvurH,, TYND.,, CRAN., BIsH.; into
vs, WICL.; towarde s, Cov. (both),
GEN., REEM. The strength of His
might] His mighty power, AvtH., Cov.,
GEN., BisH. ; the mygle of his vertue,
WICL. ; that his mighty power, TYND.,
CRAN. ; the myght of hys power, Cov.
Test., RHEEM., AvuTH. Marg. -

20. And He set] And sef, AUTH.:
the change in the original from the
participial structure to that of the aor.
indic. is better preserved by inserting
the pronoun. On His] So WicL.,
Texp., Cov., OraN., BiseH., RHEM.:
at his own, AUTH.; at hys, Cov. Test.,
GEN. The heavenly regions] The
heavenly places, AUTH., GEN., BisH,
(om. the); heuenely thingis, WioL,,
TyxD., Cov. (both), CRAN. ; celestials,
Ruem.

21. Over above] Far above, AurH.,
GEN., BisH.; aboue, WicL, and re-
maining Vv.  duthority ... Power]
Power...might, AUTH. Yea and}
And, AUTH. ; see notes.



168

EPHESIANS.

22 in that which is to come ; and subjected all things under
His feet, and gave Him as Head over all things to the
23 Church, which indeed is His body, the fulness of Him that

filleth all with all

II.  And you also being dead by your trespasses and your
2 sins,—wherein ye once walked according to the course of
this world, according to the prince of the empire of the

22.  Subjected] Hath he subdued,
Cov. Test.,, RuEM. (ke hath); hathe
made...subiect, GEN.; made...suget,
‘WioL.—the only version which omits
the auxiliary verb; kath put, AvTH.
and remaining Vv. Gave Him—1to)
Gave him to be the head over all things
to, AUTH., BISH. ; katk made kim aboue
all thynges, the heed of, TYND., Cov.,,
CRAN, ; made hym head ouer all, Cov.
Test. ; hathe appointed him ouer all
things to be the keade to, GEN. ; hath
made him head ouer al, RHEM. The
emphatic position of alrér in the
original should not be left unnoticed.

23. Whick indeed] Which, Auvrh.
and the other Vv. exeept WicL. (that).
If the distinction usually made be-
tween ‘that’ and ‘which’ is correct,
viz. that the former is restrictive, the
latter resumptive (see Brown, Gramm.
of Grammars, 11 5, p. 293, and notes
on Col. iil. 1, Transl.), ‘that’ will often
be a correct trapslation of #rie when
used differentially (see notes on Gal.
iv. 24), e.g. 9 wo\is ATis &y Aégois
kriferac. In the present case however
WIcL. is not correct, as 7jTis appears
here to be used explicatively.

With all] In all, Auta., Cov. (both),
CraAN., BisH., RHEM. ; in alle thingis,
‘WioL., TYND., GEN.

' CHAPTERIL. 1. You also being dead)
You hath he quickened who were dead,
Avuts. The participle 8v7as has been
differently translated: whowere, AUTH. ;
that were, TYND., GEN., BisH.; whan

ye were, Cov. (both); where as ye were;
CRrAN. Of these the last two transla-
tions, though more correct:in point of
grammar than TYND., al., which tacitly
supply an article, seem scarcely so
satisfactory as the more simple one in
the text, esp. if the present verse be
compared with verse: 5. The part,
8vras obviously marks the state in
which they were at the time when
Geod quickened them. While in verse
5 this is brought prominently forward:
by the xal, here on the contrary the
xal ig joined with and' gives promi-
nence to Yuds. In the present case
then a simple indication of their state
without any temporal or causal ad-
junct, ‘when,’ ‘whereas,” &c., seems
most suitable to the context, as less
calling away the attention from the
more emphatic Juds. By]
So RHEM.: thorow, Cov. (both); i,
AvrH. and remmaining Vv, Your (1)]
So Wicr., Cov. Test., REEM.; omit-
ted by AUrH. and all other Vv.

Your sins] Sins, AvrH, and all Vv.
(synne, TYND.).

2. Ye once walked] In time past ye
walked, Avrh., TyYND., Cov., CRAN.,
GEN., BISH.; yee wandren sumiyme,
WICL. ; ye walked somtyme, Cov. Test. ;
sometime you, vv., RHEM, Of the
empire of ] Of the power of, AvTH.,
Wicr., REEM. ; that ruleth in, TYND.,
Cov. (both), CraN., GEN., Bisa. The
somewhat modern form of expression
in the text seems the only one that
éxactly represents the view taken in
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air, of the spirit that now worketh in the sons of disobedi-
ence; among whom even we all once had our conversationin 3
the lusts of our flesh, doing the desires of the flesh and of the
thoughts, and we were by nature children of wrath, even
as the rest :—but God, being rich in mercy, because of His 4
great love wherewith He loved us, even while we were 5
dead by our trespasses, quickened us together with Christ
—by grace have ye been saved—and raised ws up with 6

the notes of the collective term éfov-
Of the spirit] So WicL.,
RHEM. : the spirit, AvurH.,, TYND.,
CRrAN., Biss.; namely, after ¥ sp.,
Cov. ; whych is, the sprete, Cov. Test.;
euen the sp., GEN. Sons} So
‘WicL. : children, AuTH. and all other
Vv.

3. Even wel Also we, AvTH., Cov.
Test., RHEM. ; we also, T¥ND., Cov.,
GEN. ; we, WicL.,, CrAN., BIsH., but

clas.

see next note. Once had our
convers.] Had our convers. in times
past, AUTH. ; lyueden sumtyme, WICL. ;
had oure conversacion in tyme past,
TyxND., Cov., GEN. (and CraN., BisH,,
inserting also before in); conuersed
sometime, ReEM. This lighter transla-
tion of moré seems preferable both
here and in ver. 2. The order of the
Greek would seem to require ‘had
our conversation once,’ but this would
lead to ambiguity when read in con-
nexion with the succeeding words.
Doing] So Wicr., Cov. Test., RHEM. ;
Sfulfilling, AUTH., Bis. ; and fullfilled,
TyxD., CRAN.; and dyd, Cov.; in
Fulfilling, GEN. Thoughts] So
WicL.,, Cov. Test., RHEM.: mind,
AUTH. and remaining Vv.

We were] So WICL. : were we, Cov.
Test. ; were, AUTH. and remaining Vv.
Children] The children, Avrn. All
attempts to explain away the simple
and ordinary meaning of the expres-
gion children of wrath must he some-
what summarily pronounced to be both

futile and untenable. Such a transla-
tion as ‘children of impulse’ (Maurice,
Unity, p. 538) has only t6 be noticed
to be rejected. The substantive dpy3
is used in thirty-four other places in
the N.T., and in none does it appear
even to approach to the meaning thus
arbitrarily assigned to it. The
rest] So REEM. : others, AUTH., GEN.;
other, WicL. and remaining Vv.

4. Being rich] Who is rick, AUTH. ;
that is riche, WICL.; which i3 rich,
TYND. and remaining Vv,

Because of] For, Avuts., WicL.,
CRAN., BisH., REEM. ; thorow, TYND.,
€ov., GeN.: for...loues sake, Cov. Test.

5. Whilel] Whken, AUTH. and all -
Vv. The change is only made to ex-
press more forcibly the existing state ;
see notes. By our trespasses] In
sins, AUTH., WicL, Cov.; thorow
synnes, Cov. Test. Theremaining Vv.
give what seems the more correct
transl. of the dative ; by synne, TYND. ;
by synnes, CRAN., GEN., BisH., RuEM.
Quickened] So WioL., CRAN., RHEM. :
hath quickencd, AUTH. and remain-
ing Vv. Have ye been]
Ye are, AurH., Cov. Test., GEN.;
yee ben, WICL. ; are ye, TYND., Cov.,
CRAN., BISH.; you are, REEM. On
the simplest practical rule of choosing
between am and have been in the
translation of the Greek perf. pass.,
see notes on Col. i. 16 (Transl.). Are
might indeed be retained on the ground
that am with the part. does involve
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Him, and made us sit with Hem in the heavenly regions
7 in Christ Jesus; that He might show forth in the ages
that are coming the surpassing riches of His grace in

8 kindness towards us in Christ Jesus.

For by grace have

ye been saved through faith; and this cometh not of
9 you, the gift s God’s; not of works, that no man should
10 boast: for we are His workmanship, created in Christ
Jesus for good works, which God before prepared that we

should walk in them.
1I Wherefore remember,

an essentially past element (Latham,
Eng. Lang. § 568); still the change
seems a little more in harmony with
the context.

6. Raised] So WicL. (agen reyside),
CrAN., RHEM. ; hath raised, AurhH. and
remaining Vv, Up with
Him] 8o Cov. (both), RHEM. : to gedir,
WicL. ; vp tog. with hym, CRAN. ; up
together, AUTH, and remaining Vv,
With him (2)] So Cov. (both), RHEM. ;
together with him, CRAN.: together,
AvurH. and remaining Vv. In
the heavenly vegions]) In k. places,
AUTH. ; in the k. places, GEN.; in h.
thingis, WicL., TynD., Cov. (both);
amonge them of heauen, CRAN. ; in the
celestials, RHEM,

7. That He might, &c.] So, as to
order, WicL., TYND., GEN., RHEM.:
that in the ages to come, he might, AUTH.,
and sim. Cov. (both), Crax., BisH.
Show forth] Shew, AuTH. and all Vv.
That are coming] Comynge ouer, WICL.;
succeding, RHEM. ; to come, AUTH. and
remaining Vv. Surpassing]
Plentewous, WIcL.; abundaunte, Cov.
Test.,, RHEM.; exceeding, AvuTH. and
remaining Vv. In kindness]
So Tywp., Cov., CRAN.: ¢n his kind-
ness, AuUTH., BISH.; in godenesse,
WicL., Cov. Test.; through his kind-
nes, GEN. ; in bountie, RHEM,

In Chr. Jes.] So all the Vv. except

that aforetime ye, Gentiles in

AvurtH., ORAN., BisH., through Chr. Jes.

8. Have ye been] Are ye, AUTH.:
see notes on ver. 5. And this
cometh] And that, AutA. It does
not seem necessary to change ‘of’
into ‘from,’ the former being frequent-
ly a very suitable translation of éx,
see notes on Gal. it. 16.  You] your-
selves, AUTH, The gift is
Ged’s] It is the gift of God, AutH.
and all Vv. The emphasis is main-
tained, appy. more in accordance with
English idiom, by placing the gen. at
the end rather than at the beginning.

9. Thatno] So WicL., RHEM.: lest
any, AUTH. and remaining Vv.

10. For good works] In g. w.,

Wicer., Cov. Test., RHEM. ; unto g. w.,
AvuTH. and remaining Vv,
Which] Vato thewh., TYND., Cov. (f0);
see next note. Before prepared]
Hath before ordained, AUTH. (pre-
pared, AUTH, Marg.); hath ordeyned,
‘WicL., GEN., BIsH.; ordeyned vs be-
Jore, TYND., Cov.; hath prepared,
Cov. Test., REEM. ; ordeyned, CRAN,

11, That aforetime ye] *That ye
being in time past, AurH, This trans-
lation of woré (Cov.) is perhaps a
little simpler than that of AvrH. (and
remaining Vv. except Wicr.,, Cov.
Test.,, REEM., sumiyme), and serves
equally well to keep up the antithesis
between woré and 7§ xaip éxelvy in
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the flesh, who are called the Uncircumcision by the so-
called Circumecision, performed by hand in the flesh,—
that ye were at that time without Christ, being aliens 12
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers from the
covenants of the promise, having no hope, and without
God in the world. But now in Christ Jesus ye who once 13
were far off are become nigh by the blood of Christ. For 14
He is our Peace, who made both one and broke down the
middle wall of the partition—to wit the enmity—in His 15
flesh, having made void the law of commandments ex-

ver. 12. The Uncirc.] AuTH.
omits the article. The so-
called] That which is called, Avta,
(adding the), CRAN., BisH., REEM.
Performed by hand in the flesh] So,
as to order, Cov. Test., whych is made
wyth hande in the fleshe: in the flesh
made by hands, AvrH., WicL. (in fl...
hande), GEN. (with h.), BIsH. ; in the
Slesshe, which circumcision is made by
hondes, TYND., CRAN.; after the flesh,
whiche circ. is made with the hande,
Cov. The transposition in the text
seems desirable, as marking that é
oapkl is not to be closely connected
with 75s heyoudvys wepir. (the error of
TYND., CRAN., Cov., and sim. remain-
ing Vv.), but rather to be regarded as
a separate member qualifying what
has preceded, and in more immediate
connexion with xetpomrouirov: see notes
in loc.

12. Ye were at that time]SoTYND,,
sim. WicL., RHEM.; ye were, I say,
at yt time, GEN.: ye at the same tyme
were, COV.; at that time ye were,
AvutH., CRAN., BisH.

The promise] So Craw., Cov. Test.,
RHEM.: biheste, WICL. ; promise, AUTH.
and remaining Vv.

13. Once] So GEN.: sometimes,
AvTH. ; sumtyme, WICL., Cov. Test.,
CORAN., BisH., RAEM, ; a whyle agoo,
TYND. ; afore tyme, Cov. Are

become] Are now made, Cov. (both);
are made, AUTH. and remaining Vv.
The change however seems desirable,
if only to obviate the supposition that
éyevijfinre is here used with a passive
force; see notes on ch. iii. 7. The
aorist cannot be preserved in English
when in association with the particle
of present time (vuvl); comp. notes on
ch. iii. 5.

14. Made] So WicL. : hath made,
AvurH, and all other Vv, And
broke down] Vnbyndyng, WICL. ; and
hath broken down, AvrH., TYND.,
Cov., CraN.,, BisH.; and broken
downe, Cov. Test. ; and hathe broken,
GEN. : dissoluing, RHEM. The
middle wall of the partition] So
RuEM,: the middle wall of partition
between us, AUTH. ; the wall that was
stoppe bitwene vs, TIND., Cov., CRAN.,
BisH. ; the mydwall of the stoppe, Cov.
Test. ; the stoppe of the particion wall,
GEN.

15. To wit the emmity, &e.] Having
abolished in his flesh the enmity, even,
AurH., and similarly as to connexion
the other Vv. except Wicw.,, Cov,Test.,
Ruey., which, as following the Vulg,,
appy. connect & aapxl with 7y &
x0pav, and & dbypascw with xarapys-
oas: see notes, Made void]
Abolished, AUTH. Expressed in
decr.] Contained in Ordinances, AUTH.,
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pressed in decrees ; that He might create the two in Him-
16 self into one new man, so making peace, and might recon-
cile again both of us in one body to God by the cross,
17 having slain the enmity thereby. And He came and
preached peace to you which were afar off and peace to
18 them that were nigh ; since. through Him we both in one
19 Spirit have our admission unto the Father. So then ye
are no more strangers and sojourners, but ye are fellow-
citizens with the saints, and of the household of God,
20 built up upon the foundation of the Apostles and Pro-
phets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone;
21 in whom all the building being fitly framed together
22 groweth unto an holy temple in the Lord; in whom you
also are builded together for an habitation of God. in the

Spirit.

BIsH. ; contayned in the lawe written,
Tynp., Cov. (both), CraN.; which
standeth in ordinances, GEN.: by
doomes, WIOL. ; in decrees, RHEM., see
previous note. That He might}
For to, AuTH. Create] So Cov.,
RuEeM. : make, AUTH. and remaining
Vv. The two tn Himself into]
So REEM.: two (puples) i hym self
into, WICL.; tn hymselfe...of two, Cov.,
Test.; ¢n himself, of twain, AUTH.;
of twayne...in him silfe, TYxD,, Cov.,
CraXN., GEN., BIsH.

16.  Andmight] Andthat ke might,
AUTH. Reconcile again] Reconcile,
AuTH. and all Vv.; see notes in
loc. Both of us] Both, AurH,
and all Vv, In one body
unto God] 8o WicL. (to), Cov. Test.,
RHEM.: unto God in one body, AUTH.
and remaining Vv.

17. And He came and] And he
comynge, WICL.; he came also, and,
Cov. Test.; and comming ke, RHEM. ;
and came and, AUTH, and remaining
Vv. And peace to] And *to,
AvrH.

18. 8ince] For, AurHa. and all
Vv. Both—admission] The

order of AvuTH. is both Fave an access
by one Spirit: In one] So all
Vv. except AuTH., GEN., by one.

Our admission] An access, AUTH.,
REEM. (om. an) ; nyge comynge, WICL.;
an open waye in, TYND.; intraunce,
€ov.; an intr., Cov. Test.,, ORAN.,
GEN., BIsH.

19. So then] Therfore nowe; WiCL. ;
therfor, Cov. Test. ; novvthen, RHEM. ;
now therefore, AUTH. and remaining
V. Strangers and sgjourners]
Herboride men &-gestis & comelyngis,
WickL.; gestes and straungers, Cov.
(both); str. and foretgners, AvrH. and
all other Vv. But ye are] So
Wicr., Cov. Test., REEM. (you): *but,
Avurs. and all other Vv, :

20. Buili up) Aboue bildide, WicL. ;
buylded, Cov. (both); built, RHEM.;
and arebuilt, AUTH. and remaining V.

21.  All the building] So Avuth.,
GEN., BIsH.; eche bildynge, WICL ;
every bildynge, TYND.,, Cov. (both);
al building, RHEM. : see notes.

Being fitly] Fitly, Avra.

22, In the] So Wion.,, Tyxp,
Cov. (both), REHEM.: through the,
AvutrH,, CRAN., BISE. ; by the, GEN,
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For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Christ Jesus for ITL.
you Gentiles,—if indeed ye have heard of the dispensation 2
of the grace of God which was given me to you-ward; how 3
that by revelation the mystery was made known to me,
as I have before written in few words; in accordance with 4
which, when ye read, ye can perceive my understanding
in the mystery of Christ, which in other generations was 5
not made known to the sons of men, as it hath now been
revealed to His holy Apostles and Prophets by the Spirit;
to wit that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, and of the same 6
body, and joint-partakers of the premise in Christ Jesus

Cuarrer IIL. 1. Christ Jesus] So
WicL.: Jesus Christ, AurH. and all
the other Vv., though there is no
change of reading.

2. If indeed] If, Avrn., Ty~D.,
CrAN., GEN., BrsH.; if mnetheles,
‘WIOL. ; accordinge as, Cov.; yf so be
yet that, Cov. Test. ; if yet, REEM.
Which, &ec.] It is nearly impossible
without paraphrase te imply that
which refers to grace. In the edition
of - 1611 God was followed by a
comma. Was given] Is given,
AvUTH. and all Vv,

3. The mystery —me] * He made
known unto me the mystery, AUTH.
Have before written] Wrote .afore,
AvutH.,, Cov. Test., CraN., BIsH.;
aboue wroot, WICL.; wrot¢aboue, TYND,,
Cov., GEN.; haue voritten before, RHEM.

4. In accordance with which] As,
WicCL. ; lyke as, Cov. Test.; according
as, RHEM.; whereby, AUrH. and re-
maining Vv. Can] May, AuTE.
and all Vv. (mowne, WicL.), but not
correctly ; the rule apparently being,
‘may et can potentiam innuunt, cum
hoc tamen discrimine, may et might
vel de jure vel saltem de rei possibili-
tate dicuntur, at can et could de viri-
bus agentis,” Wallis, Gramm. Angl. p.
107, Perceive my understand-
ing] So Cov. (both): understand my

knowledge, AvTH., CRAN., BsH.;
knowe myne wvnderstondynge, TYIND.,
GEN.; ondirstonde my prudence,
WicL. ; vnd. my vvisedom, REEM.

5. Other generations] So WICL.,
Cov. Test., REEM. ; other ages, AUTH.,
GeEN., BisH.; tymes passed, TYND.,
Cov. (past), CRAN. It hath now
been] It i3 mow, AUTH. and all Vv.
(novv i ¢, RaEM.). This is a case
where the strict translation cannot be
maintained : in English the aorist has
no connexion with pres. time (Latham,
Eng. Lang. § 579), and therefore can-
not here properly be connected with
viv; in Greek this is possible, from
the greater temporal latitude of the
tense; comp. notes on 1 Tim. v. 1§
(Transl.).

6. To wit that] Similarly Cov.,
namely, that; how thai, Cov. Test.:
that, AUTH. aud remaining Vv. except
RHEM. (which is excessively harsh—the
Gentiles to be coheires) and sim. WicL.
Are] So Cov. Test.: should be, AUTE.
and remaining Vv. except WioL.,
REEM., for which see above.

Joint partakers] Sim. Cov. Test., lyke
partakers: to gedir parteners, WICL, ;
compartictpant, REEM.; partakers,
AvTH, and remaining Vv,

The promise] * His promise, AUTH.
Christ Jesus] *Christ, AvTH,
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7 through the Gospel; whereof I became a minister, ac-
cording to the gift of the grace of God, which was given

8 to me according to the working of His power.

To me

who am less than the least of all saints was this grace
given,—to preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable

9 riches of Christ, and to make all men see what s the dis-
pensation of the mystery, which from the ages hath been

10 hid in God, who created all things; to the intent that
now to the Principalities and the Powers in the heavenly
regions might be made known through the Church the

11 manifold wisdom of God, according to the purpose of the
12 ages which he made in Christ Jesus our Lord; in whom
we have our boldness and our admission in confidence

Through] So Cov. Test.: by the meanes
of, Tyxp,, CRAN. ; by, AUTH. and re-
maining Vv,

7. 1 became] I was made, AUTH.;
I am made, WIcL. and all other Vv.
Which was given] Whicke is gouen,
WicL. (the wh.), Cov. (both), CraN.,
BisH., RHEM. ; given, AuTH., TYND,,
GEN. According to (2)] So Cov.,
REEM.: by, AuTH., WICL.; thorow,
TYND., GEN. ; after, Cov. Test., CraN.,
BisH. Working] So all Vv,
except AUTH., effectual working, and
REEM., operation. See notes on 2
Thess. ii. 11.

8. Was] Is, AUuTH, and all Vv,
To preach] So Cov. Test. ; for to euan-
gelie, WiCL.; to euangelize, RHEM.:
that I should preach, AurH. and re-
maining Vv. The change is made
to preserve a similar translation of
the two infinitives ; see Scholef. Hints,
p. 100.

9. Dispensation] * Fellowship, AUTH.
From the ages] Fro worldis, WICL.,
RHEM. ; sence the worlde beganne, Cov.
Test. ; from the beginning of the world,
AUTH. and remaining Vv. Al
things] * AUl things by J. C., AUTH.

10. The powers] Powers, AUTH.

and the other Vv, except WicL.,
REEM., potestates. The heavenly
regions] Heavenly places, AuTH., GEN.;
heuenely thingis, WicrL., Cov. Test.,
CraN., BisH.; heven, TYND.,, Cov.;
the celestials, RHEM. Might be
made known) Might be known, AUuTH.
and the other Vv. except WicL., be
knowen, and RHEM., may be notified.
Through] By, AvuTH. and all Vv,

11, Purpose of the ages] Eternal
purpose, AUTH. and the other Vv. ex-
cept WIOL., settynge of worldis, and
RHEM., prefinition of worldes.

Made] So WicL.,, RHEM.; purposed,
Avurn., TYND.; wrought, CRAN., GEN.,
Bisn. ; hath shewed, Cov. (both).

12.  Have our boldness] Have bold-
ness, AuUTH., Cov., CRaN., GEN.,
Bism.; hane trist, WicL. ; are bolde,
TYND.; haue affiance, RHEEM. And
our admission] And access, AUTH.,
RuEM.; & nyg comynge, WICL.; to
drawe nye, TYND.; amd intraunce,
Cov. (both), CrAN., GEN., BisH.

In confidence] So, as regards the prep.,
WioL.,, Cov. (both), Bism.,, RHEM.:
with, AuTH., CRAN., GEN. The words
T Tpocaywyny év meroboer are
joined together by TYND. and appy.
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through faith in Him. Wherefore I entreat you not
to lose heart in my tribulations for you, seeing it is your
glory.

For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father, from
whom every race in heaven and on earth is thus named,
that he would grant you, according to the riches of His
glory, to be strengthened with might through His Spirit
in the inner man; so that Christ may dwell in your hearts
by faith,—ye having been rooted -and grounded in love,—
that ye may be fully able to comprehend with all the saints
what 7s the breadth and length and depth and height,
and to know the love of Christ which passeth knowledge,
that ye may be filled up to all the fulness of God.

Now to Him that is able to do beyond all things,
abundantly beyond what we ask or think, according to
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15

16

17
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19
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all the Vv. except AvUTH. (ed. 1611).
Through faith in Him] By the faith of
him, AUTH.

13. I entreat—heart] I desire that
ye (you, RHEM.) faint not, AUTH. and
remaining Vv. except WicL.,, I axe
that yee fayle not. Seeing it
is} Which is, AvurH. and all Vv. (that,
‘Wior.).

14, The Father] The Father *of
our Lord Jesus Christ, AUTH.

15. From] Of, Avra., WioL., Cov.
Test., GEN., Brsg., REEM. Bvery
race] The whole family, AvrH., GEN.;
eche fadirfede, WICL. ; al fatherhode,
Cov. Test. ; all that ys called father,
Ty¥xp., Cov.; all the famyly, BIsH.;
al paternitie, REEM. On the difficulty
of properly translating this clause, see
Trench on Autk, Ver. ch. 1L p. 26
(ed. 2). And on earth] And
earth, AUTH. 13 thus named]
Is named, AuTB. The word thus is
introduced only to make the parono-
masgia in the original a little more
apparent.

16. Through] By, AutH. and all Vv,
In the inmer man] In the first edition

into was adopted, as designed to mark
that inflowing of spiritual strength
which is so clearly implied in the
original. Tt seems however contrary
to the idiom of our language, and so
has been altered.

17. So that] That!, AUTH. and the
other Vv. except WICL. (crist for to
dwelle), Raxm. (Chr. to d.).

18. Ye having been...that ye may
be] That ye being...may be, AvTH.
May be fully able to] May be able to,
AvtH., Cov., GEN., REEM.; mowne,
‘Wicw., Cov. Test. ; myght be able to,
TYND., CrAN., BIsH. All the]
All, AvrH.

19. May] So Cov. (both), Gex.,
REEM. : might, AurH., TYND., CRAN.,
BisH. The change is made to avoid
the violation of the law of ‘the succes-
sion of tenses;’ see Latham, Engl.
Lang. § 616.

Up to} Into, WIOL.; wnto, RHEM,;
with, AUTH, and remaining Vv,

20. Beyond all things—we] FEx-
ceeding abundantly above all that we,
Avta., TyNp.,, Cov., CraN,, GEN.,
Bisw.
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21 the power that worketh in us, to Him be glory in the
Church and in Christ Jesus to all the generations of the

age of the ages. Amen.

1v.

I exhort you therefore, I the prisoner in the Lord, that

ye walk worthy of the calling wherewith ye were called,
2 with all lowliness and meekness, with longsuffering, for-
3 bearing one another in love ; giving diligence to keep the

4 unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.

There is one

body, and one Spirit, even as ye were called in one hope
of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism; one
God and Father of all, who s over all, and through all,

and in all.

Vi But to each one of us the grace which he has was

21. Andin Chr. Jes.]So Wicr., Cov.
Test., REEM.: %by Chr. Jes., AUTH.
(Jes. Chr., TYND.), CRAN., GEX., BIsH.;
whichisin Chy.Jes., Cov. Toallthe
—ages] Throughout all ages, world
without end, AvTH., BISH.; nfo alle
the generacofis of the worlde of worldis,
‘Wiow.; tharowout all gen. from tyme
to tyme, TYND.,, CRAN.; at all tymes
Jor euer and euer, COV.; thorow out
all gen. for euer and euer, Cov. Test;
throughout all gen. for euer, GEN.;
vnto al gen. vvorld vwithout end, REEM.

CHAPTER 1V. 1. I exhort you—that)
I therefore the prisoner of the L., be-
seech you that, AUTH., and in similar
order all Vy. It seems however de-
sirable to maintain the emphatic col-
location (‘ad excitandum affectum,
quo sit efficacior exhortatio,” Est.) of
the original. There is some variation
in the translation of wapakerd. The
translation in the text is found in
TyNDp., Cov., CrRAN., BisH.: beseech,
AvurH,, WicL.,, Cov. Test., RHEM.;
praye, GEN. In the Lord] So
AvurH, Marg.,, WICL.,, Cov. (both),
GEN., Bise.,, REEM. (our L.): of the
Lord, Avrh.; of the Lordes, CRAN. ;
Jor the lordes sake, TYND. Calling]

So WicL. (clepynge), Cov. (both) : vo-
cation, AUTH. and remaining Vv.
Were called] Are called, AvurH. and
all Vv,

3. Qiving diligence] And that ye be
dyligent, TYND., and (om. that ye) Cov.,
CRrAN. ; biste, WICL.; beynge diligent,
Cov. Test.; careful, REEM.; endeavour-
ing, AUTH.,, GEN., BisH. The cur-
rent use of the verb endeavour seems to
fall so short of the real meaning of
omovddfew as to warrant the change
in the text, as more clearly indicative
of the gmwovdy and zeal that was evin-
ced in the matter; see Trench on
Auth. Ver. ch. 111, p. 43.

4. Thereis, &e.] It can scarcely be
doubted that the AurH. is right in
retaining (after GEN.) this assertory
form. Some of the Vv., WrcL., Cov.
(both), BisH., REEM., supply nothing ;
others, Tynp., CraN. supply the
participle beynge ; both of which forms
fail to convey the force of the original;
gee notes. Were called] Are
called, AUTH. and all Vv.

6. Over] So RHEM.: above, AUTH.
and all the other Vv.

In all] In *you all, AUTH.

7. Each one] Sim. WICL., eche:

every one, AUTH. and remaining Vv.
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given according to the measure of the gift of Christ.
Wherefore He saith, When He ascended on high He led
captivity captive, He gave gifts to men. Now that He
ascended, what doth it imply but that He also descended
into the lower parts of the earth? He that descended,
He it is that ascended above all the heavens, that He
might fill all things. And Himself gave some to be
Apostles; and some Prophets; and some Evangelists;
and some Pastors and Teachers; with a view to the per-
fecting of the saints, for the work of ministration, for the
building up of the body of Christ; till we all arrive at
the unity of the faith and of the full knowledge of the
Son of God, unto a full-grown man, unto the measure of
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This change secms desirable to avoid
a confusion with the usual translation
of wavri. The grace
...was given] I3 given grace, AUTH.
and all Vv. (grace is gouen, WicL.).

8. Ascended] Ascended up, AUTH,
He gave] *And gave, AvTH.

9. What doth it imply] What s it,
AvurHa.,, WioL.,, Cov. (both), GEN.,
BrsH., REEM. ; what meaneth it, TYND.,
CRAN. Descended] Descended
* first, ATTH.

10. He it is] Is the same also,
AUTH. ; the same i he...also, Cov.
Test. ; the same i3 also ke, RHEM. ; 43
even the same also, TYND., CRAN.,
BIsH. ; is euen the same, Cov., GEN.
Ascended] Ascended up, AUTH.
Above] So Cov. (both), CRAN., RarM. :
Jfar above, AUTH, The heavens]
So Cov. Test., REEM. : keavens, AUTH.
and remaining Vv,

11. And Himself] And ke, AvTn.,

Wicr.,, Cov. Test., BisH, RuEM.;
and the very same, TYND., CRAN.; and
ye same, Cov. ; he therefore, GEN.
T'o be Apostles] So Cov., GEN. : A postles,
AvurH, and remaining Vv, The in-
gertion of the words in italics seems
necessary to make the sense perfectly
clear.

13. With a view to] For, AUTH.,

GEN. ; to, WioL., CrRaN., Bisu., REEM.
Of ministration] So BisH., Cov. Test.
(of the m.): of the ministry, AUTH.,
GEN., REEM.; of mynysterie, WICL. ;
and ministracyon, CRAN.
Building wp] Edifying, AvrH. and
the other Vv. except WicL.,, GEN.,
edificacon, This translation is per-
haps slightly preferable, as both verb
and substantive are nmow commonly
associated with what is simply in-
structive or improving, without neces-
sarily suggesting the wider sense
which seems to prevail in the present
passage. The article is required by
the principles of English idiom, though
confessedly not in exact harmony with
the Greek.

13. All arriveat] Al comein, AUTH.;

rennen alle in, WICL, ; all come vnito,
Cov., Cov. Test. (énto), CRAN, (fo) ; all
mete together in, GEN., BIsH. (into);
meete al into, REEM. TYND., inverting
the order, every one (in the vnitic...)
growe vp vnto, &e.
The full knowledge]l The knowledge,
AvTH. : all the other Vv. omit the
article. Full-grown] Perfect,
AvurtH. and all Vv,
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14 the stature of the fulness of Christ: that we may no
longer be children, tossed to and fro and borne about by
every wind of doctrine, in the sleight of men, in craf-

15 tiness tending to the stratagem of Error; but holding
the truth may in love grow up into Him in all things,

16 which is the head, even Christ: from whom the whole
body being fitly framed together and compacted by means
of every joint of the spirttual supply, according to active

14. May no longer be] Henceforth
be no more, AvuTH. Borne about
by] Borne aboute with, WIOL. ; caryed
with, TYND. ; carried about with, AUTH.
and remaining Vv. In...in]
So WicL.,, Bism., REEM.: by...and,
Avrn., TYND. ; thorow...and, Cov.;
thorow...in, Cov. Test.; by...thorows,
CRAN. ; by...with, GEN.

Crafiiness] So all Vv, except the fol-
lowing: cunning c., AUTH. ; sutel witte,
WIcL. ; suttylte, Cov. Test.

Tending, &c.] Whereby they lie in wait
to deceive, AUTH., GEN.; to the de-
ceyuynge of errour, WICL.; wherby
they laye a wayte for vs to deceave vs,
Tyxp., Cov., CRAN. ; fo the deceatful-
nes of erroure, Cov. Test. ; fo the lay-
ing wayte of deceyte, BISH.; to the
circumuention of errour, REEM, It is
by no means easy to devise a literal
and at the same time perfectly intel-
ligible translation of the last clause of
this verse. The difficulty lies mainly
in the brief and almost elliptical form
of expression introduced by the prep.:
of the translations that have hitherto
been proposed, that in the text, or
¢ furthering, promoting the system of
error’ (but see notes on Phil. iv. 17,
Transl.), or more simply, ‘with a view
to the system, dc.,’ seems the most
suitable.

15. Holding the truth] Speaking the
truth, AUTH.; we doinge treuthe, WICL.;
doing the truth, RuEM. ; let vs folowe
the tructh...and, TyND., Cov., CRAN.,

GEN. ; let vs execute the truth, Cov.
Test. ; folowing trueth, BisH.
May in love] In love, may, AUTH.

16. Being fitly framed together] Fitly
joined together, AvrH. It seems de-
sirable to retain the same translation
here and in ch. ii. 21. Compacted ]
So AvrH. The translation of five
of the Vv., knet togedder (T¥ND.,
Cov. Test.,, Craw., GEN., Bisn.), is
not unsatisfactory ; compacted how-
ever has the advantage of preserving
the oiv in each verb without repeti-
tion, otherwise knit together would
perhaps have been a more genuinely
English translation. By means
«supply] By that which every joint
supplieth, AUTH.; by eche ioynture of
vndirseruynge, WICL. ; in every ioint
wherwith one ministreth to another,
TYND., and sim. CRAN. (thorow out
euery, &c.); thorow out all y ioyntes.
Wherby one mynistreth wnto another,
Cov., Cov. Test. (euery toynt wherby
...); by euerie ioynt, for the furniture
thereof, GEN. ; by euery ioynt of sub-
ministration, BISH. ; by al tuncture of
subm., RHEM. Active working]
The effectual working, AvtH, ; the ope-
racion, Tynp,, Cov. (both), Cran,
RHEM. ; the effectual power, GEN.,
Bisa. The addition of the epithet
active or vital, Alf.,—if in italics (see
notes on ch. iii. 7, and on 2 Thess. ii.
11), may perhaps here be rightly ad-
mitted as serving slightly to clear up
the meaning. .
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working in the measure of each single part, promoteth
the increase of the body for the building up of itself in

love.

This then I say, and testify in the Lord, that ye must 14
no longer walk as the Gentiles also walk, in the vanity
of their mind, being darkened in their understanding, 18
alienated from the life of God because of the ignorance
that is in them, because of the hardness of their heart:
who as men past feeling have given themselves over 19
to Wantonness, for the working. of all manner of un-

Each single] Sim. WicL., ecke: every,
AuTH. and remaining Vv.; see notes
on verse 7. Promoleth
the increase] Maketh increase, AUTH.,
Cov. Test., BisH. ; makith encresynge,
Wicr. 5  recelueth increase, GEN.;
maketh the increase, REEM. The more
modern term promoteth seems admis-
sible as both literal and also tending
to clear up the sense.

For the building up]} Unto the edifying,
Avurn, Itseems desirable, for the sake
of uniformity, to preserve the same
trauslation as in ver. 12 ; the simplest
paraphrastic translation would be ¢so
as to build itself up in love.’

17. This then I say] This I say
therefore, AuTH, and the other Vv.
except WicwL., therfore this thing I
seye, and RHEM., this therfore I say.
The resumptive character of the ad-
dress is appy. here best preserved by
the more literal translation of ofw;
comp. notes on 1 Tim. ii. 1.
Ye must no longer walk] Yehenceforth
walk not, AurH,, TYND., CRAN., GEN,,
Bisu.; yee walke not nowe, WicL.,
Cov. Test. ; ye walke nomore, Cov. ;
novy you vvalke not, REEM,
The Gentiles] The *other Gentiles,
AvurH. Also walk] Walk, Avrh,,
The kal is translated only by Wicw.,
Cov. Test., RHEM.

18.  Being darkened in their under-

standing] Having the understanding
darkened, AurH., WICL, (om. the);
blynded in their vnd., TYND., Cov.;
hauinge their wnd. blynded through
darknesse, Cov. Test.; whyle they are
blinded in their vnd., CRAN.; hauing
their cogitation darkened, GEN.; dark-
ened in cogitation, BISH. ; hauing their
end. obscured vvith darkenes, RHEM.
Alienated] Being alienated, AUTH.
On account of the absence of 8vres in
the second member, it seems best to
omit the participle of the verb sub-
stantive. Because of (1)]
Through, AuTH. Hurdness)
So GEN, : blindness, AuTH. and re-
maining Vv.; see Trench on Auth.
Ver. ch. viL p. 117.

19. Who as men] Who being, Avra,
It is well to preserve the peculiar force
of olrwes. Wantonness] So
TyYND., Cov., CrAN., GEN., BisH.: la-
sciviousness, AUTH. ; vnchastite, WICL. ;
vnclennesse, Cov. Test. (see below);
impudicitie, RAEEM. The article join-
ed with it tends almost to personify i,
hence the capital in the text. ‘
For the working of ] Sim. WICL., ¢nfo
the wirchynge of ; to the workynge of,
Cov, Test.; vnto the operation of,
RHEM. : to work, AUTH. and remaining
Vv. All manner of ] So
Ty~D., Cov., CRAN.: all, AUTH. and
remaining Vv.; see notes on ver, 31,

N2
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20 cleanness in greediness. But ye did not so learn Christ;

21 if indeed ye heard Him and were taught in Him, as is

22 truth in Jesus, that ye must lay aside, as concerns your
former conversation, the old man which waxeth corrupt

23 according to the lusts of Deceit, and rather become re-

24 newed by the Spirit of your mind, and put on the new
man, which after God’s vmage hath been created in righte-
ousness and holiness of Truth.

Uncleanness] So all 'Vv. except Cov.
Test., fylthynesse. In
greediness] In coueytise, WIOL.; wvnto
auarice, REEM. ; with greediness, AUTH.,
BisH. ; even with gr., TYND. and re-
maining Vv. This translation of
mheovetla may be retained if qualified
by the remarks n loc., and not under-
stood as indicating a mere general
Guerpla. The true idea of mheovetla
is ‘amor habendi:’ the objects to
which it is directed will be defined by
the context.

20. Did not so learn] Have not so
learned, AUTH. and all Vv.

21, If indeed] If so be that, AvrH.,
Cov., CraN., BisH.; yif netheles,
‘WicL. ; i¢f so be, TYND.,, GEN.; yfso
be yet that, Cov. Test.; if yet, REEM.
Heard] So WioL.: have keard, AvTH.
and remaining Vv. Were
taught in Him)] Have been taught by
him, AUTH., GEN.; ben taugte in hym,
WicL.,, Tyxp., Cov.; be instructe in
hym, Cov. Test.; haue bene taught in
him, CRAN., BIsH.,, RHEM.

As 1s truth] So WicL. ; even as the tr.
is, TYND., Cov. ; as the truth is, AUTH.
and remaining Vv.

22. That ye must] That ye, AvTH.
Lay aside] Laye from you, TYND. ; lay
downe, BISE.; lay...avvay, REEM.;
put off, AUTH, As con-
cerns your] Concerning the, AUTH.
Wazeth corrupt] Is corrupt, AUTH. and
the other Vv. except Cov., marreth
himselfe, and RuEm., ig corrupted.

Lusts of Deceit] Deceitful lusts, AUTH. ;
desiris of errour, WIcL., RHEM. ; de-
ceavable lustes, TYND.,, Cov., CRAN.,
GEN.; disceaueable lustes of erroure,
Cov. Test. ; lustes of errore, BISH.

23. And rather] And, AUTH.
Become renewed] Be renewed, AUTH.
This change is made as an attempt to
express the contrast between the pres.
éraveolofar and the aor, &vdvracbar.
By the Spirit] So WicL. (om. the):
in the spirit, AuTH. and all the other
Vv.

24. And put on] So Cov. (both),
GEN.: and that ye put on, AUTH.
After God’s image] Sim. TYND., after
the ymage of God: after God, AUTH.
and the other Vv. except RuEM., ac-
cording to God. The order of the
Greek 7dv kars Ocdv kTicf. is simi-
larly retained by all the Vv. except
Cov. (both). It may be observed
that the transl. of REEM., according
to, has the advantage of preserving
the antithesis xard 7ds émf. x.7T.A.
(ver. 23), and kard Oebr, but fails in
bringing out clearly the great doctri-
nal truth appy. implied in the latter
words. Hath been] Is, Aura.
and all Vv, The transl. kath been is
perhaps here slightly preferable to
was, as the latter tends to throw the
krigis further back than is actually
intended ; the ref. being to the new
kriges in Christ. Holiness of
Truth] So WicL., Cov. Test., BisH,,
and sim. REEM. (the tr.): true holi-
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Wherefbre, having laid aside Falsehood, speak truth 23
each man with his neighbour; because we are members

one of another.

Be angry, and sin not: let not the sun 26

go down on your angered mood; nor yet give place to 27

the devil.

Let the stealer steal no more: but rather let 28

him labour, working with his own hands the thing that
is good, that he may have whereof to impart to him that
needeth. Let no corrupt speech proceed out of your 29
mouth, but whatever is good for edification of the need,
that it may minister grace to the hearers; and grieve 30
not the holy Spirit of God, in whom ye were sealed for

ness, AUTH, and remaining Vv, except
Cov., where it is more correctly, true
righteousnes and holynes.

25. Having laid aside] Putting

away, AUTH. Falsehood]
Lying, AvutH. and all Vv. (leesyng,
WicL.). Truth each

man] So WICL.; the truth euery md,
Cov, Test.; truth euery one, RHEM. ;
cuery man the trueth, Cov.; every
man truth, AUTH. and remaining
Vv. Because] So Cov.
Test., RaEM.; for, AvurH., WICL.,
GEN. ; for as moche as, TyND., Cov.,
CraN., BisH.

26. Be angry] So Tynp., Cov.,
CraN., GEN., REEM.; be ye angry,
AvurH., Cov. Test.,, BisH.; be yee
wrothe, WICL, Angered
mood] Wrath, AvrH. and all Vv.
except RHEM., anger. The change
may perhaps be considered scarcely
necessary, as the expression has be-
come 8o familiar: still wapopyiouds,
¢ exacerbatio,” ‘exasperation,’ cannot
strictly be translated wrath.

27. Nor yet] * Neither, AUTH.: see
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3 (Transl.).

28. The stealer] Him that stole,
Avura.,, TYND., CRAN., GEN., Bisg. ;
he that stale, WioL., RHEM.; ke that
hath stollen, Cov.; he that dyd steale,
Cov. Test. The AUTH. in ver. 29
supplies a precedent for this idiomatic

translation of the present part. with
the article. His own]
His, AuTs. and all Vv.

The thing that is good] The thing which
i g., AurH, CRAN., GEN.,, BisH.;
that that s, gode thing, WICL.; some
g. thinge, TYND.; some good, Cov.;
that whych is g., Cov, Test., RAEM.
The slight change to that is perhaps
more critically exact; see Brown,

Gram. of Gramm. 1L 5, p. 293, and
notes on ch. i. 23. Have
whereof] So WioL., Cov. Test.;
haue vohence, REEM.: have, AUTH.,
Ty~p., Cov., GEN. Impart]

So Avura. in 1 Thess. ii. 8: give,
AvurH. here with all Vv. The slight
change is made for the sake of pre-
serving the idea of sharing conveyed
by the compound verb.

29. Speech] So RHEM.; worde,
WioL.: communication, AUTH. and
remaining Vv. Whatever
is] Yif any ds, WicL.; yf any be, Cov.
Test. ; if there be any, RHEM.; that
which is, AUTH. and remaining Vv,
For edification of the need] To the use
of edifying, AUTH., GEN.; to edefye
with all, when nede ys, TYND., Cov.,
and CraN., Bism., giving as oft as
for when. On the difficulty of trans-
lating these words properly see
Trench on Auth. Ver. ch. X. p. 148,

30. In whom] Sim, Wicr,, ReEM.,
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Let all bitterness and wrath

and anger and clamour and railing be put away from
32 you, with all malice; but become kind one to another,
tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God also

in Christ forgave you.

V. Become then followers of God, as beloved children;

in whiche: whereby, AvTh. ; by whome,
Tyx~D., CRAN., GEN., BIsH. ; wherwith,
Cov. (both). Were] Are,
AvutE. and all Vv, For the]
Unto the, AurH. and all other Vv.
except WIcCL., in the; and Cov. Test.,
agaynst the.

31. All bitterness] So Avra. It
is not always desirable to preserve the
more literal transl. of wds (all manner
of), esp. when it is prefixed to more
than one abstract substantive, as it
tends to load the sentence without
being much more expressive. When
the adj. follows, as in ver. 19, the
longer translation will often be found
more admissible. Wrath] So
Avutr., Wicn.,, Cov. Test.: fearsness,
Tyxp.,, Cov.,, CraN., BIsH.; anger,
GEN., REEM. The translation may
be retained, whenever fuuds and dpy7
occur together, as sufficiently exact,
provided that by wrath we under-
stand rather the outbreak (‘excandes-
centia,” Cicero, Tusc. Disput. 1v. 0),
by anger the more settled and abid-
ing habit. It is perhaps doubtful
whether wrath does not imply a
greater permanence than fuués (see
Cogan on the Passions, 1. 1. 2. 3, p.
111); #till as Ouuds is several times
ascribed to God as well as to man,
the above seems generally the most
proper and satisfactory translation.
Railing] So AvurH. in 1 Tim. vi. 4:
evil speaking, AUTH. here.

Malice] So AurH.,, WicL.,, Cov. Test.,
RBEM. : naughtinesse, BIsH.; malici-
ougness, TYND. and remaining Vv.
As xakla points rather to the evil

habit of the mind, as distinguished
from wovypla, the outcoming of the
same (Trench, Synon. § 11),~—ma-
lice, which is defined by Crabb (Syn-
on. 8.v.) as the ‘essence of badness
lying in the heart,” would appear a
correct translation; see Cogan on the
Passions, 1. 3. 2. I, p. 159.

32. But] So Cov. (both): and,

AvuTH., REEM. Become] Be ye,
AvutH. and all Vv. (om. ye, Cov. Test.,
RuEM.); corresponding to dpfhrw dg’
Suby, ver. 31. God
also] So Cov, Test.: God, Aurw,
In Christ] So WicL., Cov. (both),
RuEM.: for Christs sake, AUuTH. and
remaining Vv. Forgare] So
‘WicL. (gaue), TYND., GEN.: hath for-
given, AUTH. and remaining Vv. ex-
cept RHEM., hath pardoned. The
aorist seems more exact, as pointing
to the past act of God’s mercy and
forgiveness displayed in Christ, i.e. in
giving Him to die for the sins of the
world.

CHAPTER V. 1. Become then] Be ye
therefore, AuTH. and the other Vv.
except WicL., therfore be yee. TYND.
leaves ofv untranslated. The more
literal transl. of yivesfe might perhaps
be here dispensed with, as necessarily
involved in the action implied in
mepyral: as however it seems an echo
and resumption of the preceding i-
verfe (ch. iv. 32), it will be most
exact to retain it here too.

Followers] See note on 1 Thess. 1. 6
(Transl.). Beloved ] Moste der-
worthe, WICL.; moost deare, Cov.
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and walk in love, even as Christ also loved us, and gave 2
Himself for us an offering and a sacrifice to God for a
savour of sweet smell.

But fornication, and all manner of uncleanness or
covetousness, let it not be even named among you, as be-
cometh saints; and no filthiness, and foolish talking or
Jjesting—things which are unbecoming—but rather giving
of thanks. For this ye know, being aware that no whore-
monger, nor unclean person, nor covetous man who is an
idolater, hath an inheritance in the kingdom of Christ
and God. Let no man deceive you with vain words: for
because of these sins cometh the wrath of God upon the
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sons of disobedience.
with them,

Test., RHEM. ; dear, AUTH. and re-
maining Vv,

2. Even as Christ also] As Chr.
also, AUTB., RHEM. ; as & ¢st, WICL. ;
lyke as Chr. also, Cov. Test.; even as
Chr., TYND. and remaining Vv.:
see notes on 1 Thess. i. 5 (Transl.).

Loved] So Wicr., TYND.,
Cov. (both), CRrAw., REHEM.; hath
loved, AUTH., GEN., BIsg.
Gave] So WicL.,, Tynp.,, Cov. (both),
CRrAN. ; deliuered, REEM. ; hath given,
AvurH., GEN., BrsH. Savour
of sweet smell] Sweet smelling savour,
AvurH., GEN., BIsH.; odoure of swet-
nesse, WicL.,, Cov. Test., RuHEM.;
swete saver, TYND., Cov., CRAN.

3. All manner of uncleanness] AU
uncleanness, AUTH.; see notes on ch.
iv. 31 (Transl.). Not be even]
Not be once, Aurn., Crax., GEN,,
BIsH. ; be not once, TYND. ; not so much
as be, RHEM. 'WICL. and Cov. (both)
leave the xal untranslated.

4. And mo...and] Neither....nor,
AvurH. As 4...7 is well supported, it
seems desirable to mark in the trans-
lation the reading adopted. Or]
Nor, AurH. Jesting] So Avurh.

Do not then become partakers #
For ye were once darkness, but now are ye 8

and all the other Vv. except WIcL.,
karlottrie, and REEM., scurrilitie.
Things which are unbecoming] Which
are not convenient, AUTH.; that par-
teyneth not to thing, WICL. ; which are
not comly, Tx¥p., Cov., CRAN., B1sH. ;
whych thynges pertayne not to the
matter, Cov. Test. ; which are things
not comelie, GEN. ; being to no purpose,
Rugy,

5. Ye know, being aware] *Ye
know, AUTH. An inhe-
ritance] Any inheritance, AUTH,

Of Christ and God] So WicL.: of
Christ and of God, AvuTH. and all
other Vv,

6. These sins] These things, AvTH.
Sons] So WiCL,: children, AUTH. and
remaining Vv,

7. Do notthen become] Sim. REEM.,
become not therfore: be not ye therefore,
Avurs.,, Cov. (both), CraN., BISH.;
therfore nyl yee be made, WICL.; be
not therfore, TYND.,, GEN.: the in-
sertion of ye is not in accordance with
the original

8. Once] So TYND.,, GEN.: some-
times, AUTH., BISH. ; sumtyme, WicL.,
Cov. (both), CrAN., REEM.
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¢ light in the Lord: walk as children of light—for the fruit
of the light #s in all goodness and righteousness and
truth—proving what is well-pleasing to the Lord. And
have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness,
12 but rather even reprove them. For the things which are
done by them in secret it is a shame even to speak of.
13 But all these things when they are reproved are made
manifest by the light, for every thing that is made
14 manifest is light. Wherefore He saith, Up thou that
sleepest, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall shine

on thee.

15 Take heed then how ye walk with strictness, not as
16 fools, but as wise, buying up for yourselves the oppor-
17 tunity, because the days are evil. For this cause do not be-

come unwise, but understanding what the will of the Lord

9. The light] The *Spirit, Avuth.

1o. Well-pleasing] So WicL., Cov.
Test., RHEM.: acceptable, AvuTH.,
CRAN., BisH.; pleasinge, TYND, and
remaining Vv.

11. But rather even] So BisH.;
similarly, but rather awkwardly, GEN.,
but euen...rather: but rather, AUTH.
and remaining Vv. except WICL. (for-
sothe more).

12. For the things, &c.] So, as to
order, WicrL.,, RHEM.: for &t is «a
shame even to speak of those things
which are done of them in secret,
AvuTH. and in similar order the re-
maining Vv,

13.  All these] AU, AvrH,

When they are] So Tynp, Cov.,
CrAN., GEN., Bisa.: that are, AUTH.,
WicL.,, Cov. Test., RHEM.

Everything — light | Whatsoever doth
make manifest, is light, AvTH.; alle
thing that is schewide is ligt, WicL.;
whatsoever s manifest, that same 3
light, Tnp.,, Cov., CRAN.; euery
thynge that is manyfest, is lyghte,
Cov. Test.; it is light that maketh
all things manifest, GEN.; all that

which do make manifest, is lyght,
BIsH. ; al that i3 manifested, ¢s light,
REEM.

14. Up] So Cov. Test.: rise,
Wicr., RHEM.; awake, AUTH. and
remaining Vv, Shine on thee]
Ligten thee, WICL.; dluminate thee,
RuEM. : give thee light, AuTH. and re-
maining Vv,

15. Zake heed] So all the other
Vv. except WicL. (se yee); RHEM.,
AUTH., see. How ye] So Cov.,
CraN.,, Bisr., RHEM. (you), sim.
WicL. (kow warly yee); that ye, AUTH.
and remaining Vv. With strict-
ness] Circumspectly, AUTH. and the
other Vv. except WicL., RHEM., warly
(vvarily).

16. Buying up, &c.] Agen byinge
tyme, WICL. ; and redeme the tyme,
Cov. ; wynnynge occasyon, CRAN, ; re-
deeming the time, AUTH. and remain-
ing Vv.

17.  For this cause] Wherefore,
AurH. and all the other Vv. except
WicL., RHEM., therefore. Do
not become] Sim, RHEM., become not:
be ye not, AuTH, and the remaining
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t8. And be not made drunk with wine, wherein is disso-
luteness, but be filled with the Spirit; speaking to one
another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing
and making melody in your heart to the Lord, giving
thanks always for all things to God and the Father in the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, subjecting yourselves
one to another in the fear of Christ.

Wives be subject to your own husbands, as to the
Lord; for a husband is head of his wife, as Christ
also is head of the Church; He 4s the saviour of the
body. Nevertheless as the Church is subject to Christ,
g0 let the wives also be to their husbands in every thing.
Husbands love your wives, even as Christ also loved the
Church and gave Himself for it; that He might sanctify
it, having cleansed 4 by the laver of the water in the
word, that He might Himself present to Himself the
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18
19

20
21

22
23

24

25
26

27

Vv. except WicL., nyl yee be, and
Cov. (both), be not ye.

18. Be not made drunk] Nyl yee
be made drunken, WicL.; be not
‘dronken, Cov. (both); be not drunk,
AvurtH. and remaining Vv, Dis-
soluteness] Leccherie, WicL.; volup-
tuousnesse, Cov. Test.; rioteousnes,
RHEM. ; excess, AUTH. and remaining
Vv.

19. One another] Yourselves, AUTH.
and all Vv. (youre self, WicL.).

21.  Subjecting] Submitting, AUTH.
It is desirable to keep a uniform
transl. in ver. 21, 22, 24. of
Christ] Of *God, Avra,

22.  Be subject] Submit yourselves,
AUTH.

23. A lhusband) * The husband,
AUTH. Head of his] The head
of the, AUTH. As Christ also]
As cst,” Wicr.,, Cov, Test., REEM. ;
euen as Chr. also, Cov. ; even as Chr.,
AvTH. and remaining Vv.

Head (2)] The head, AUTH.
He i8] * And ke is, AuTH.
24. , Nevertheless] But, WicL., Cov.

Test., Bisa., RHEM. ; therefore, AUTH.
and remaining Vv, 4liso be]
Be, AuTH. Their husbands]
Their * own husbands, AuTH.

26. That he might sanctify it, hav-
ing cleansed it} That he might sanctify
and cleanse it, AUTH., GEN. (s. @, &) ;
that he schulde make it holy, clensynge
it, WICL.; to Sanctifie it, and clensed
it, TYND., Cov., CRAN. ; to sanctifye
it, clensynge it, Cov. Test., BisH.,
RHEM. By the laver of the
water in the word] So REEM. (of
waler): with the washing of water by
the word, AUTH. ; with the waschynge
stoon of water, in worde of liif, WICL.;
in the fountayne of water thorow the
worde, TYND., CRAN, ; in the f. of w.
by the worde, Cov. ; wyth the f. of w.in
the worde of lyfe, Cov. Test. ; by the
washing of water through y* worde,
GEN. ; in the fountayne of water in the
worde, BIsH,

27. That He might—beauty] That
he might present *it to himself o glo-
rious Church, AUTH.; that he gyue
the chirche glorious to hym self, WioL.;
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Church n glorious beauty, not having spot or wrinkle or
any such thing, but that it should be holy and blameless.
28 Thus ought husbands to love their -own wives as being
their own bodies. He that loveth his own wife loveth
29 himself. For no man ever hated his own flesh; but
nourisheth and cherisheth it, even as Christ also doth
30 the Church: because we are members of His body, of His
31 flesh and of His bones. For this cause shall a man leave
father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and
32 they two shall be one flesh. This mystery is a great one;
I however am speaking in reference to Christ and to the
33 Church. Nevertheless ye also severally, let each one of
you thus love his own wife as himself; and the wife, let
her reverence her husband.

VI Children obey your parents in the Lord; for this is

to make it vnto himselfe, a glorious
congregacion, Tynp., Cov., CRraN.,
Bisu. (Churche) ; that he myght make
#..., Cov. Test., GEN. (Church).
Blameless] Without blemish, AUTH.;
wndefoulide, Wicn., Cov. Test.; vn-
spotted, REEM. ; with out blame, TYND.
and remaining Vv. : see notes on ch. i.
4 (Transt.).

28. Thus ought husbands] So ought
wmen, AUTH, Own wives... wife]
AUTH. omits own. As being]
Euen as, Cov.; as AuTH. and all the
other Vv.

29. ZEwver] So WicL., RHEM.: ever
yet, AUTH. and the other Vv, except
Cov. Test., at any tyme. Christ
—Church] *The Lord the Church,
AvUTH.

30. Because] So RHEM,: for, AUTH.
and remaining Vv.

31. Father] * His father, Avutn,

32, This—one] This is a great
mystery, AvtH., Cov. Test.; this sa-
crament is greef, WICL.; this i3 @
great secrete, Tynp., Cov., Cran.,
GEN., Bism.; this is a great sacr.,
RHEM, I however am ep.] For-

sothe I seye, WicL. ; but I speak, AUTH.
and remaining Vv. In reference
to] Concerning, AUTH., GEN.; in,
WicL,, Cov. Test., RHEM.; bitwene,
Ty¥D.; of, Cov., CrAN., BisH.
And to] Adnd, AvtH., TYND.,, CoV.;
& in, WicL., Cov. Test., RHEM. ; and
of, CrAN., BIsH. ; and cicerning, GEN,
33. Yealso...of you] Let every one
of you i particular, AUTH.; yee alle,
eche man, WIcL. ; do ye so that every
one of you, TYND., Cov., CRAN. (om.
of you); also let euery one of you,
Cov. Test.; euerie one of you, do ye
80: let euerie one, GEN., BIsH. (adding
of you). The slight asyndeton in the
original is perhaps best retained.
Thus love his own wife as] So love
his wife even as, AUTH, The
wife, let her reverence] The wife, see
that she reverence, AUTH.; the wiif
drede, WICL. ; let the wyfe se that she
Jeare, TYND., GEN. ; let the wyfe feare,
Cov. (both), RHEM.; let the wyfe reu-
erence, CRAN., BisH,

CHaPrER VI. 2. Thy mother] So
Cov. (both), RHEM.: mother, AUTH.



Cuap. V. 28—VL o.

right. Honour thy father and thy mother, the which is
the first commandment in regard of promise; that it may
be well with thee, and that thou mayest live long upon the
earth. And ye fathers provoke not your children to
wrath; but bring them up in the discipline and admoni-
tion of the Lord.

Bond-servants obey your masters according to the
flesh with fear and trembling, in singleness of your heart,
as to Christ; not with eye-service as men-pleasers, but
as bond-servants of Christ; doing the will of God from
the soul; with good will doing service, as to the Lord,
and not to men: seeing ye know that whatsoever good
thing each man shall do, this shall he receive of the
Lord, whether he be bond or free. And ye masters, do the
same things unto them, giving up your threatening;
seeing ye know that both their Master and yours is in
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heaven, and there is no respect of persons with Him.

and remaining Vv. The which}
Which, AvurtH., Cov. Test, GEN.,
Brsu., REEM.; that, WicL., TIND.,
Cov.; the same, CRAN,

In regard of promise] With promise,
AUTH., GEN.; in biheest, WiCL. ; that
hath eny promes, TYND., Cov. ; in the
p., Cov. Test., CrRAN., RHEM. ; in p.,
Biss.

3. And that thou] So WicL.: and
thou, AUTH. Upon] On, AUTH.

4. Discipline] So WicL., RHEM. ;
nurture, AutH., Ty~ND., Cov. (both);
doctryne, CRAN.; instruction, GEN.,
Biss.

5. Bond-servants] Servants, AUTH.:
change to maintain the opposition in
ver. 8. Obey] So Cov. (both),
CraN., Bi1sH., and sim. WIcL. (obesche
yee to): be obedient to, AUTH. and re-
maining Vv. (al. unto).

Your) Them that are your, AUTH.

6. Bond-servants] The servants,
AUTH. From the soul] From
the heart, AUTH. and all Vv, except
‘WicL., of tnwitte (or resoune),

8. Secing ye know] Knourng, AUTH.,
Wicn. (wityng), Cov. Test., Bism.,
RHEM.; knowynge thys, CRAN.; and
remember, TYND. ; and be sure, Cov.;
and knowe ye, GEN, Each man]
So WicL.: ¢ man, Cov.; euery man,
Cov. Test.; eu. one, REEM.; any man,
AvurH. and remaining Vv. Shall
do] So WicL.,, RHEM.: doeth, AUTH.
and remaining Vv, The more exact
shall have done is not sufficiently in
accordance with our usual mode of
expression to make it desirable in
translation, except where it is obvi-
ously necessary that the relation of
time should be very exactly defined.
This] So WICL.: the same, AUTH.,
Cov. Test., CrAN.; that, TYND,
Bisa. ; ¢, Cov.; that same, GEN.

9. Giving up your] Forbearing,
AvrH. ; forgyuynge, WICL. ; puttinge
awaye, TYND., Cov. (both), Crax.,
GEN.,, B1sH.; remitiing, RHEM.
Seeing ye...is no] Knowing that *your
master also 8 in heaven, neither {s
there, AUTH.
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10 Finally be strengthened in the Lord, and in the power

11 of His might.

Put on the whole armour of God, that

ye may be able to stand against the stratagems of the
12 devil: because our wrestling is not against flesh and
blood, but ¢ 4s against Principalities, against Powers,
against the World-Rulers of this darkness, against the
spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly regions.
13 For this cause take up the whole armour of God, that
ye may be able to withstand in the evil day, and having
14 fully done all to stand. Stand therefore, having girt your
loins about with truth, and having put on the breast-

10.  Finally] Finally *my brethren,
AvrH. Be strengthened] So
RuEM.: be yee comfortide, WICL.; be
yestronge, Cov. Test. ; be strong, AUuTH.
and remaining Vv.

11.  Stratagems] Wiles, AUTH.; as-
Dpiyngis {or assaylyngis), WICL. ; crafty
assautes, TYND., Cov.; assaultes, Cov.
Test., CRAN., GEN., BIsH. ; deceites,
RueM. The translation in the text
seems better calculated to convey the
idea of a fixed and settled plan: see
notes on ch. iv. 14.

12.  Because our wrestling ¢s nof]
For our vorestling is not, RHEM. ; for
we wrestle not, AUTH. and remaining
Vv. except WICL., for stryuynge i3
not to vs. But it is] But,
AuUTH. The World-Rulers] The
rulers, AUTH.; gouernours of the
worlde, WicL, Cov. Test. (the ¢.);
the rulers of the worlde, Cov. ; worldy
rulars, TyYND., CrAN. (adding eus
gouerners); the worldlie gouernours,
GEN., Bisa. (om. the); the rectors of
the vworld, RHEM, Of this
darkness] * Of the darkness of this
world, AUTH. The spiritual
kosts of wickedness] Spiritual wicked-
ness, AUTH., TYND., Cov, Test. ; spe-
ritual thingis of wickidnesse, WICL. ;
y* spretes of w., Cov.; spretuall crafty-
nes, CrRAN.,, BisH.; spirttual wicked-

nesses, GEN.; the spirituals of wv.,
RHEM. In the hea-
venly regions] In high places, AUTH. ;
in heuenely thingis, Wicw., TYND. (for),
Cov. Test., CrAN.; vnder the heauen,
Cov. ; whichare in the kie places, GEX.;
in heauenly [ places], BISH.; in the
celestials, RHEM.

13. For this cause] SoTy~b., Cov.,
GEN.: wherefore, AuTH., Cov. Test.,
CRAN., B1sH.; therfore, WIcL., RHEM,
Takeup] Take, RHEM. ; take yee, WICL.,
Cov. (both); takeunto you, AuTH. and
remaining Vv. Having
—stand] Having done all, to stand,
AvrH.; in alle thingis stonde yee
parfite, WICL.; to stonde perfect in
alle thinges, TYND., and Cov. (both),
CRAN., omitting fo; stand in al things
perfect, RHEM. ; hauing finished all
things, stand fast, GeN., BIsH.
(to st.).

14. Hawing girt, &c.] Having your
loins girt about, AvrH., BISH. (om.
your); girde aboute youre lendis, WICL. ;
and youre loynes gyrd aboute, TYND.,
Cov., CraN. (om. aboute), GEN.;
beynge gyrded aboute your loynes, Cov.
Test. ; hauing your loines girded,
Raem. Having put
on] Clothide, WICL.; clothed with,
RHEM.; puttyng on, BisH.; having on,
AvrH. and remaining Vv.
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plate of righteousness, and having shod your feet with
the preparedness of the gospel of peace; in addition to
all baving taken up the shield of faith, wherewith ye
shall be able to quench all the fiery darts of the Wicked
One; and receive the helmet of salvation, and the sword
of the Spirit, which is the word of God; with all prayer
and supplication praying always in the Spirit, and watch-
ing thereunto, with all perseverance and supplication for
all the saints; and wn particular for me, that utterance
may be given to me in the opening of my mouth, so that
with boldness I may make known the mystery of the
gospel, for which I am an ambassador in a chain; that
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15
16

17
18

19

20

therein I may speak boldly, as I ought to speak.
But that ye also may know my condition, how I fare, 21

15. Having shod your feet] Your
feet shod, AUTH., WicL. (the f.), Cov.
Test., GEN.; shood, TYND.; shod vpon
youre fete, Cov.; hauynge shoes on
youre fete, CRAN.; hauyng your feete
shodde, BisH., RHEM. With the
preparedness of | With the preparation
of, Aurn., GEN.; in the pr. of, BIsH.;
to the pr. of, RAEM.; in makyng
reedy of, WIcL.; with showes prepared
by, TYND.; for the preparynge of,
Cov. Test.; that ye maye be prepared
for, Cran. Cov. transposes, with the
gospell of peace, that ye maye be pre-
pared.

16.  In addition to] Above, AuTH.
and the other Vv. except WicL., Cov.
Test., RHEM., in (& 7.). Having
taken up)] Taking, AvTH., WICL.,
Cov. Test., BisH., RHEM.; fake to
you, TYND., CRAN.; fake holde of,
Cov.; take, GEN.  Wicked One] Sim.
RHEM., most wvvicked one; werste
enemy, WICL.; moost wycked, Cov.
Test. ; wicked, AvuTH. and remaining
Vv. The addition of One in the
text seems desirable as marking the
personality of roi morypol.

17. Receive] Take, AUTH. and all
Vv.: WicL., Cov. Test., add yee, and

RHEM., vnio you.

18.  With all prayer, &c.] Praying
always with all prayer, AvrH.

All the saints] So REEM.: all Saints,
AvurH. and remaining Vv. except
WicL., al holy.

19. And in particular] And, AuTa.:

use of xal to add the special to the
general; see Fritz. on Mark, p. 11,
713, and comp. notes on Phil. iv. 12.
In the opening of my moutk] So Cov.
Test., REEM., and WIcL. (omitting
the) : that I may open my mouth, AuTH.
and remaining Vv, all of which (so
too Cov. Test., REEM.) except GEN.,
which leaves it open, connect é mapp.
with what precedes; see below.
8o that with boldness I may make
known] Boldly, to make known, AUTH.;
with triste for to make knowen, WicL. ;
boldly, to vtter Tynp., Cov.; wyth
boldnesse, to declare, Cov. Test.; frely,
to viter, CRAN., BisH. ; boldely to pub-
lish, GEN.; vvith confidence, to make
knovven, RHEM.

20. In achain] So AUTH. Marg.;
in this cheyne, WICL.,, Cov, Test.,
RHEM.: in bonds, ATTH. and remain-
ing Vv.

21. Mycondition] Sim. TYND., CRAN.
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Tychicus the beloved brother and faithful minister in the
22 Lord shall make known to you all things: whom I have
sent unto you for this very purpose, that ye may know
our affairs, and that he may comfort your hearts.
23 Peace be to the brethren, and love with faith, from

24 God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.

Grace be

with all them that love our Lord Jesus Christ in incor-

ruption.

what condicion I am in: my affairs,
AUTH., GEN. (mine), BISH.; what
thingis ben aboute me, WicL, ; what
case I am in, Cov. (both) ; the thynges
aboute me, RHEM.; change merely to
avoid the homeeoteleuton. How I
Jare] And how I do, Avre. All
other Vv. give what with do; but as
either of these might be misunderstood
and referred to what the Apostle was
actually engaged in (see Wolf in loc.),
it seems best, with Harl,, to refer ra
xar’ éué to ‘meine Lage,’ 71 mpdoow
to ¢ mein Befinden.’

The beloved] A beloved, AUTH.; my
moste dere, WICL.; my deare, TYND.,

Cov., GEN.; the moost deare, CovV.
Test.; thedeare, CRAN.; a deare, BISH.;
my decrest, REEM.: a curious variety
in rendering two simple words.

22, This very] This same, WicL.,
REHEM.; the same, AUTH. and remain-
ing Vv, May.. may] Might...
might, AUTH.: change in accordance
with the law of the succession of
tenses ; see Latham, Engl. Lang. §616.

24. In incorruption] So WioL.,
Ruey., and similarly Avra. Marg.,
with incorruption : in sincerity, AUTH.,
Bisn. ; in puernes, TYND. ; vnfayned-
ly, Cov.; syncerely, Cov. Test., CRAN.;
to their immortalitie, GEN.

THE END.
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