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THE EXPOSITORY TIMES 331 

in the Lord Jesus-specially in His glory-you will 
not and cannot pay regard to a man's wealth or 
line clothes.' It would seem that this harmonizes 
with other teaching in the N.T. The Crucified is 
also the Ascended : the Cross is the Crown : he 
who would be first is to be the servant of all. The 
Glory is Love that condescends to Service and 
Sacrifice set forth before men and angels as God's 
Yery nature. The J ohannine parallels as to the 
Lord's being ' glorified ' naturally suggest them­
selves, and perhaps we may even read this special 
sense of ' glory ' as meaning ' the triumphant 
vindication of what Jesus stood for, i.e. that service 
is the path to victory ' into St. Matthew's words 
(2531), 'the throne of his glory,' where He will sit to 
judge those who have and those who have not done 
service to Him in the persons of His little ones. 

The question has been raised by a member of 
the Hellenistic Greek Seminar at Manchester 
University (before which this interpretation was laid 
in the first instance), whether such a non-personal 
objective genitive as has been here suggested is 
found in the N.T. after 1rluns. Four passages 
have been quoted as bearing upon this point, and 
it is worth while to refer the reader to them. They 
are (1) Ac J16, ry 1r{un, TOV ovoµ.aTOS auTOV j 

(2) Ph 1

27

, rfj 1r{<rTEL Tov lvayyc>..fov; (3) 2 Th 2

13

, 

1r,<rTn aA'7(hto.s,-in all which passages an objec­
tive genitive seems the unforced way of explaining 
the syntax; (4) Col 212, T~~ 1r,<TT£ws rijs lvcpycia.s Tov 

0cov, which is certainly susceptible of the same 
treatment. In any case the ·examination of these 
passages seems to confirm the possibility from the 
grammatical side of interpreting St. James as has 
been suggested above. T. NICKLIN. 

Hulme Hall, Manchester. 

.&uit ,r-oii. 21. 
THE true interpretation of Lk 1721 is not to be 
settled so easily as Mr. Lewis assumes. In my 
rendering referred to, I am more than content to 
be in the company of Dr. Moffatt ; and I must 
suggest that the assumption that such an inter­
pretation is to be curtly dismissed as but one of 
' certain heresies ' is quite unwarranted. If the 
reader will consult Dr. Plummer's note in the 
'International Critical Commentary' hereupon, he 
will find a much more fair, and true, and reliable 
statement. If, also, he will but turn to the plain 

and careful account in my book mentioned, on 
pp. 110 and 111-which cannot, of course, be here 
quoted in exlenso-he can estimate the reasons 
there given for declining to accept the summary 
dismissals of either (1) or (2) in Mr. Lewis's con­
tribution. As to (1): the thoughtful reading of 
Dr. Moffatt's rendering of this whole passage should 
suffice, for ordinary minds, to rule out the ' there­
fore' here suggested, with its inference. \Vhilst 
in regard to (2): such an assertion simply begs the 
whole question in dispute, which is neither criticism 
nor reasoning. No one, presumably, will deny 
that ~µ.wv is plural. But all the examples quoted 
on behalf of the ' Field ' conclusion relate to the 
singular. As in Ps 384, lv,o, µ.ov; or }ft 2326, 

TO EvTO~ ToV 7rOTTJp{ov. 

The whole force of the context, one cannot but 
feel, shows that the decision that here lVTo~ vµwv 
can only mean lvTos iKa<rTov is sheer dogmatism. 

Mr. Lewis's final judgment concerning the duty 
of the Revisers expresses indeed his own opinion, 
but nothing more. So that there is yet liberty left 
for others to 'maintain patience in assertion' that 
Dr. Moffatt is right-as certainly also, I cannot 
but maintain, is my exposition in the book from 
which it is taken. FRANK BALLARD. 

Sheffield. 

IN the Daily Telegraph of December 16th, 1926, 
Colonel T. E. Lawrence writes as follows of a 
Turkish onslaught on the Awali suburb of Medma : 
' This bitter taste of the Turkish mode of war sent 
a shock across Arabia : for the first rule of Arab 
war was that women were inviolable ; the second, 
that the lives and honour of children too young to 
fight with men were to be spared ; the third, that 
property impossible to carry off should be left un­
damaged ' (italics mine). 

Does not this third rule of Arab warfare lend 
some support to the idea that the first half of 
Ob 5 should be interpreted as meaning, ' If 
thieves came to thee, if robbers by night ... 
would they not steal only till they had enough ? ' 
This, as has been pointed out, is required in order 
to make the first part of the verse parallel to the 
second,' If grapegatherers came to thee, would they 
not leave some gleaning grapes ? 'and any difficulty 
in the conception of desert raiders leaving any 
valuables undamaged behind them seems now to 
be removed. V. D. SIDDONS. 

IV ealdslotte. 




